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SEPTEMBER 28, 1959,
Hon. Paur H. Dovueras,

Chairman, Joint Economic Committee,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Drar SenaTor Dovucras: Transmitted herewith is part T of &
series of papers submitted by the panelists invited to appear before
the Subcommittee on Economic Statistics in connection with the sub-
committee’s current study of “Comparisons of the United States and
Soviet Economies.” Additional papers will be submitted in part IT,
which will contain the remainder of the general presentations, and in
part ITI, which will present papers in summary and conclusion.

This study is being conducted in accordance with instructions from
the full committee as announced in the Joint Economic Committee’s
report on the 1959 Economic Report of the President. The study
grows out of previous work of the Joint Economic Committee during
the 83d and 85th Congresses.

It should be recognized, as was stated in the earlier studies, that
the problems of making comparisons between any two national econ-
omies are exceedingly complex and even more so when those economies
are at different stages of development and have different policy objec-
tives. Such limitations are carefully set forth in the papers of the
opening panel and will be further assessed by the panelists preparing
the summary and conclusions.

The papers are presented in advance of the subcommittee’s hear-
ings in accordance with the Joint Economic Comimittee’s usual prac-
tice in order to provide members of the subcommittee and the partici~
pating panelists an opportunity to examine thoroughly the analyses
and findings in preparation for the discussions at the hearings.

Ricuarp Borring,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Economic Statistics.

SepTEMBER 25, 1959.
Hon. Ricaarp Bovruing,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Economic Statistics,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear ReprEsENTATIVE BoLLING: Transmitted herewith is part I
of the series of papers submitted by the panelists invited to appear
before the Subcommittee on Economic Statistics at the hearings to
be held November 16-20. The papers are arranged by panel topics
in the order in which they are scheduled for discussion at the hearings.
Part II, containing the papers of panelists appearing in the latter
part of the hearings dealing with the subjects of ‘“National Income
and Product,” “Foreign Economic Activities,” and the “Evaluation

m
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of the Russian Economic Threat by Private Policymakers” will be
submitted within 2 weeks. Part 111, containing the papers on sum-
mary and policy implications will be submitted in early November.
The papers are presented as submitted by the panelists, without
deletions.
) o . JoaN W. LERMAN,
Economast, Subcommittee on Economic Statistics.



CONTENTS

PROBLEMS OF SOVIET-UNITED STATES COMPARISONS

Problems of Soviet-United States comparisons, Hans Heymann, Jr.,

economics division, the Rand Corp., Washington, D.C.o__occo---
Introduction: Nature of the problem
Limitations of data and tools
Usability of statistics_ - - o oo

The problem of aggregation
Differences over time and BPaCE- —ccuomocm oo mccccmmmemeem e e
Perspective and focus of the comparisons

Problems of United States-Soviet economic comparisons, Robert Ww.
Campbell, Department of Economics, University of Southern California._
Introduction—Statement of findings. - -« oo mcmiemeee oo
The availability and interpretation of statistical data. - .- --—----
The index number problem _ - oo
Dangers in comparing isolated indieators out of context_ - oooemeeo
Tables: . .
Table 1. Comparison of selected commodity outputs in the
United States and Soviet Union. . oo oo mmcmmmmcmeeaoeo
Table II. Schematic illustration of the index number program...

POPULATION AND LABOR FORCE

‘The population of the Soviet Union, John F. Kantner, Foreign Manpower
Research Office, U.S. Bureau of the Census
Chapter 1. General SUMMArY _ . oo ocoomm e o aam oo
Chapter 2. Population and labor 8upply.- oo oooomaooonooao
The role of demographic factors during the first 40 years of Soviet
development _ . - - e
Population composition_ - o
The problem ahead—=Solutions _ _ . e
Contraction of the household and private economies
Draining the s¢hools oo eeeem
Rural-urban migration
Population redistribution_ _ oo meeeee
Summary and eonclusions._ _ oo
Chapter 3. Fertility and population growth___ .o ooooomamaaa-
Trends in Soviet fertility_....__ e e emm——————— e m—m————
Chapter 4. Basic demographic comparisons between the U.S.8.R. and
the United States
Introduction._ _ e cceccmmmmmm—————e e
Total size and growth _____ e
Redistribution of the population
Population composition

Tables:
Table 1. Percent distribution of the population of the U.S.S.R.
by age for selected years, 1926-75. _ .o ocuoo----
Table 2. Estimated population of the U.S.S.R., 16 to 59 years of
age, 195666
Table 3. Males per 100 females in the U.8.5.R., all ages and ages
15 to 59 years, selected years, 1926-75

Page

37
38
39



vi CONTENTS

Population of the Soviet Union—Continued
Tables—Continued
Table 4. Percent of total employment comprised of females, for Page
selected economic branches, U.S.S.R. and United States, 1957__ 40
Table 5. Enrollment in grades 8 to 10, graduates from the 10th
grade, and first-time enrollment in institutions of higher educa-

tion, U.S.8.R., selected school years, 1940-41 to 1958-59_____ 45
Table 6. Total population of the U.S.8.R. and United States and

percent increase, 1939-59. ... ____________________________ 54
Table 7. Vital rates of the U.S.S.R. and the United States,

selected years, 1913-57___________________________________ 56
Table 8. Comparison of vital rates for the U.S.S.R. and the

United States, 1940 and 1957 __ ___________________________ 57
Table 9. Percentage distribution of the area and population of

the U.8.8.R., 1939 and 1959, by western and eastern regions... 61

Table 10. Percentage distribution of the area and population of
the United States, east and west of the Mississippi River, 1940,

1950, and 1957_ . _____________ . _______ 61
Table 11. Males per 100 females, U.S.S.R. and United States,

selected years_ ______._____________________________._____. 65
Table 12. The ratio of voters to total population, U.S.8.R,,

selected years_______.____ . __________________________" 65
Table 13. Estimated sex ratios by age, U.S.S.R. and United

States ______ . 66
Table 14. Estimated age distribution of the population, U.S.8.R.

and United States, 1959__________________________________ 67
Table 15. Comparison of the “working age” population (15 to

59 years), U.S.S.R. and United States_.__ ... ______________ . 68

Appendix tables:
Table A. Population of the U.S.S.R. by urban-rural residence,

selected years, 1913-59_____________"___________________ 69
Table B. Population of the U.S.8.R. by union republic and
urban-rural residence, 1989 and 1959___~___________________ 69
Table C. Number and population of urban places in the U.S.S.R.
by size class and type of urban place, 1939 and 1959_________ 70
Table D. Population of the U.S.8.R., by sex, according to
censuses of 1926, 1939, and 1959___________________________ 70
Table E. Projected population of the United States, by age and
sex, July 1, 1960 and 1965______________________ T . ____ 71
Table F. Estimated and projected population of the USS.R,
by age and sex, January 1, 1959 and 1966__ _______._______. 71
Comparison of the United States and Soviet economies: the labor force,
Warren W. Eason, Princeton University.. - _____.___._____ . _____. 73
Labor force trends_______________ T ____________ " TTTTTTTr 74
The level and distribution of skills and experience. .. ... ... .. 81
The distribution of the labor force by selected characteristics of the
demand forlabor_ ... ___________ T ____________ . 84
The distribution of the labor force by socioeconomic groups__.____.. 84
The distribution of the population by dependency on agricultural and
nonagricultural oceupations_. .. _.___________________________. 88
Hoursof work_ . ________..____________________ T 90
Efficency of the labor force. .. _________________ """ "7"T" 91
Tables: .
Table 1. The total labor force of the U.S.8.R. and United States,
by sex, estimated, 1860-1955, and projected, 1960-75_ _______ 75

Table 2. The percentage of the population of the U.S.S.R. and
United States in the labor force, ages 16 and over (U.8.8.R.)
and 14 and over (United States) by sex, estimated and reported,

1926-55, and hypothetical, 1960-75________________________ 79
Table 3. The labor force by socioeconomic groups, U.S.S.R.,

1928, 1940, and 1955____ .. ___ _ ______________i_ o _____ 85
Table 4. The number of wage and salary workers, .U.S.S.R. and

United States, selected years, 1928-65____ ___________.______ 86

Table 5. The population dependent on agricultural and civilian
nonagricultural occupations, reported categories, for Imperial
Russia and the U.S.8.R., 1897-1955; and the population by
farm and nonfarm residence, United States, 1910-50_ _______" 89



CONTENTS

INDUSTRY

The structure and growth of Soviet industry: A comparison with the

United States, G. Warren Nutter, University of Virginia___....-—----

Introduetion - - - e cmmmmmmmmmemm———mmm

Soviet industrial growth_ e

Growth in oubtpub._ _ e oo

Growth in output and employment_ . oo ---

Growth in output and population____ - _—eo----

Industrial output compared: Soviet Union and United States_------

What to compare_ - - e

Contemporaneous growth____ i

“‘Comparable’”’ growth_________.____.. e emmm— i m e

Some tentative observations_ _ - oo oo eem e
List of charts and tables:

Chart 1. Industrial production: Czarist Russia, Soviet Union, and

United States, 1870-1955_ - oo ciceoce oo

Chart 2. Industrial production per head of population: Czarist

Russia, Soviet Union, and United States, 1870-1955_ ...

Chart 3. Indexes of output, employment, and labor productivity

by industrial groups: Soviet Union, 1913-55, and United States,

1909-58 - - o e mmm—mmmmmmmm——mm—mmmmm ===

Table 1. Indexes of industrial production for Russia, Soviet

Union, and United States: Benchmark years, 1870-1955____

Table 2. Average annual growth rates for Soviet industry: Out-

. put, labor produetivity, and per capita output, selected periods_

Table 3. Growth rates for industry in Czarist Russia, Soviet

Union, and United States: Output, labor productivity, and

. output per capita, selected concurrent periods_ . __ ...

Table 4. Relative value added and labor productivity of industry:

Sgsv;et Union as a percentage of United States, 1913, 1928,

1055 o o o e mmm e mm e mmmmmmmme—mmmmmm— =

Table 5. Percentage distribution of persons engaged by major

industrial groups: Soviet Union and United States, benchmark

VOATS . e cceme o e eemm e mm— = e e

Table 6. Growth rates for industry in Soviet Union and United

States: Output and output per capita, selected “‘comparable”’

PETiOdS . - - oo m oo —emm—comm—me——m—eo—=mme

Industrial investment in the U.S.S.R., John P. Hardt, corporation for

Fconomic and Industrial Research, Ind., Washington, D.C_ ...~

Introduction - - - o e mmmme e mm e mmmm——mm— e

Chapter 1. Maximum industrial growth_ .- - coomvcoomoromo-

Rationale for growth._ . oo

Political-military power_ _ oo ————

Industrial base - — - - - e e ceemm e m e -

A -continuing seller’s market_ _ _ i

Chapter 2. Stalinist industrial investment formula_ . .-

Investment and high tempo industrialization_ ..o o------

The rate of investment for industrial growth. .-~

Stalin’s investment formula for expanding the industrial base_. .

The leading sector theme__ .o nrocmeemo

Minimization of capital outlays_ __ . -ooooooeooooaoo

Optimal tautness in construction planning_ .- ----oo--o-

Administration of maximum incentives__ .- -~

" Chapter 3. Khrushchev’s revision of the Stalinist-investment formula

for the 7-year plan (1958-65) - __ . oo -

The thaw in the Soviet industrial investment policy - - - - ----- -

Lessons drawn from the sixth 5-year plan failure_ .-
Khrushchev’s modifications of the Stalinist formula______ ...
The leading sector theme broadened to include the petroleum-
natural gas roube - oo oo oo
Capital minimization tempered to improve economic effi-
CIBNCY o - o - e o e oo mmmm e mmei—mmmem——mmms———— ==
Optimal tautness in construction plans given increased
attention _ _ - o e
Maximum incentives in the administration of industrial con-
struction improved by industrial reorganization and the
introduction of mathematical techniques_ _ .- --o----

A debate in Soviet planning_ . _ _ oo
Aftermath of the debate_ o< cco o mmeeaan

107
97
100

105

113

114

129
130
130
131
131

132
136



VIiIx CONTENTS

Industrial investment in the U.8.S.R.—Continued Page
Chapter 4. Investment for future industrial growth__._____________ 137
The economic power struggle_ _ _________________________"""" 137
Industrial growth—For what purposes? . ____________________. 137
Rate of industrial investment and retardation_._______________ 137
Decline of the marginal product of capital and retardation.__._. 138
Summing wp_____.________________________ I 140
Appendix: Tables.__________.___ Tttt 140-141
Soviet-American management comparisons, David Granick, Carnegie
Institute of Technology. .. _._.________________________ ' "~ =~ 143
Introduetion_________________________________ T 143
Edueation_________________________________ T 143
Management incentives. ________________________________""""""" 144
Bureaueracy - __ . _____________ T 145
The problem of “communication upward’” _____________ . ________ 148
Conclusions ag to the ‘“Red executive”_____________________~""""" 149
. Chart 1. Ratio of white-collar to manual workers in industry and
mining: U.S.S.R. and United States_._______ o _________ 147

The centralized planning of supply in Soviet industry, Herbert S. Levine,
Russian Research Center, Harvard University and University of Penn-

sylvania_ . _____ . 151
L Introduetion_____..__________________________ """ 151
Organizations in supply planning__________.__.__________ 152
I1. Construction of the supply plan__ .- __________ 154
The supply plan and what it covers__ o ______.__ 154
Chronology of plan construetion oo ______ 156
Material balances_ . _. .. ________________ . _______ 162
Weaknesses of supply planning__________________________ 167
Mathematical methods and electronic computers__________ 170
IIT. ConelusionS oo oo oo T 174
Charts:
Chart 1. Zaiavka__.______________ . ____._____ 158
Chart 2. Material balance__________________________ S, 163
TRANSPORTATION
Bome aspects of the structure and growth of Soviet transportation, Ernest
W. Williams, Jr., Columbia University . - oo . . __._ 177
Soviet transportation development unusual . ______._______________ 177
Soviet freight trafic compared with that of the United States_ .. ... 178
Soviet transportation at the crossroads_______________.___________. 180
Soviet rail operations_ . __.._______________________"7"7"TTTTTTT 182
Postwar intensification of railway operations___________________ "~ 185
Conelusion___________________ T __________ Tt 186
Tables:
Table 1. U.S.8.R. freight traffic, selected years, 1913-57________ 186

Table 2. U.S. intercity freight traffic, selected years, 1889-1956__ 187
Table 3. United States and U.S.8.R. total freight traffic, selected

years, 1889-1956._ - _ e 187

Soviet transportation policies—a current review, Holland Hunter, Haver-
ford College____.__________________________________ T 189
Introduction and sumiary__ _______________________""T"TTTTmC 189
Major policy issues_ ... ._______________________TTTTmmmmme 189

Transportation prospeets to 1965 _.________________________""""" 192



CONTENTS

TABLES

Soviet transportation policies—a current review—Continued
Tables—Continued

Table 1. Freight traffic, U.S.8.R., by carrier and year, 1949-58,
and 1965 plan__ ______ ______ . _ -
Table 2. Freight shipments, U.8.8.R., by carrier and year, 1949-
58, and 1965 plan_ _ __ _ . ____ _______ -
Table 3. Average lengths of haul, U.S.S.R., by carrier and year,
1949-58, and 1965 plan______ __ . o e eeem
Table 4. Passenger traffic, U.S.S.R., by carrier and year, 1949-58,
and 1965 plan. . _ _____ _____ o eee—o
Table 5. Operating labor force and labor productivity, U.S.8.R.,
railroads, by year, 194958, plus 1965 plan_ _ _ . _____________
Table 6. Railroad motive power, U.S.S.R., 1950, 1955, 1958, and
1965 plan_ . e
Table 7. Freight train performance, U.S.8.R., railroads, by year,
1950-58, plus 1965 plan__ ______________ oo
Table 8. Freight car performance, U.S.S.R., railroads, by year,
1950-58, plus 1965 plan___ _ . __ oo -
Table 9. Selected financial performance indicators, U.8.8.R. rail-
roads, by year, 1950-58, plus 1965 plan_ ___ ___________.._.__
Table 10. Railroad freight traffic composition, U.S.S.R., 1950 and
1958, by major commodity groups. . _ . _ oo _______

AGRICULTURE

Soviet agriculture: Structure and growth, D. Gale Johnson and Arcadius
Kahan, University of Chicago_ .- - _____
A, Data problems . __ -

B. Growth of agricultural output_._ - _ . ______

C. Changes in imports and average productivity . _ _________.______
]I%. An attempt at explanation of long-run changes in output.._..___
o
F.
T

Overtake the United States in the per capita output of butter, milk,
and meat_ _ oo
Progress during sn(th 5—year plan_ -

ables:

Table 1. Indexes of gross agricultural output, Soviet Union_____
Table 2. Indexes of net agricultural output, Soviet Union______
Table 3. Indexes of gross and net output of livestock products,
technical crops, and food crops, Soviet Union.___.___________
Table 4. Shares of producer groups in gross agricultural output..
Table 5. Shares of socialized and private sectors in gross output
of livestock produets_ _ _ . .. .. _____
Table 6. Gross output of major agricultural commodities, Soviet
Union and United States_ _ . _ .. ____..
Table 7. Per capita net output of major agricultural products,
Soviet Union.__ . ___ ______________ .
Table 8. Crop yields, Soviet Russia, 1925-58_ _ _ _ . _______..._.
Table 9. Crop yields, United States, 1925-58_ _ _ _ .. _________.
Table 10. Labor used per hectare of land by peasants and collec-
tive farms, U.S.S.R_________ e
TaSble 11. Labor used per centner of output, U.S.S.R. and United
tates. _ _ ez~
Table 12. Meat production, Soviet Union and United States,
1913-58, selected years_ __ _ __ ______ e ___

" Table 13. Milk production, Soviet Union and United States, 1913,

1928, 1940, 1950-58. e
Table 14. Livestock numbers, Soviet Union and United States,
1916, 1928, and 1959 _ ___ .o
Table 15. Estimated feed requirements, Soviet Union, selected
years, 192858 _ _ . e
Table 16. Comparison of average annual increase in produection of
agricultural products, 195658, with increases referred to other
goals of sixth 5-yearplan.___ .. ____

Page
195

195
196
196
196
197
197
198
198
199

201



X CONTENTS

Soviet agriculture: Structure and growth—Continued
Appendix tables:
Table 1. Area sown to crops, 1913-59, selected years, Soviet Page

Union. .o 228
Table 2. Total livestock numbers, Soviet Union. _____.________ 230

Table 3. Gross physical output for 11 major commodity groups,
Soviet Union. .. e ________. 231

Table 4. Net physical output for 11 major commodity groups,
Soviet Union. oo ______._ 234

Table 5. Estimated annual yields of animal products and crops,
Soviet Union_ .. _ .. . . . _________________ 237

Soviet agricultural prices and costs, Nancy Nimitz, Rand Corp., Santa
Monica, Calif . 239
Introduction_ - __ _ . ____ . 239

I. The pattern of output and marketings—Procurement prices and
average realized prices____ . ______________________________ 242
I1. Procurement prices, 1928-50. . __ . .. . o .___ 248
ITI. Collective farm costs of produetion_ ... _________.__ 256
IV. Procurement prices, 1950-58_ - . . o 262
V. Results. . _ e 272

Tables:

Table 1. Share of collective farms in U.8.8.R. output and pro-
curement of selected products, 1932-56.._____ ... _________ 243

Table 2. Share of the private sector in U.S.8.R. output, market-
ings, and procurement of selected products, 1940, 1956_ __._ . 244

Table 3. Share of marketings and procurement in gross private
sector output of selected products, 1940, 1956_ _ _ ____________ 244

Table 4. Share of marketings and procurement in.gross collective
farm output of selected produects, 1932-66________.______... 245

Table 5. Distribution by origin of collective farm money income,
193566 _ e 246

Table 6. Average procurement prices received by collective farms
for selected products, 1928, 1937, 1950 _ . _ ... ___._.__ 251

Table 7. Index numbers of procurement prices received by collec-
tive farms, 1928, 1937, 1950 _ __ ___ . 252

Table 8. Indicators of prices paid by collective farms for agri-
cultural and manufactured goods, 1928-52__________________ 254

Table 9. Comparison of prices received by collective farms for
grain, milk, and raw cotton with state farm costs, 1937, 1950.. 255
Table 10. Regional variations in cost of production on collective

farms, 195355 _ . . o e 259
Table 11. Average costs of production on collective farms,

1953-56_ e 260
Table 12. Average costs of production on state farms, 1950-60

Plan. e 261
Table 13. Procurement prices received by collective farms for

selected produets in 1956 _ __ _ oo 266
Table 14. Procurement prices introduced for selected products in

1958, compared with average costs of production, 1953-56___. 269
Table 15. Average procurement prices received by collective

farms for selected products, 1950, 1956, 1958 _________._.__ 271
Table 16. Index numbers of average procurement prices received

by collective farms, 1950, 1956, 1958 __ ___ __ .. ..___ 271
Table 17. Collective farm money outlays from current income,

1052-58 _ e 274
Table 18. Indicators of peasant income, 1950-57_ . ___________ . 276

Appendix tables:
Table 1. Outputs, selected products, distributed by type of pro-

ducer, 1940, 1950, 1956 ___ _ . ______ ... 278
Table 2. Procurements of selected products, distributed by types

of producer, 1940, 1950, 1956 _ _ _________ . __________. 280
Table 3. Quantities, prices, and values of sales by collective farms

to procurement agencies, selected products, 1937_____ e 281
Table 4. Quantities, prices, and values of sales of c¢ollective farms

to procurement agencies, selected products, 1950__._________ 282

Table 5. Derivation of value of sales by collective farms to pro-
curement ageneies, 1956 _ _ o eees 284



CONTENTS X1

Agricultural policy of the Soviet Union, Lazar Volin, Foreign Agricultural Page

Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture___._._______________________. 285
Summary and eonclusions. . _____._____________________________ 285
Introduetion______ . ____ L ________. 288
Chapter 1. Contrasting objectives of agricultural policy in the Soviet

Union and the United States.___________________.T____________ 288
Chapter 2. Collective and state farms____________________________ 290
Chapter 3. Farm giantism._____________________________________. 294
Chapter 4. Machine tractor stations; their rise and fall___.__________ 297
Chapter 5. Household allotment farming_ ________________________ 299
Chapter 6. Government procurements of farm produets______.______ 301
Chapter 7. Economic incentives and farm labor___________________ 303
Chapter 8. Capital investment in agriculture; fertilizer program____ 306
Chapter 9. Planning and management___________________________ 309
Chapter 10. The battle for grain; wheat and corn___ ______________ 311
Tables:

Table 1. Area sown to crops in selected years, Soviet Union.___ 315
Table 2. Acreage and production of selected crops, United States

and the Soviet Union, 1958_ __ __ . __ . ____ . _________._ 316
Table 3. Livestock numbers in the United States and the Soviet

Union, selected years.___________________________..______. 316
Table 4. Livestock numbers in the Soviet Union, by kinds of

farms, January 1, 1958 ___________ ... ______________ 316
Table 5. Labor requirements for crops and livestock products in

the United States and the Soviet Union____________________ 317
Table 6. Percentage distribution of collective farms by sown area,

Soviet Union and selected regions._________.________________ 317
Table 7. Percentage distribution of collective farms by number

of households, Soviet Union and selected regions, 1956_ .. ____ 317
Table 8. Government payments to collective farms and individ-

uals for farm products acquired, selected years_ ________._____ 317
Table 9. Yields of all grains in Kazakhstan, selected years______ 318

LEVELS OF LIVING AND INCENTIVES IN THE SOVIET
AND UNITED STATES ECONOMIES

Levels of living, wages and prices in the Soviet and United States economies, 7™

Lynn Turgeon, Hofstra College.______ . ___________________._____ 319
Introduetion___ _____ _ _____ ... 319
Recent and projected developments in Soviet levels of living_..._.__ 319
International level of living comparisons_._ . _____________. ________ 325
A ruble-dollar ratio of disposable income for food, clothing, durable

consumer goods, personal care, and recreation.__________________ 327
Gross family income_ ... _____ . _.__________________.___ 327
AR o e e e e 329
Shelter and household operations. . . _________________________ 330
Medical, dental, and child eare_._______.______________.______ 331
Transportation.______ . ____ ol ___._. 331 -
Insurance, contributions, savings, and other miscellaneous__.___ 332
Food, clothing, durable consumer goods, personal care, and
recreation._ . __ . 332
Meaningfulness of Soviet retail prices_ . ____. _.__________________ 334
A comparison of consumption in the United States and Soviet
. €CONOMIeS_ .. ... 337
Can the Soviets achieve the United States level of living?_________.__ 338
Tables:
Table I. Series reflecting changes in levels of living in the U.S.S.R.,
1955 t0 1965« _ . e __ 320

Table II. Estimate of family disposable income available for food,
clothing, durable consumer goods, persanal care, and recreation
in the United States and the U.S.S.R., 1958 _____ . ___________ 329
Table III. Composition of personal expenditures of workers in
Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, selected years___.____. 333



X . CONTENTS

Levels of living, wages and prices in the Soviet and United States econo-
mies—Continued
Tables—Continued
Table IV. Conversion of Soviet prices for food, clothing, con-
sumer durables, personal care, and recreation to dollar-equiva-
lent prices at average and subsistence family income levels,
1058 - e e m e e

A comparison of incentives in the economic systems of the United States
and Soviet Russia, Benjamin A. Javits, president, United Shareholders
of America, New York, N.Y _ el

Managerial incentives and decisionmaking: A comparison of the United
States and the Soviet Union, Joseph S. Berliner, Syracuse University..
Summary
Chapter 1. Managerial incentives and recruitment__ . _________
Education and career choice. - - oo
Competition amMoONg Careers _ o .o oo cecemmeeee
Chapter 2. Managerial incentives and decisionmaking
Material incentives . . - o e ccmmceee
Production decisions . - - iim—aeaa
Procurement decisions. . oo
Investment decisions___ - -
Chapter 3. Some comparative observations_ ... ____._..
Managers and OWNerS. oo e cceceecemaan
Managers and the laws___ _ __ -
Managers and overfull employment__ . eaao.-

Page
335



COMPARISONS OF THE UNITED STATES AND
SOVIET ECONOMIES

PROBLEMS OF SOVIET-UNITED STATES COMPARISONS.

| (By Hans Heymann, Jr., Economics Division, the Rand Corp.,
Washington, D.C.)

INTRODUCTION: NATURE OF THE PROBLEM

As the Joint Economic Committee launches into the third of its
biennial comparative studies of Soviet economic growth, it seems most
fitting that our attention be focused at the very outset on what is
probably the most elusive and critical issue with which any comparison:
must deal, namely that of method and concept: how adequate are
the yardsticks we must employ, how commensurable are the features
we wish to compare, and how clearly can we define the purposes which
the comparisons are intended toserve? These questions are, of course,
not new and, in part, they have been intelligently discussed in the two

revious studies in this series.! It seems most appropriate, neverthe-
ﬁass, that we take another look at these problems at this time. For
in the interim since the publication of the last study there have been
several developments which lend these questions new interest and:
urgency. .

First, the Soviet authorities have seen fit to release considerably
more statistical information about their own economy in the last
3 years than they have in the preceding 20. Innumerable statistical
handbooks have made their appearance, covering major economic
sectors, industries, and regions of the U.S.S.R.? and the Soviet
periodical literature is now also more generously festooned with
statistical tabulations and compendia. It may be well to ask, then,
whether this new flood of data constitutes a qualitative as well as a
quantitative improvement in the information at our disposal, or.
whether it is merely more of the same mixture of 1ll-defined fact and
propagandistic distortion to which we have been so frustratingly sub-
jected in the past. -

A second development is the growing Soviet preoccupation with
economic comparisons. Since about the middle of last year, and par-
ticularly coincident with the launching of the new 7-year plan, the
long-held and prestige-laden Soviet objective of “catching up with

1 See, for example, the interesting analysis of the limitations and pitfalls of national income comparisons
undertaken in the 1955 study (‘‘Trends in Economic Growth: A Comparison of the Western Powers and
the Soviet Bloe,” c¢h. VIII, pp. 54-59) and the discussion of conceptual and statistical problems in the 1957
study (“Soviet Economic Growth: A Comparison With the United States,” pp. 7-9).

% Partial listings of the new handbooks have been compiled by John P. Hardt in the American Economic”
Review, June 1958, pp. 472-473, and by Michael Kaser in Soviet Studies, January 1959, p. 319 fI.
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2 COMPARISONS OF UNITED STATES AND SOVIET ECONOMIES

America” has been rapidly transformed by Khrushchev from a mere
propaganda slogan into something approaching a national obsession.
“Economic competition’ has become the watchword and the attention
of Soviet economists has been increasingly directed toward economic
developments in the West and toward comparisons of the economic
progress of the two leading contestants, the United States and the
U.S.S.R. While engaging in a veritable orgy of comparisons of their
own, Soviet economusts have now also become unhappily aware of the
comparisons being made by their American “bourgeois’ colleagues and
have subjected these to violent and tendentious criticism in a dreary
succession of articles and books? These Soviet criticisms are, of
course, not inspired by any love of truth or respect for scholarship;
they condemn passionately and reject wholesale whatever we say that
may tend to question the perfect wisdom -of Soviet policies or the
mevitable "superiority of Soviet institutions. But our comparisons
have not always been above reproach, and some of the Soviet criti-
cisms cannot be entirely laughed off. But whether we take them
seriously or dismiss them as propaganda, it is well to be aware of the
fact, now more than ever, comparisons of the sort we are making
have become subjects of bitter international controversy. In order
to avoid both the emotional and the statistical traps, it would be well
for us to lean over backward to recognize the ambiguities of our data,
to acknowledge the temperamental nature of our yardsticks and to be
conscious of the complexities of our criteria.

Finally, and perhaps most important, we are beginning to show
more concern about the purposes and perspectives that international
comparisons should serve. We are beginning to ask ourselves some
searching questions about the meaning of the economic competition
with the US.SR. We have begun to suspect that Khrushchev’s
simplistic objective of catching up with us in the production of goods
may be admirably suited to his purposes, but that such a competition
hardly defines our own aims and may, in fact, distract our attention
from the real issues. Ewdently, Khrushchev would like nothing
better than to turn the entire international arena into a gigantic
racetrack on which all contestants must accept his ground rules,
assume his handicaps, and compete for his goals. But his production
race is not necessarily a meaningful contest for us and perhaps we
should not even be running on the same track. What is the true
nature of the competition? What are the measures of comparison
that are appropriate to our tasks and that will correctly identify our
opportunities and dangers? Is it the speed of Soviet economic growth
that threatens our security or is it the direction and efficiency of its
disposition? Can we measure Soviet economic strength by its total
output, or is it the skill with which the output is used that accounts
for the Soviet threat? Questions such as these concerning the criteria
and values that should guide our comparisons lie at the very heart of
our problem. There is a strong temptation to ignore these issues and

3 Interestingly, much of this criticism is directed at the 1957 Joint Economic Committee report “Soviet
Economic Growth * * *”  For a sample of these critiques, see V. Kuvarin and A. Mikhailov, “A New
Attempt To Distort the Picture of Soviet Economic Growtb,” Voprosy Ekonomiki No. 11, November
1957, p. 136 fi.; A. Kozlov, “Some Attempts To Distort the Facts Concerning the Development of the
Soviet Economy,” Voprosy Ekonomiki, No. 4, April 1958, p. 100 ff.; 8. Kheinman, “Boureeois Economists
on Soviet Industry,” Voprosy Ekonomiki, No. 5, May 1958, p. 87 fi.; more recently, the Gosplan U.S.8.R.
Institute of Economic Research has devoted an eatire book to tnis subject, under thetitle “Bkonomicheskol
sorevnovanie mezhdu SSSR i SShA. Kritika vzgliadov Amerikanskikh burzhuaznykh ekonomistov’’

(The economic contest between the U.S.S.R. and United States: A critique of the views of American bousr-
geois economists), Moscow, 1959,
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to proceed mechanically with our comparisons, letting others worry
about what they mean; or, at the other extreme, to give up in despair
and avoid comparisons altogether.* But if comparisons are to be
made, their usefulness, in the final analysis, will depend on our ability
to throw some light on precisely these issues.

In a brief general discussion such as this, divorced from the actual
comparisons themselves, it is, of course, possible to examine only a
few of these issues and to treat them only in highly summary fashion.
This paper will begin by reviewing, very briefly, some of the purely
technical problems arising from the inadequacies of the data, and
their limited coverage; it will then turn to some broader questions of
comparability arising from differences in structure over time and
space; and, finally, it will touch upon one or two of the larger issues
of perspective and focus upon which the significance of the compari-
sons so largely depends. : '

LimitarioNs oF Data anp TooLs

USABILITY OF STATISTICS

The increasing availability of Soviet statistics in recent years has
been a source of both encouragement and frustration to Western
scholars who had long been treated to a Soviet diet of virtual statistical
starvation. The new data, published in the form of official manuals
and tabulations presented sporadically in the periodical press, touch
upon many important aspects of Soviet economic life, fill some gaping
voids, afford us greater opportunities for checking internal consistency,
and provide a somewhat more . rounded picture of Soviet economic
development than could be obtained prior to 1956. But the new data
are still a long way indeed from meeting what would be considered in
the Western World as minimum acceptable standards of statistical
adequacy.® The data still exhibit large gaps and omissions in report-
ing, widespread internal inconsistencies and discrepancies, and an
almost ludicrous lack of documentation, definition, or other explana-
tory notes; all this adds up to an overall statistical situation that
resembles a jigsaw puzzle with a fuzzy picture and at least half the
pieces missing, :

In lashing out at Soviet statistics, it may be well to bear in mind
that Western statistics, too, have their deficiencies and limitations,
and that governments and individuals everywhere are prone to select,
manipulate, or withhold data so as to present a “spectal’” interpreta-
tion of the facts. But in the democratic West, misrepresentation and
distortion tends to be kept within reasonable bounds by the open
clash of ideas, by the public airing of scholarly controversy, and by
the checks and balances of responsible government. In the Soviet
case these controls and disciplines are absent and there are other
serious impediments to the presentation of a reliable, balanced, and
undistorted statistical image of Soviet reality.

4 The U.8. education mission to the U.S.S.R. recently published a report of its observations of Soviet
education, but carefully abstained from any comparisons on the ground that “the objectives of o lucation
in the two countries are so different as to make comparisons misleading.’ (U.S. Office of Education,
+1goviet Commitment to Education, Report of the First Official U.S. Education Mission to the U.8.8.R.,”’
Bulletin 1959 No. 16, Washington, D.C.E).0

8 For a critique of the new data, see Naum Jasny, “The Soviet 1956 Statistical Handbook: A Com-
mentary,” Michigan State University Press, 1957; Harry Schwartz, “ The Renaissance of Soviet Statistics,”

Review of Economics and Statistics, May 1958, p. 122 ff.; and Robert L. Allen, ‘“A Note on Soviet Foreign
Trade Statistics,” “Sovict Studies,” April 1959, p. 360 fI.
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One of these impediments has its origin in the very nature of what
Gregory Grossman calls the Soviet command economy. Unlike a
market economy, a command economy allocates resources not through

- & market mechanism but by direct production orders from the center
to the enterprises. The flow of information in such an economy is,
therefore, somewhat similar to the system of commands and execution
that prevails in a military organization and is quite unlike the casual
information reporting typical of a market economy. The principle
of authority and subordination that pervades Soviet economic admin-
istration has important and often negative consequences for the
reliability of the production statistics and other records of performance
that the Soviet ‘‘subordinates’ report to their superiors. For, as

-Grossman so aptly puts it, “authority breeds deception, and com-
mands elicit simulation.” ¢  Deception and simulation take the form
of statistical manipulations by both workers and management in
Soviet enterprises, who, because of the rigorous structure of incentives
and penalties under which they operate are pulled in the direction of
writeups of output and simulation of plan fulfillment. “Borrowing’”
output from succeeding periods, the inclusion of spoilage and sub-
standard goods in reports of finished output and the devaluation of
the product assortment produced all tend to impair the numerical
accuracy of the data reported to the Soviet authorities by their sub-
ordinates. But while there is much evidence of data distortion and
even falsification of this sort, there are also definite limits placed: on
such opportunities for misrcporting and, by and large, it may be
reasonable to assume that the relative magnitude of distortion from
this source is not fatal for our purposes.

But the distortion of the information reported to the Soviet authori-
ties is the lesser of the impediments to statistical adequacy. A much
more serious problem for us is the distortion of the facts about the
Soviet economy reported by the Soviet authorities in their publica-
tions. This is a very different kind of distortion which takes the form
not of numerical falsification, but of a concerted effort to mislead the
reader by withholding and suppressing data, by partial and selective
release, by deliberate ambiguity in description, and by biased choice -
of bases for comparison. The reasons for this systematic Soviet effort
to deprive and to deceive are twofold: first, an almost compulsive
preoccupation with preserving military secrecy which, in Soviet prac-
tice, is defined much more comprehensively than almost anywhere
else in the world, and second, a vital political and ideological stake in
presenting a special kind of image of the Soviet economy both to its
own citizens and to the world at large. Thus the imperatives of
national security and propaganda combine to produce a sadly in-
complete and distorted picture of Soviet reality, shielding from our
view both some of the most successful and some of the poorest per-
forming sectors of the economy, and presenting us with the formidable
problem of interpreting data that are often of unknown reliability and
are sometimes actually known to distort what they claim to represent.
Much of the energy of Western scholars, therefore, has had to be
diverted from the important study of the causes and effects of Soviet
economic expansion to a painstaking reconstruction of independent
appraisals of its actual speed and extent. Moreover, however neces-

¢ Gregory Grossman, “Soviet Statistics of Physical Output of Industrial Commodities: Their Compilation

and Quality.” (Draft of a forthcoming study to be published by the National Bureau of Economic Re-
search, Inc., New York.)
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sary the sacrifice has been, this diversion of valuable human resources
to the dreariest sort of detective work could, at best, yield alternative
answers that are suggestive, but can never fully resolve the uncer-
tainties and ambiguities of the raw data on which all such reappraisals
must ultimately rest. In short, despite its recent easing, the restric-
tive and propagandistic Soviet information policy continues to impose
on us a heavy burden of statistical compilation and interpretation
and succeeds in seriously impeding our ability to reconstruct a reliable
balanced, and undistorted statistical image of Soviet progress.

THE PROBLEM OF AGGREGATION

A quite different kind of problem in making comparisons arises from
the inherent limitations of the economist’s tools of measurement. It
is easy enough for us to measure changes in output of individual,
homogeneous commodities, or services. Thus, growth in steel output
can be revealed with reasonable precision when measured in metric
tons, production of refrigerators when counted in number of units, and
the availability of housing can be reflected at least with quantitative
accuracy in terms of square meters of floor space. But as soon as we
begin to ask more comprehensive questions—such as: How much has
total industrial production increased? to what extent has the level of
consumption improved? what has been the rate and direction of
investment?—we run head on into the “index number problem.”
For the answers to such questions depend on the synthetic measure
we use to combine the various different products or services involved
into a single generalized product or service. This means that we must
decide on the relative importance, tha “weights,” that we should assign
to the individual components of our generalized measure or “index,”
while combining them. But there are a number of possible weighting
systems that can be employed and a variety of mathematical formulas
that might be used in constructing the index, each yielding signifi-
cantly different answers to the same question. And the divergences
in the results tend to be greatest when an economy is experiencing rapid
growth, undergoing radical structural changes, and following an
uneven path of development, as has been the Soviet experience over
much of its 30 years of industrialization history.

An injudicious or reckless choice of weighting procedure and form of
an index can lead to enormous bias in results. The official Soviet index
of industrial output is often cited as a particularly horrible example of
such methodological distortion. Its upward bias has been due, at
different times, to at least four different causes: (1) being a gross-value
index, its system of price weights (which includes materials costs) has
tended to give much greater prominence to the fastest growing
“material intensive” components of the index than would have
resulted from “value added” weights (which exclude materials costs);
(2) gross-value weighting has also meant “double counting” of inter-

~mediate products in successive stages of processing, yielding an inflated
figure for the absolute volume of output in any given year; (3) the
weight-base used by the index until 1950 was the fixed price structurs
of the year 1926-27, which is remote in time and which is bound to
yield 2 much higher overall index than would have emerged if mid-
industrialization or postindustrialization prices had been used; and
(4) new goods that were not produced in the base year were allowed

46283—59—pt. 1—2
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to enter the index. at the prices of the first year of series production,
thus overweighting these new products both because of the general
price inflation that had occurred and because of higher early production
costs.

Confronted with such an obvious and perhaps intentional pattern
of bias, Western scholars have tried to discover possible shortcuts for
measuring Soviet industrial growth independently. These shortcuts
took the form of selecting one or a small number of economic indicators
and accepting their rate of advance as approximations to the growth
of industry as a whole. For example, the consumption of minerals
and the railroad freight turnover in ton-kilometers were used as indi-
cators on the grounds that they reproduce the trend of industrial
output quite faithfully in the United States. Or, on a more subtle
plane, an attempt was made to use as indicators the growth rates of
fuel, steel, and power consumption, combining these into a formula
that gave the nearest approximation to the growth rates of total
manufacturing in 15 Western countries.” But all of these simplifica-
tions, while they circumvent the worst of the index number problems,
do have one defect in common: they assume that the functional
relationships that can be observed in the United States or in the West
between' the chosen indicators and total output also prevail in the
U.S.S.R., an assumption that is both questionable ané) unverifiable.

Given the limitations of these shortcuts, a number of Western
scholars have undertaken the arduous and risky task of trying for an
independent reconstruction of the record of Soviet industrial expansion
by compiling as many individual commodity series as possible and then
aggregating them by means of certain chosen weights. For the West-
ern observer, looking at the Soviet economy from the other side of a
very thick curtain, the attempt to estimate industrial growth by ac-
counting separately for each of its innumerable components and then
selecting an acceptable method of combining them into a single index,
encounters formidable difficulties of measurement in general and dilem-
mas of aggregation in particular. The reliability of such indexes is
inevitably impaired by our inability to achieve a representative prod- -
uct coverage relative to the total product mix and by the impossibility
of knowing for sure what weights it would be proper to attach. There
is no real way of resolving these difficulties; it 1s possible only to reduce
their impact by measuring in a number of ways, by constructing
different index forms and by experimenting with a variety of systems
of weights. In the final analysis, the degree of success achieved
depends in large measure on the care and circumspection with which
the results are analyzed and used.

DirrERENCES OvER TIME AND SPACE

So far we have discussed and lamented the more narrowly technical
difficulties of comparison occasioned by the deficiencies of the data
and the limitations of our tools of measurement. We turn now briefly
to a quite different but related category of pitfalls that are placed in
our path, namely, those arising from the profound diversities and dis-
parities that exist between the two economies over time and space.
There is, first, the uniqueness of the direction and path of economic
growth followed by the U.S.S.R.; second, the dearth of what might be

7 See Francis Seton, “The Tempo of Soviet Industrial Expansion,” paper read before the Manchester
Statistical Soclety, Jan. 9, 1957.
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called normal periods of development in Soviet history, undisturbed
by natural or manmade disasters; and third, the less advanced stage
and level of economic maturity attained by the Soviet economy rela-
tive to that of the United States. Since these differences can easily
distort the meaning of our comparisons, a brief comment on each
may be in order.

First, the special character of Soviet economic growth. The great

unevenness of Soviet economic development becomes immediately
and strikingly apparent to any Western visitor to the U.S.S.R. One
1s struck by the degree to which the economicelly efficient, the tech-
nologically modern exist side by side with the inefficient and back-
ward; by the extent to which some segments of the economy have been
radically transformed in the course of the last 30 years, while others
have remained virtually stagnant. This unevenness of development
is, of course, the result largely of consciously adopted policies and
priorities. For since the industrialization drive began, Soviet
resources and energies have been mobilized as in no other country
toward the attainment of two goals: industrial power and military
might. This has meant not only that Soviet industry underwent
swift and radical changes as a whole, but also that growth rates -
-diverged widely from one branch of industry to another. The
‘“primacy of heavy industry’”’ resulted in enormous increases in the
-output of producers’ and military goods, but in only very modest
increases in manufactured consumers’ goods. Broad general indexes
-of industrial production, consequently, are not very revealing instru-
ments for reconstructing a balanced record of Soviet growth, since
they conceal from us these important structural disparities. More-
-over, for technical reasons which peed not be explored here, such
indexes may be greatly affected in their numerical value by the course
-of expansion that the economy followed and may show a greater or
lesser rate of growth than in fact occurred. These measurement
difficulties are not, of course, confined to the field of industry. They
-confront us with equal intensity in many other fields, particularly in
the sphere of living standards, where structural changes have been,
‘if anything, even more perplexing. For rapid urbanization in a
peasant country involves radical changes in the mode of life, and
~causes large shifts in the composition of urban consumption.

The Soviet urban dweller, for example, has available to him now
“much more of the social amenities, urban services, and modern manu-

factured consumers goods, but he has benefited little, if at all, from

;any increas: (per capita) in housing, clothing, or the more highly
nutritive foodstuffs. And so far as peasants are concerned, their
levels of consumption may well have shown no increase at all since the
beginning of collectivization. With such an uneven record and given
the enormous shifts which have occurred, our statistical yardsticks
tend to become warped and any overall judgment on trends in per
- capita consumption become extremely hazardous.

A second problem of comparison over time and space is the absence,
“in Soviet economic history, of anything that might be called a moder-
. ately long period of undisturbed development. The first dozen years
- or so of the Soviet era were turbulent, indeed, being marked by war,

revolution, and civil war, followed by economic collapse from which the
system did not recover until 1928. Only then did the regime’s in-
- dustrialization drive as such take off. And Soviet industrialization
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itself was anything but a smooth and steady process. The first 8
years, from 1928 through 1936, represent a most intense and hectic
example of the early stages of “forced industrialization,” during
which both the growth achieved and the mistakes made were enor-
mous. These yesrs established the institutional framework and the
basic locational pattern of the economy. The years 1937 through
1940, however, were the years of the great purges and the gradual
mobilization for war, which diverted manpower increments from the
labor force to the army and shifted resources from investment to
defense; growth during these years, consequently, was more or less
consciously sacrificed to the needs of security. World War II, be-
ginning in 1941, was of course & major economic calamity for the
U.S.S.R., from which it took until about 1950 to recover fully.
Perhaps the most “normal” period of modern Soviet growth has
been the years since 1950, which have been years of steady though
gradually slowing expansion of the sort which Walt W. Rostow might
describe as “the homestretch on the drive to maturity.”” But this is
a very brief and recent span of bistory which hardly provides us a
sufficiently long perspective to permit us to establish 2 meaningful
* long-term record of accomplishment or to make any judgments about
the growth-generating capecity of the Soviet economy. The un-
fortunate fact of the matter is that, no matter how hard we try, we
are simply not able to compute or distill a satisfactory long-term
trend out of such an erratic and heterogeneous period of history, and
synthetic attempts in this direction tend to be deceptive and mis-
leading® A truly balanced historical perspective of the long-term
Soviet growth performance relative to our own is likely always .to
elude us; but to the extent that we are interested in prediction, our
best hope lies in more intense observation of the more or less normal
subperiods of Soviet economic development, in a centinuing analysis
of rates of growth in the most recent period and in a careful considera- -
tion of those new trends and developments on the Soviet scene that
are mtc])st, likely to make for acceleration or retardation of its future
growth. )
I bave mentioned a third impediment to our comparisons over time
and spece, namely the disparity in the levels of economic maturity
attained by the two economies. Our difficulty here stems largely
from the fact that we understand relatively little about the general
process of economic development, the evolution which Simon Kuznets
calls “the spread of the industrial system across the face of the
earth”? Since the process is still incomplete and we ourselves are
still experiencing its constant changes, we are simply too close to it,
too enmeshed in it, to be able fully to comprehend its origins, to trace
the speed and direction of its course, and to discern its possible desti-
nations. In a general way we recognize that the Soviet economy is
still today in an earlier phase of economic development than thet ot
the United States. Its “takeoff”” occurred perhaps 50 years later than
8 My alarm here is not occasioned solely by caleulations that treat the entire Soviet era or the Soviet
industrialization era as a sinTle period, in the manner of G. Warren Nutter who selects 1913-55 and 1928-55
as significant periods of Soviet experienee for comparison with the United States.. (See hisinteresting article
«Soviet Feonomic Growth,” in Science, vol. 130, No. 3370, Tuly 31, 1959.) My reservations app'y also,
though with much less force, to calculations that seek to eliminate entirely the abnormal pe-iods, con-
centrating only on more or less nndisturbed periods of growth, as in G. Grossman’s inrenio"s telescoping

of the Soviet plan era into 22 “e¥ective years’ of growth. (See his *Thirty Years of Soviet Industrializa-

tion,” Soviet Survey, October 1958.)
% §. Kuznets, “Notes on the Study of Economic Growth,” items, vol. 13, No. 2, Junse 1959.
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that of the United States 1° and it is now beginning to attain a stage
of maturity through which the United States bad passed some decades
earlier. But it is drawing abreast of the mature industrial societies
of the West at an infinitely more advanced level of technology and in
a fundamentally different social and political setting than that which
prevailed in any earlier period of history and one wonders to what
extent we can Tely on the West’s historical precedent to guide our
analysis of the Soviet development course.

Has the Soviet economy so far followed the U.S. pattern of structural
evolution or does it tend to diverge from it? Is Soviet society as a
whole likely to become bored with the miracle of industrialization?
Does the process of moving toward maturity contain with in it the seeds
of its own modification? Does it generate a trend toward lower growth
rates and higher mass consumption? These questions have no easy
answers, but they are directly relevant to any comparison of Soviet
development with our own, to any attempt to explain the high growth
tempos of the past and to our efforts to gage the prospects for future
growth or retardation. .

We should like to know, for example, whether the high “growth-
effectiveness” of investment that we have observed in the Soviet world
in the past is likely to be a temporary or 2 durable phenomenon. We
recognize that the Soviet economy, as is true for any latecomer, has
enjoyed some advantages from its youth and backwardness. Its fixed
capital stock was built telatively recently and is still quite young. A
smaller proportion of its gross investment, therefore, has had to be used
for replacement than is necessary 1n the older industrial countries of the
West. How will the growth-generating capacity of Soviet investment
be affected by a steadily rising burden of maintenance, wear and tear,
. and obsolescence? Similarly, will diminishing returns set in when the

richer and more readily accessible reserves of ores and fuels have been
“creamed”’ and it becomes necessary for the Soviet economy to dig
deeper and to go farther afield? Is the past neglect of transport
expansion and of unproductive investments such as housing finally
beginning to catck up with the Soviet planners and forcing them to
divert investment away from the growth-inducing sectors? Perhaps
most important, can science and technology alter the pattern? The
-Soviet economy has benefited immensely, as a latecomer, from the big
unapplied backlog of technology that has been available to it.
mature economy, being out at the margin of technology, can in each
year draw only on the new technology that it created, say, in the
previous year. A latecomer can bring the entire backlog of technology
to bear much more rapidly than it had been created.
- The ability to utilize the technology of other nations on & mass
scale, to take over in their entirety complex readymade techniques
and designs under conditions unencumbered by patent laws or other
;syroprieta,ry restrictions has been a tremendous accelerating force for
oviet economic progress. Has the Soviet economy now reached the
point of diminishing returns in the borrowing of ideas from abroad or
is there much more scope for fruitful copying of Western experience?
How do we go about analyzing the distinctive role that science and
technology has played and can play in modern economic growth? At
10 Walt W. Rostow, in a summary of his Cambridge University lectures on economic growth published

by The Economist, August 15, 1959, and August 22, 1959, identifies the “takeoff’’ period for Russia as 1890
to 1914 and that for the United States as 1843 to 1860.
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our present stage of knowledge, unfortunately, confident answers to
these questions are not within our grasp.

PerspecTivE AND Focous oF THE COMPARISONS

There seems to be a tendency, in our comparisons between Soviet
and United States economic progress, to focus all of our attention on
the relative levels of output that the two countries have attained, and
to neglect the relative capabilities for using this output that the two
countries may possess. 8ur comparisons tend to dwell at length on
the physical problems of production, on the availability of resources
and their efficient utilization, and on other factors that determine the
relative output capacity, the production successes of the two com-
petitors, but they are little concerned with the tasks and purposes
which the output is intended to serve. We worry much about the
rapidity of Soviet growth, but rarely inquire into its relevance. Too
many of our comparisons assurae the form of a kind of numbers racket,
in which charts are drawn up of the volume of production in the two
countries, with the lines ominously crossing at some more or less dis-
tant point in the future. Implicitly we are expected to groan each
time the scoreboard shows another Soviet advance and to quaver
whenever Soviet output moves closer to ours by another notch. But
do such gains in output really represent a significant improvement of
the Soviet power position relative to our own, or is it merely 2 matter
of our being outpointed in some meaningless parlor game devised in
the Kremlin? _

The answer to this question is not entirely clear cut. In an indirect
way, surely, there is a relationship between the expansion of a nation’s
total output and the facts of international relations. A steadily
growing volume of production enables a nation, if it so chooses, to
divert an ever larger quantity of its economic goods to uses that are
designed to enhance its national power and to be worrisome to its
opponents—to an enlarged military effort, for example, or to an
expanded politico-economic offensive. In this sense, then, economic
growth represents a potential power asset; but before this potential
can be translated into actual power, further decisions are required
about how the added resources are to be allocated. In the Soviet
case, of course, given its obsession with the pursuit of national power,
it is not difficult to imagine the directions in which these allocation
decision will go.

There is also another sense in which Soviet economic growth, as an
end in itself, can affect the power balance on the current international
scene. The Soviet leaders have made an international symbol out of
their ambition to catch up with America in per capita production by
1970. The impact of this symbol could be quite powerful. Not
that even Khrushchev expects seriously to achieve such parity of
output in any meaningful sense by 1970. He could hardly be that
unrealistic. But the exact timing of the “triumph’” may be of no
consequence, so long as the relative trends continue in the Soviet
favor. It is not the sudden tipping of the scales, but the steady and
progressive diminution of the U.S. lead that would tend to be most
demoralizing to the West and that would give an immense boost to
Soviet prestige.
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Moreover, such rapid Soviet economic progiess would exercise
fascination and appeal in.the vast parts of the world where speedy
economic development has become virtually a prerequiste to political
survival. The spectacle of a Soviet economy successfully pursuing
rapid economic growth with a sense of utmost urgency is bound.to
hold strong attractiors for the less developed countries and would
lend conviction to the Soviet claim that, in the age of industrialism
its own style of planned economy is superior to the market economy
of the West and that its example constitutes a relevant model of eco-
nomic development for all of the underdeveloped world.

But aside from these rather indirect effects of economic growth on
a nation’s power position, it is probably fair to say that the rate of
growth offers no meaningful standard for practical power calculations.
To the extent that we look to our economic comparisons for insights
mto larger national policy issues, we must go well beyond the problems
of relative rates of growth or relative levels of output, and consider

. the far more complex questions of how effectively the output is en-
listed to advance the national interest and what tasks the output is
intended to serve. National power, clearly, does not rest on total
output, but on the efficiency and consistency with which a nation is
able to use its output to advance its policy cbjectives. In a compari-
son of national power, what counts is not parity of output but parity
of performance, since even a nation with a much smaller output
capacity, a greatly inferior resource base, can easily outperform an-
other, if it is willing to divert a larger proportion of its resources to
its national aims, or if it is able to use 1ts resources more efficiently,
or if its tasks are simpler and more limited. ‘

Thus, a direct comparison of economie magnitudes, without con-
sideration of these larger contextual matters, can often be quite
misleading. A good example of this is our occasional attempts to
compare Soviet military expenditures with our own in terms of the
relative share of its gross national product that each country devotes
to these purposes. How little light such a comparison throws on the
relative “adequacy” of these allocations or on relative defense “capa-
bilities” is not always fully appreciated. At best, such a comparison
is a measurs of relative effort; it can tell us something of the resource
burden imposed by the military effort on each country; it does not
necessarily reflect the relative output of defense goods. Thus it
measures resource ‘‘input,” but not ‘‘yield.” Depending on the
relative productivity of resources in the two countries, a given share
of resource input into defense production may yield a much larger
share of defense output in one country than in the other, and our GNP
percentage comparison might give us a quite mistaken impression of
the relative quantity of defense goods produced. But even if we
-were able, somehow, accurately to compare the relative quantity of
defense output and the size of the military forces of the two countries,
it would still be a far cry from a meaningful picture of relative “capa-
bilities.”” For in order to say anything about the military worth or
effectiveness of these forces, we would have to consider the immensely
complex strategic factors of any given military situation, the relative
efficiency of each country’s weapons choice, the role of allies, and
much else.

The mere fact, for example, that the Soviet leaders are able to
maintain an almost impenetrable blanket of secrecy and concealment
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over much of their defense activity creates, all by itself, a fundamental
imbalance in the military requirements of the United States versus
those of the U.S.S.R., imposing a much heavier defense production
burden on us, and enabling them to devote a larger share of their
resources to the arena of research and development, to which much of
the contest for military superiority has now shifted. No amount of
direct quantitative economic comparison, clearly, would help us with
problems such as these.

Other examples could be cited to illustrate the profound differences
in the political tasks and objectives of the two countries and their
significance for our comparisons. But perhaps the essential point has
been made: A superior U.S. production capacity does not automati-
cally denote superior U.S. national power, nor does the political impact
of Soviet resources depend on its achieving parity of output with us.
For both countries, it is the effectiveness of the actual performance that
counts and this must be measured in the multidimensional framework
of a society’s will and skill in applying its resources to its national tasks.



PROBLEMS OF UNITED STATES-SOVIET ECONOMIC
COMPARISONS

(By Robert W. Campbell, Department of Economics, University of
: Southern California)

INTRODUCTION—STATEMENT oF FINDINGS

The purpose of the present paper is to explain in a general way and
illustrate with examples some of the most important difficulties in-
volved in making comparisons of the economies of the United States.
and the Soviet Union. The past decade and a half of research has
greatly increased the amount of solid evidence we possess concerning
the comparative performance of these two economies. At the same
time, however, it has also added greatly to the sophistication of
economists concerning the pitfalls that await those who seek to
aﬁpraise the relative performance of two economies so different as
these.

The authors of the substantive comparisons that follow are well
aware of these problems and it is not unlikely that some of them wilk
be touched on in the course of the comparisons made. The paper is
in no way intended as a critique of their efforts. Nevertheless it
seems worth while to give some explicit, prefatory attention to the
obstacles that complicate such undertakings. The current world
situation has led to widespread recognition by the American people
of the need to know more about the relative status of these two
economies. Intelligent action on our part in many areas of public
policy requires that we know how big Soviet output is in comparison
with our own, how effectively the Soviet Union uses its resources by
our standards, how fast their output and productivity are increasing,
and what allocations the Soviet leaders make of their output. -

The following discussion is intended to remind those who ask such
questions as these of the limitations on the certainty and precision
with which they must content themselves in the answers, and to
emphasize the sort of questions they should always raise in evaluating
the statistical comparisons offered in answer. By giving separate
attention to this subject, it will be possible to make some generaliza~
tions about the nature of the problems in a way that is not possible
in the substantive comparisons, and to discuss how they can sometimes-
be dealt with.

The obstacles to United States-Soviet economic comparisons may
be said to comprise several distinct orders. It will be helpful to
discuss them under three main headings as follows:

(1) The availability and interpretation of statistical data;
(2) The index number problems;
(3) The danger of comparing isolated indicators out of context.

The availability and interpretation of statistical data.—One of the
most frustrating problems facing anyone who tries to make United
States-Soviet comparisons is in securing the raw materials for his

13
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effort, namely the statistical data. This difficulty is most often pre-
sented by the Soviet side of the comparison rather than the American,
although there are also instances where U.S. data make comparisons
difficult. The deficiences of Soviet statistics have often been recited.
Although the Soviet system generates a huge volume of statistical
information, the amount actually released by the Government is
limited in amount, the meaning of data in terms of its coverage or
definition is often left unexplained, figures are presented in a mislead-
ing way with the aim of serving propaganda purposes or ideological
pretensions. In many cases, particularly in the case of complex eco-
nomic indicators, such as output indexes or aggregative magnitudes
the Soviet statements are completely unreliable.

The amount of economic data published by the Soviet Govern-
ment has varied greatly over time. In the years before the industriali-
zation drive, and even for some time after the beginning of the 5-year
plans in the early thirties, statistical information was relatively
abundant. Subsequently, however, it dwindled in amount until
by the end of the thirties only isolated scraps were published. This
mania for secrecy continued until Stalin’s death in 1953. Since then
the publication policy for statistical information has changed
drastically, and the amount of information released has been greatly
increased. There have now appeared a larger number of statistical
handbooks; the periodical economic literature has begun to include
some discussion of real problems based on real data. One now even
finds serious monographs discussing-individual aspects of the economy
which contain actual data that has not yet been blessed with the
official imprimatur of release in an official speech or document. Of
course, the Soviet statistical output is still only a tiny trickle compared
to the mass of economic data that is available for the U.S. half of
economic comparisons. A suggestive measure of this difference in
volume is found in the size of the major statistical sources concerning
the industry of the two countries. The Soviet statistical handbook for
industry contains a little less than 35,000 bits of data.

Many of these, however, represent mere recapitulations of absolute
data in percentage form, so that the actual amount of information is
not much over 30,000 bits.! Volume II of the U.S. census of manu-
factures, by contrast, contains something more of the order of half a
million numbers. Moreover, the Soviet source completely ignores
a number of important categories of statistics. As far as the handbook
is concerned, there is no such thing as an industrial labor force or a
nonferrous metals industry, although there are many pages of infor-
mation on such uninteresting matters as the geographic distribution
of the production of gypsum, lime, brick, slate, tile, and timber.
The distorted perspective of the handbook means that much of the
information it contains is not very useful. Of course, much additional
statistical information on Soviet industry can be culled from other
Soviet sources, though proportionately these are much less rich
sources than similar ones in the United States. The example of
industrial statistics is representative of the whole gamut of infor-
mation and suggests how asymmetrical are the sources of information
underlying comparisons. _

A second aspect of the information problem has to do with the
interpretation of the data which the Soviet Government does vouch-

1 “Tsentral’noe Statisticheskoe Upravlenie,” Promyshlennost’ SSSR, Moscow, 1957,
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safe us. The statistical sources for industry again provide a sugges-
tive comparison. All the text and explanatory notes in the Soviet
handbook would not add up to more than abouf seven pages, whereas
the census of manufactures contains several hundred pages of explana-
tion. Moreover, in the U.S. source the lavish use of detailed break-
downs helps greatly to clarify the composition and scope of the data.

The importance of clarity in statistical definitions warrants addi-
tional explanation. The difficulty is that it is possible for a notion
which appears on the surface to be perfectly straightforward to be
defined in a number of different ways and hence ambiguous in meaning
unless the scope is clearly stated.  Many of these apparently simple
concepts actually have a number of dimensions that make alternative
definitions conceivable. When one sets out to embody even such a
notion as the output of electric power in numbers drawn from the
actual workings of an economy, decisions must be made as to what
producers will be included, at what point output will be measured,
and so forth. This point can be illustrated with examples drawn
from an actual exercise in comparison. Suppose that it is desired
to compare the total industrial output of the United States with that
of the Soviet Union, and it is decided to approach this problem by
determining the relative outputs for as exhaustive a list of com-
modities as we can manage. The final step would be to weight these
separate comparisons of output by some notion of the relative im-
portance of each commodity (such as value added or employment)
to obtain a single index expressing the overall relative output. In
table I a few of the commodities that would be included in such a
comparison have been listed and columns (1) and (2) show the outputs
of these commodities in each country as given in the Soviet industrial
handbook, and the Statistical Abstract of the United States. Column
(3) shows the ratio of Soviet output to U.S. output.

TasLe L—Comparison of selected commodity oulputs in the United Siates and
Soviet Union

U.S.8.R.

Year Unit of measure United U.8.5.R. | as percent

States of United

States

1957 | Billion kilowatt-hours.______.. 716.0 209. 5 29.3
1856 | Million short tons.__._. 529.8 472.1 80.1
1957 | Million lincar yards 9, 563.0 6,119.0 64.0
1956 | Million metric tons 364.0 83.8 23.0
1956 | Billion cubic feet___ —- 10,082.0 483.0 48
1957 | Million board-feet...._._...__. 37,698.0 32,204.0 85.4

The specialist on the Soviet economy will immediately suggest
many corrections that will have to be made in these numbers before
they can be used as the raw material for a comparison of industrial
output. For example, the first item on the list—electric power—is
defined in the Soviet Union as the total output of power produced by
the generators, gross of the amounts used or lost within the generating
plant itself, whereas the U.S. figure is net of this amount. Fortu-
nately the Russians tell us how much of the power generated goes for
the needs of the stations themselves, so that it is possible to correct
the Soviet figure to U.S. terms in this dimension. When the correc-
tion is made, it changes the comparison markedly, reducing Soviet
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output from 29.3 percent of U.S. output to 27.5 percent. There are
uncertainties in some other dimensions as well, however. In both
countries electric power is produced both by specialized utility plants,
and by industrial plants for their own use. The output of most of
these nonutility plants is included in the total for both countries, but
the cutoff point is apparently not the same in both cases. For the
United States the output of industrial plants covers only those with.
a capacity of 100 kilowatts and over, but it is clear from the statistics:
in Promyshlennost’ SSSR, page 176, that the Soviet figurs includes
the production of plants much smaller than this. This difference
again involves an appreciable fraction of output—namely, about 2.1
percent of total Soviet output in 1955. '

For coal, the next item in the list, even cursory examination of the
sources raises a suspicion that there may be an important difference
in coverage. The U.S. figure is defined as mine shipments, mine sales,.
or marketable production, including consumption by producers..
This seems to imply that it is measured after preparatory processes:
such as cleaning and sorting, and one breakdown in the Statistical
Abstract of the United States gives a figure of 58.7 percent as the
percentage of total production mechanically cleaned. The Soviet
figure, on the other hand, may well involve measurement before these
processes. Some 26 percent of Soviet coal output was sent to bene-
ficiation plants in 1955, and in the process underwent 2 reduction in
volume of 11.9 percent. So total output after processing was 3.08
percent less than the figure shown in table I. A second difference is:
that the U.S. figure for bituminous coal output covers mines with an
annual output of 1,000 tons or more. It seems probable that the Soviet
total would not make such an exclusion, though there are no data to
indicate how imnortant this difference in scope would be.

This possible divergence in the meaning of the coal figure also serves
as a reminder that even though the output of many commodities is
measured in physical units, comparison in these terms may be de-
ceptive, since the commodity may not be at all homogenous with
respect to quality or some other dimension. This problem be-
comes most important when one is dealing with highly fabricated
products, but is also serious even with commodities which seem to
have easily indentifiable physical measures, such as those in table I.
For instance, the figures on output of cotton cloth, given in table I in
lineal yards as commonly measured in the statistics of both countries,
are not at all comparable, since the average width of cotton goods
produced in the United States is slightly over 40 inches, whereas it is
slightly under 30 inches in the Soviet Union.

In the case of coal and electric power, the explanations in Soviet
statistical sources are clear enough to make one aware of the differences
in concept, though for neither country are the data detailed enough to
permit bringing both figures to & common concept. For many com-
modities, however, the degree of comparability cannot be so easily
ascertained. Output figures for the next two items on the list, i.e.,
oil and natural gas, are easily found in Soviet sources, but when U.S.
sources are consulted for comparable data, it turns out that the
petroleum extraction industry has another important output, namely,
natural gasoline and natural gas liquids, equal in volume to about
10 percent of the crude oil output. These products are undoubtedly
much less important in Soviet operations but must surely exist. Since
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they are not mentioned in the statistical source, one wonders whether
they are perhaps included somehow in the oil output figure.

The notion of lumber output appears superficially to be a fairly
simple idea, and the fact that the figures for both the United States
and the Soviet Union are expressed in terms of physical volume is
comforting. But even the briefest survey of U.S. statistical sources
will disclose a number of alternative figures for lumber output differing
slightly from each other in concept and accordingly in amount. To
which of these concepts does the Soviet figure correspond? Moreover,
if the breakdown given in the census of manufactures are examined a
number of possible differences in concept immediately suggest them-
selves. The U.S. output figures cover sawmills and planing mills, and
includes both rough and finished lumber. Since the U.S. figures are
collected on an establishment basis, there is probably some double
.counting of lumber sawed in one plant and finished in another. To
what extent is this true of the Soviet total? Furthermore, suppose a
Soviet enterprise both rough-saws and finishes lumber; is its output
measured in terms of the volume of the finished or unfinished wood?
Careful study may succeed in unearthing answers to these questions,
but the answers are not at all obvious from the statistical sources
themselves, from handbooks on industrial statistical procedure or
from the more generally available books dealing with the economics,
planning, aud administration of the lumber industry.

It should be admitted that definitions are not always presented
along with statistics in the more general U.S. statistical publications.
Nevertheless it is almost always possible to find in easily accessible
sources detailed explanations of what a given statistic covers and how
it has been derived. The difficulty of doing this for the U.S.S.R. often
in%rlodIuces an air of uncertainty into comparisons such as those in

~table 1.

The existence of differences between the concepts underlying Soviet
and U.S. economic data should not be syrprising. Comparison of the
statistics of any two countries will always reveal similar inconsisten-
cies. They flow out of differences in the organization of the economy,
different statistical traditions, divergent preoccupations among those
who collect statistics. Statistics are often a byproduct of some con-
cern other than economic analysis and their definition is controlled
in part by competing objectives and expediencies. What is peculiar
to Soviet statistical practice, however, is the great premium which
the Russians place on the propaganda use of economic indicators,
and in the service of this end concepts are sometimes deliberately
defined in a misleading way. This propaganda objective is one of the
explanations for their secretiveness concerning the actual definitions
of the statistical material they publish. The propaganda uses of
Soviet, economic statistics also mean that definitions are sometimes
changed to mask failure or exaggerate gains. The most infamous
.example of such a change is the shift from the ‘“‘barn yield” concept
to the “biological yield” concept of grain output in the thirties,
adopted to make grain output appear larger than it actually was.
Even though it was possible to find out from Soviet sources that this
change in definition had been made, the appropriate correction to
achieve comparability with a barn-yield concept remained unknown.
Not until Khrushchev’s speech to the plenary session of the Central
«Committee in December 1958, was it revealed precisely how great
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the difference was. The figures he cited for 1952, i.e., barn yield as
30 percent less than the biological yield, involved a bigger difference
than had commonly been estimated. A more recent example of the
subversion of intertemporal and international comparability to prop-
aganda objectives is the change in the definitions of meat and milk
output. Khrushchev has made catching up with the United States
in meat and milk production one of the important goals of his agri-
cultural program, and to make the fulfillment of this goal easier, the
scope of the definitions of meat and milk output has been broadened
beyond past definitions and beyond the American concepts.

The examples discussed so far all involve a very simple class of
economic magnitudes, namely, physical outputs. The possible differ-
ences in concept that can confound comparison in such cases are multi-
plted many fold when one turns to more complex statistical indicators.
Any attempt at qualification of such complicated concepts as gross
national product accounts, labor force and employment statistics, or
output indexes, offers so many conceivable alternatives in conceptual-
ization, and involves so many expediencies in implementing the con-
cept with data, that it may be impossible to make any reasonably
accurate reconciliation of the actual numbers that the statistical sys-
tems of the two countries actually generate. The Soviet concept of
national income is far different from that accepted in most capitalist
countries, for instance. Although we know in a general way many of
the differences between the United States and Soviet concepts in this
case, there are still many unanswered questions concerning the Soviet
definitions, such as how they make the division of total output into
an ‘“‘accumulation fund” and a ‘“‘consumption fund,” for example.
For many of these complicated indicators, the differences in concept
and the uncertainty of interpretation are so great that economists
outside the Soviet Union have traditionally rejected Soviet data and
resorted to independent calculations from basic data.

Deficiencies in the statistical raw materials on which comparisons
are based are not confined to the Soviet Union. There are also cases
where the U.S. side of a comparison may be obscure. Inventory
statistics may be cited as a single illustration. Recent data on Soviet
inventories have included a number of breakdowns that make it
possible to ascertain fairly well the range of items that are included
in the Soviet inventory concept, and our knowledge of Soviet account-
ing practices makes 1t possible to state more or less precisely how
inventory values are calculated. In many ways the U.S. inventory
figures ? are more detailed than the Soviet ones, but variations in the
accounting practices of individual firms makes it impossible to state
with certainty just how comprehensive these figures are in terms of
the items included and the basis of valuation. It may well be that
there is a difference in the scope of the inventory concept and as a
result comparisons using these data may be misleading.

Finally, it frequently happens that the concepts relevant to some
comparison in which we are vitally interested are not well enough
defined to be embodied very satisfactorily in actual statistical data
. in either country. The vagueness of what is being measured means
that the definitions used in generating the data are chosen somewhat

3 For an explanation of the uncertainties involved in the meaning of U.S. inv entory statistics, see George

M, Cobren, “The Nonfarm Business Inventory Component,” in National Bureau of Economic Researc
8tudies in Income and Wealth, vol. XII, pp. 381-400.
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arbitrarily. For example, speculation about the relative efforts of
the United States and the Soviet Union in science and in research has
recently become a popular enterprise in economic comparison. As
one of the main ingredients of technical progress both in military and
civilian applications, the amount of research is supposed to be a
powerful influence on our respective power and growth possibilities.
The Russians, incidentally, are also interested in this comparison.
In the United States, this aspect of national economic activity has
been labeled research and development, and some statistics purporting
to show how many dollars worth of research and development are
being carried out have been published in recent years. These sta-
tistics have been strongly criticized, however, as arbitrary in definition
and vague in meaning. After all, this is a very new concept and effort,
and those who report such expenditures at the local level face many
unsettled questions in deciding how much research and development
their firm does.

The Russians call this activity science, and in the past few years
Soviet leaders have quoted a figure showing a global total for ‘this
magnitude. This Soviet figure, however, represents more a reflection
of certain budgetary and administrative conventions than any well-
defined concept of effort devoted to the expansion of knowledge and
improvement of technology. The uncertainty in any comparison of
the Soviet and American research efforts, therefore, is not so much
due to the fact that the specific content of the respective ruble and
dollar amounts differs, as to the fact that neither of these amounts
measures very exactly just what we would like to measure.

The discussion above has concentrated on the obstacles to obtaining
comparable statistical raw materials as a basis for comparative studies
of the United States and Soviet economies. To restore a balanced
perspective, it should be added in concluding this section that most
of these problems can be dealt with tolerably well. Finding data
and establishing their meaning is the expected task of any economist
who sets out to make comparisons of the two economies. Given
experience and enough time he can usually settle such issues as those
described with an acceptable margin of error. These are obstacles
that. will succumb to knowledge, and the recent increase in Soviet
statistical output is beginning to clarify some former mysteries. So
far, however, the problem has only been ameliorated, not eliminated.
When a researcher is unable to deal with some data problem satis-
factorily, he has a duty to present his figures with an appropriate
statement of reservations. Similarly, those who make use of the
comparative studies that are made must know that such problems
exist, that they cannot always be settled completely satisfactorily,
and that comparisons made in this situation are always subject to
some qualifications. Hence, they should always ask for the quali-
fications and alternative interpretations along with the answers.

The index number problem.—The second order of obstacles to inter-
pational economic comparisons comprises a number of variants of
what is known as the index number problem. These obstacles differ
from those discussed earlier by the fact that they do not result simply
from ignorance but rather from a number of unanswered, and perhaps
unanswerable questions of theory and conceptualization. They are
therefore more intractable than those discussed in the previous section.
The index number problem arises whenever one tries to compare rela-
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tively large aggregates either between countries or over time. Most
of the questions which international economic comparisons are de-
signed to answer involve the comparative measurement of such large
aggregates. The question of relative American and Soviet economic
strength, for example, is usually posed as the size of Soviet qutput
relative to our own, as measured by some indicator such as gross
national product. Or people may ask for comparisons of smaller but
still very heterogeneous components of this aggregate. It is common,
for example to ask how well off the average Soviet consumer or indus-
trial worker is relative to his opposite number in the United States.
Those who are responsible for making U.S. defense policy would like
to know how the Soviet military effort compares with our own in
terms of its overall size. Making comparisons in these aggregative
termls1 is the only way to escape getting lost in a host of contradictory
details.

Economic aggregates such as those listed above can be measured
only in value terms. The diverse physical goods and services encom-
passed in American or Soviet gross national product can be expressed
in a single figure only through using the common denominator of
monetary value. Hence, if it is desired to compare Soviet and Ameri-
can gross national product it is necessary to find some conversion
factor, some exchange rate, that permits one to translate the rubles
of one into the dollars of the other, or vice versa. Unfortunately,
however, it so happens that the value of a ruble, expressed in how
many dollars worth of output can be bought with 1t, varies markedly
depending on the kind of product or service that is being considered.
The structure of relative prices in the two countries is very different,
so that the value of a ruble compared to a dollar is far greater in the
purchase of some items than of others. This difference between the
Soviet and American price structure is the result of many separate
factors, including differences in the scarcities of the resources going
into different commodities, the differential degree to which the Rus-
sians have caught up with American technology in different sectors
of the economy, and the peculiarities of Soviet accounting, pricing,
and fiscal practices. Hence any even moderately aggregative magni-
tude contains components for which the appropriate dollar-ruble con-
version ratios diverge widely. The problem is to find an average ratio
appropriate to the conversion of the aggregate we are interested in.
The approach that springs immediately to mind is to average the
individual conversion ratios, weighted by the relative importance of
the various components of the aggregate.

The ptoblem, however, is that the relative importance of the com-
ponents is different in the two countries. As a result, there is a choice
of weighting patterns and a choice of conversion ratios. The problem
can be illustrated by the simple numerical example shown in the fol-
lowing table, in which the gross national product of two countries is
compared. This example outrages reality in assuming that all gross
national product is directed either to consumption or to military
purposes, but this oversimplification makes the nature of the problem
easier to see. We have called the two countries the United States
and the Soviet Union, although the magnitudes shown for the gross
national product and its components in each case are completely
arbitrary. The proportions between consumption and military uses,
however, and the implied difference in the price structures of the two
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countries are plausible reflections of reality. Columns (1) and (2)
show the composition of the gross national product in each country
measured in its own prices. Column (3) shows the value of a ruble
in dollars in the purchase of the goods included in the respective
components of the gross national product. Using these figures as
conversion ratios, it 1s possible to calculate the size of each country’s
gross national product in the currency of the other. The results are
shown in columns (4) and (5). There are now enough totals so that
the gross national product can be compared either in dollars or in
rubles, but a glance at the figures shows that the result will not be the
same for both comparisons. When the output of both countries is
measured in United States prices, Soviet output appears to be one-third
as large as that of the United States, but if a comparison is made in
‘Soviet prices, Soviet output turns out to be only 28.5 percent of
American.

TaBLE I1.—Schematic illustration of the index number problem

U.S.8.R. United Conver- | U.S.S.R. United
(in billion States sion rate | (in bhillion States
rubles) (in billion {dollars doliars) (in billion
dollars) | per ruble) rubles)
(¢} 2 3 @ %)

OONSUMPLION .~ .- - oo 100 w0 .10 10 400
Military expenditure 20 5 .25 5 20
Total ... 120 45 |cceioooC 15 420

NoTte.—Soviet output as a percentage of United States output:
In rubles: 120+-420==28.6 percent.
In dollars: 15+45=33.3 percent,

What is the reason for this difference in the two answers? A rigor-
ous explanation would involve going into the complexities of index
Dumber construction, but the essence of the mechanism at work can be
.explained as follows. Pricing in rubles is equivalent to converting
" ‘total gross national product at an exchange rate of 10.71 cents per
ruble, 10.71 being the average of the separate ruble-dollar price ratios,
weighted in proportion to the relative magnitudes of the components
of U.S. gross national product as they would look to a Russian.
Valuation in dollars, on the other hand, amounts to the use of a con-
-version ratio of 12.5 cents per ruble, 12.5 being the average of 10 and
25, weighted by the relative itnportance of consumption and military
.expenditures as they would look to one accustomed to American prices.

The same mechanism can also be explained in somewhat different
terms though with equivalent meaning. In the U.S. price svstem,
consumer goods are priced cheaper relative to military goods than in
the Soviet price system. We have indicated this difference in price
structure in table II in an approximate illustrative way by the ex-
.change rates shown in column (3). These conversion rates imply
that a dollar’s worth of consumer goods would be worth 10 rubles
the Soviet Union, but a dollar’'s worth of military goods wouvld be
worth only 4 rubles. Ruble valuation of the output of either country
-‘will therefore magnify the significance of the consumption component
of its gross national product and diminish the significance of the mili-
tary ‘component, compared with valuation in dollars. Since the com-
-position of Soviet gross national product differs from the U.S. pattern

46283—59—pt. 1—8
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by its relatively higher emphasis on military expenditure, it will look
bigger relative to the U.S. total when both are seen in the light of a
price system which prices military goods relatively high and consump-
tion goods relatively low (i.e., the dollar price system) than in the light
of one that has high prices for consumer goods and low prices for mili-
tary goods (the ruble price system).

This ambiguity of answers in international comparisons is not
uncommon. Whenever the price structures and the composition of
aggregates vary belween countries, different answers about the rela-
tive size of the aggregates will be obtained, depending on which coun-
try’s prices are used. The greater the differences in price relationships
and in composition, the greater will be the difference between the alter-
native answers. There are appreciable differences between the alter-
native measures of relative size of gross national product even when
the U.S. is compared with countries with relatively high productivity
and modern technologies such as Great Britain or Germany.> When
comparisons are attempted between the United States and countries
where allocation and price structures are more radically different,
such as Italy or the Soviet Union, the degree of indeterminacy is even
greater. . '

What guidance can be offered the person who finds that the answer
to his simple question about the relative size of the United States
and Soviet economies is given in the form of an indeterminate range?
In terms of the example in table II, is the figure of 33.3 percent or
28.6 percent the ‘‘correct’” figure for the size of the Soviet gross
national product relative to our own? The answer to this puzzle
turns on the fact that the two numbers represent answers to two
different questions. The comparison made in rubles (i.e., the one
showing the Soviet gross national product as 28.6 percent of American)
answers the question “How big is Soviet output?” if it is assumed
that it was as hard for them to produce a given collection of consumer
goods relative to, say, a missile, as in the United States. The figure
ot 33.3 percent answers the question “How big was it?” if we assume
that in the United States a given basket of consumer goods was.
priced as high relative to a missile as in the Soviet Union. One might
argue that neither of these questions is ‘realistic.” The relative
prices of consumer goods and military goods are not the same in both
countries. The questioner did not intend it should be pretended they
were when he asked how big Soviet output was relative to ours.
This is perhaps true enough, but the researcher is forced to such
expediencies in trying to make the comparison at all. The problem
is that what appeared on the face of it to be a straightforward ques-
tion; namely, “How big is Soviet output relative to our own?”’ really
begs important issues, issues which the statistician must settle ex-
plicitly when he gets down to the mechanics of formulating a numerical
answer. And though one may object that the way the statisticians
have traditionally settled these issues (i.e., by seeing Soviet cutput
in the light of U.S. value relationships or U.S. output in terms ot
Soviet scarcity relationships), he will find it difficult to suggest any
more satisfactory approach. In a fundamental sense the two aggre-
gates are not directly comparable, and the traditional approach bas

3 See Milton Gilbert & Associates, “Comparative National Products and Price Levels,” "Paris, 1958,

OEEQC, for illustrations of the differences that alternative pricing makes in comparing U.8. output with:
some countries of Western Europe.
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at least the virtue of marking out the limits that one might reasonably
wish to set conceptually.

The above example 1s only one variant of the index number prob-
lem; even when comparisons involve much smaller aggregates than
gross national product the same difficulty arises. In the numerical
example of table I, for instance, it was assumed that a ruble is worth
10 cents in the purchase of consumption goods and 25 cents in buying
the inputs ¢f a military program. But how can a conversion ratio
for such a component of gross national product be arrived at in the
first place? Each of these aggregates (i.e., consumption and military
expenditures) is itself a heterogeneous collection of goods and services,
the composition of which varies between the two countries. Further-
more, the purchasing power of a ruble in terms of dollars is very differ-
ent as between, say shelter and bread or between the maintenance of
a soldier and the building of a missile. This means that one would
have to choose among alternative weighting systems in order to
compute conversion ratios for the separate components of gross na-
tional product before the problem of gross national product comparison
could even be formulated as in table II. The existence of a range of
possible values for the conversion ratio applicable to consumption or
to military goods means that the range between the extremes of
relative gross national product magnitudes would be even greater.

Another well-known variant of the index number problem arises in
the calculation of rates of growth of various economic magnitudes
such as industrial output, consumption levels, labor productivity, or
others. In such problems it is necessary to determine the relative
size of a given aggregate (e. g., consumption or industrial output) at
two different points in time. Characteristically, the composition and
the price structures for such aggregates change over time. (In the
Soviet Union the changes in composition and price relationships have
been exceptionally great.) The problem is formally identical with
that of international comparisons of aggregates, an(f7 the same inde-
terminacy arises. In this case, however, there are good grounds for
arguing that extremes at the ends of the range of possible answers
flowing from different weighting systems can be ignored and something
like the geometric mean of the extremes taken as an acceptable
measure of the rate of growth. The sharp difference in weighting
patterns chosen from points far distant in time is a function of how
far apart the terminal dates of the comparison are. By looking at
shorter periods, the changes in structure and price relationships are
found to be less important, and the range of estimates of growth is
greatly reduced.

What implications does the index number problem hold for those
who seek to make reliable comparisons of the United States and Soviet
economies? (1) First, the existence of this problem allows a certain
degree of subjective latitude to the person making a comparison. In
comparing aggregates, or in measuring rates of growth in each system
he has a choice of many alternative weighting systems, with no clearly,
defined theory to indicate that one of them is better than the other.
Despite this uncertainty, however, it is more or less customary to
present answers as if they could be expressed in a single number.
This is what we are accustomed. to in statistical measures of our own
economic performance, and those who ask for economic comparisons
in the first place expect exact answers. People who want to deter-
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mine policy on the basis of comparative studies that are made should
take a somewhat critical point of view toward whatever numbers
they are offered, and must understand how certain decisions made in
the course of the calculations are reflected in the results. A corollary
implication is that they should not fix on any one extreme figure
among the many that are presented, but be prepared to think in terms
of a range.

(2) A second implication is that the vagueness which flows from the
index number problem can often be reduced somewhat by greater
purposiveness in the comparisons that are made. As the one who
asks for a comparison makes his question more precise and defines its
purpose more clearly, it will generally be possible to find a reasonable
basis for choosing among alternatives in concept and in weighting
systems. Global comparisons such as the relative size of United
States and Soviet total output have their uses, and there are good
and sufficient reasons why they will continue to be made.

. However, it often turns out that such comparisons are only a prel-
ude to some more specific comparisons that the questioner is really
interested in. For instance one common objective is to determine the
relative economic power of the two countries in some sense say their
ability to support military programs, or their capability to engage in
foreign trade and extend foreign aid. To answer such a question, it
18 tempting to take a figure on Soviet GNP in dollars from somewhere,
apply to it the percentage share going to military purposes, perhaps
from some other study, and get two figures expressed in dollars..
Such a procedure is treacherous. At best it can give a very indeter-
minate answer. Choosing from the extremes at either end of the
figures available for GNP in dollars and the share devoted to military
purposes, one can get an absurdly wide range of estimates of Soviet
military spending in dollars. This approach is at its worst when the
figure on the percentage of GNP devoted to military uses comes from
a calculation different in concept from the one underlying the total
accepted for GNP. If the question is about relative size of the military
effort, then it is much more useful to make this comparison directly.
This makes it possible to work with smaller aggregates, which are less
heterogeneous as far as price relatives and composition are concerned
than GNP as a whole. The degree of vagueness inherent in the index
number problem is therefore reduced. The latter approach may also
stimulate one to think out more clearly just how to measure the power
created by a given military budget, and suggest principles for adding
up Soviet men and hardware for comparison with American that are
more reasonable than those implicit but not clearly understood in the
EOIIJIndabout method of applying a percentage to a GNP figure in
ollars.

Another common exercise in these comparisons is to ask how soon
the Russians will catch up with us in GNP or in some element of it
such as industrial output. By estimating the relative size of the
chosen economic indicator at the present time, and then projecting
each of them forward at some rate of growth a date for the Russian
catching up emerges. Because of the wide range of relative sizes
that one can start with, and the wide choice of growth rates (reflecting
in both cases the index number problem) it is possible to determine a
period for the catching up process varying from a decade and a half
to four or five decades. What is the purpose of a question that cannot,
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be answered more definitely than that? Part of the indeterminacy
comes from the fact that it is not clear what the comparison is aimed
to show. If the question one ultimately wants to answer is something
like “how soon will Soviet machinery output be great enough to cover
a program of investment, trade, and military expenditure such as ours,
then it might be more nearly answerable with an acceptable degree
of exactness.

Dangers in comparing isolated indicators out of context.—The third
order of obstacles to meaningful comparisons of the American and
Soviet economies involves the possibility of misinterpreting fairly
specific indicators through ignoring important features of the context.
If the index number problem makes the comparison of large aggregates
difficult, at the other extreme differences in organization, in technology,
and in resource availabilities often make comparisons of very narrowly
defined magnitudes or overly specific indicators misleading. The
Soviet and American economies differ from each other markedly
in administrative structure, in the resource endowment within which
each must operate, and in technology. Consequently the significance
of a given economic indicator often varies between them.

In their zeal to make some comparison appear better than it really is.
the Russians are frequently guilty of overlooking such differences.
For instance Khrushchev has worked hard to make expansion of
Soviet per capita butter production to the U.S. level a symbol of
catching up with the United States in general. Apart from the
question of differing attitudes of the two populations toward fats in
their diets, this comparison overlooks the fact that butter production
in the United States is supplemented by an output of margarine 3
percent greater than the production of butter itself, whereas in the
Soviet Union the output of margarine is only 70 percent of butter
output.* .

Another such prestige output which they have elevated to the status
of a symbol is the output of sugar. Soviet propagandists are fond of
comparing sugar output in the two countries. For instance, in one
of the standard statistical handbooks for agitators,® the production of
sugar in the two countries is shown as 17 kilograms in the Soviet
Union and 12 kilograms in the United States. This figure appears to
be accurate enough as far as it goes, but what it fails to mention is that
while Soviet sugar output is augmented by imports only to the extent
of about 2 percent, U.S. domestic output is far overshadowed by
imports 50 that per capita consumption is more nearly 45 kilograms
than 12.

Another common example is the preoccupation with individual
commodity outputs, such as steel or electric power output, as general
indicators of “industrial base,”” which in turn is thought of as being-
some indicator of relative Soviet military potential, or ability to
implement other strategic objectives such as foreign aid capital
accumulation or growth. What this comparison overlooks is the
radically different pattern of consumption of these two products in
the two countries. Consumer goods, such as automobiles and home

4 These figures are taken from Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1958 edition, PD. 674 and 681, and
V. P. Zotov, Pishchevaia promyshlennost’ Sovetskogo Soiuza, Moscow, 1958, pp. 169-170.
51. A. Tofe, Strany sotsializma i kapitalizma v, tsifrakh, (The Countries of Socialism and Capitalism in
Figures) Moscow, 1957.
- These figures are from Statistical Abstract of the United States, p. 671, V. P. Zotov, Pishchevaia

promyshlennost’ SSSR, p. 170, and Ministerstvo Vneshnei torgovli SSSR, Vneshniaia torgovlia Soiuza
8SR za 1957 god, Moscow, 1958, pp. 21 and 33.
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appliances take a vastly higher proportion of United States, than of
Soviet steel output. Similarly with electric power output; the Soviet
output of 231 billion kilowatt-hours in 1957 compared to the American
output of 716 billion kilowatt-hours seems to suggest that the pro-
ductive capacity of the Soviet economy must be strongly restricted
by the lack of this vital ingredient of productivity. Again, however,
the pattern of utilizationis very different. Only a tiny fraction of Soviet
power output goes for such uses as household consumption, and
municipal and commercial lighting, whereas a very large share of
U.S. power output is devoted to these purposes. Hence it is erroneous
to consider the relative outputs as a reliable indicator of industrial
power.

One of the common areas of concern for people who are making these
comparisons is the productivity of the Soviet economy, that is the
amount of output they get per unit of the resources at their disposal.
The rationale of such comparisons is a belief that productivity has
something to do with the relative efficiency of the two economies.
Here, however, a different context of technology and of resource
endowments greatly beclouds the meaning of specific productivity
comparisons. One of the most commonly studied indicators is labor
productivity. Such studies always show that output per Soviet
worker in any area of the economy is considerably below output per
worker in the United States. The Russians themselves claim that
output per worker in industry is about half the U.S. level, although:
this is the kind of comparison that is suspect because of the index
number problem discussed earlier. The calculation presupposes some
estimate of the relative size of United States and Soviet industrial
output, and the great variety of possible weighting schemes means
that such comparisons have to be examined very skeptically. In a
number of individual branches of the economy, where 1t is possible to
find more or less homogeneous physical measures of output, output
per worker can be easily enough compared, however. The result of
such comparisons is to show a great range of comparative labor
productivity, but despite the variation from case to case, such com-
parisons show clearly that output per worker is far lower in the
Soviet Union than in the United States.

It is but a short step from comparisons such as these to the conclu-
sions that the Soviet economy is extremely wasteful and inefficient.
This is & conclusion that is often drawn, but one that is by no means
warranted on the evidence of comparative labor productivity. In
general this low labor productivity is far less a reflection of inefficiency
or waste than of the different resource situation confronting the
Russian planners, a resource situation fundamentally different from
ours. Soviet industrialization has taken place against the background
of an abundance of manpower. The planners have faced a situation
where it was never any problem to secure additional labor. The real
difficulty was in finding the capital to create new capacity, new fac-
tories in which the labor could be employed. It was therefore eco-
nomically sensible for them to use labor lavishly, substituting it
whenever possible for capital goods, and bringing 1 more workers
whenever it was possible by doing so to squeeze a bit more output out
of existing enterprises. The result of such a policy was to make output
per worker low, but it was still the correct thing to do in the light of
the abundance of labor.
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™ The low productivity of the Soviet industrial labor force can be
explained alternatively as the low level of mechanical assistance which
the Soviet worker has at his disposal. A good summary indicator of
the amount of mechanical power which the worker has to assist him
in;doing his job is the amount of electrical power consumed per
worker. Consumption of electric power per industrial worker in the
‘Soviet Union is less than half the American level, and this factor alone
goes a long way toward explaining why Soviet industrial labor pro-
ductivity 1s so much below ours. It should be emphasized, again,
however, that the failure of the Soviet planners to supply their workers
‘with as much mechanical assistance as American workers enjoy does
not necessarily imply a mistake in planning. Given the population
gituation and the amount of capital that could be accumulated, the
Soviet planners have found that they could expand the industrial
labor force much more easily than they could build more generating
plants and other power facilities to increase the mechanical assistance
provided for the worker.

The difference in resource endowments distorts other indicators
in the opposite direction. Because of the intensive utilization of
-capacity the output per machine or per other unit of capital is much
higher than in the United States. One of the best known examples
is the high productivity of capital in Soviet railroad transportation.
"The Russians have a much higher output of freight turnover per mile
of track and per freight car than we do in the United States—something
.over three times as much freight turnover per mile of track and almost
three times as much freight turnover per ton of freight car capacity.
Another industry in which Soviet equipment productivity is much
higher is in blast furnace operation. Measuring the blast furnace
capacity by the total internal volume of the blast furnace and output
in tons, in turns out that the Russians get on the average 1.25 tons of
pig iron per cubic meter of blast furnace capacity, whereas American
producers get only 0.92 ton. It should be added that the productivity
of blast furnaces 1s a function of their size, with larger furnaces being
appreciably more productive per cubic meter of space than small
furnaces are. Since American furnaces are rather larger on the average
than Soviet furnaces, the higher productivity of Soviet furnaces is all
the more notable.

Soviet economists are very fond of making such comparisons of
capital productivity and concluding that they prove the greater effi-
ciency of their economic system and the chaotic wastefulness of capital-
ism. This conclusion is as dubious as the reverse one that we some-
times make on the basis of labor productivity comparisons. The high
rate of utilization of capital equipment makes sense for the Soviet
Union but not for the United States. The relative abundance and
cheapness of capital in this country makes it rational for a firm to
provide itself generously with capacity.

The argument above should not be understood as implying that the
American and Soviet systems are equally efficient in making use of the
different resource endowments which each enjoy. The point is rather
that the difference in relative scarcities of the basic factors of produc-
tion makes productivity comparisons a very ambiguous kind of eyi-
dence on this score, though superficially they seem so suggestive of
relative efficiencies. To what extent the difference in some produc-
tivity indicator is evidence of inefficiency and to what extent a re-



28 COMPARISONS OF UNITED STATES AND SOVIET ECONOMIES

flection of different resource availabilities is a question that can be
answered with certainty, if at all, only by a detailed scrutiny of many
other aspects of the context.

Even when the influence of such radically different scarcity rela-
tionships is absent, more subtle differences 1n the parameters which
confront decision makers and in technology may mean that techno-
logical indicators must be interpreted carefully. For instance in &
comparative study of the electric power industry of the two countries,
one question that would immediately draw attention to itself would
be the expenditure of fuel per kilowatt-hour of electric power produced.
The electric power industry is engaged essentially in the transforma-
tion of the heat energy of fuel into electric energy, and so this ratio
is an important indicator of its technological perfection. There is no
particular statistical problem to such a comparison—this is an im-
portant operating indicator used in the planning and administration
of the electric power industry and it is a statistic the Russians collect
and publish. Data of the same form can easily be calculated for the
U.S. power industry. But as the comparison of the two industries
went further, it would soon be found that one of the important
differences between the United States and Soviet power industries is
that Soviet generating equipment includes an appreciable proportion
of installations in which some of the waste heat is captured and used
for heating purposes. The generation of electric power inevitably
involves the loss of some heat—it is impossible to convert all the
energy in the fuel into electrical energy. The Russians use a con-
siderable amount of this heat. Americans use it very little. In com-
%uting the fuel consumption per kilowatt-hour of electric power, the

ussians assign a significant amount of the fuel burned in power
stations (i.e., about 16 percent) to the heating operations.’

When it comes to choosing a fuel expenditure ratio for comparison
with the American should one use the one cited by the Russians or
one corrected to include all fuel burned in electric power stations?
There are objections to either alternative. There would be little
justification for basing the comparison on the total fuel burned since
the Russians are correct in implying that this fuel is not one of the
costs of power. It is true that most of this heat could not be converted
to electric power even if they did not have the alternative use for it.
Nevertheless they do have a use for it, and have made a choice of
equipment which will permit them to capture it and avoid burning
fuel in conventional installations for heating purposes.. In the light
of the alternatives open to them, then they are correct in saying that
part of the fuel is really chargeable to heating rather than power
generation. On the other hand we hesitate to use the Soviet fuel
expenditure ratio as they present it because of doubts about the
correctness of the amount of the fuel they assign to heating. The
allocation between the two purposes is made on the basis of an engi-
neering convention rather than on the basis of what a sophisticated
economist would consider correct. What it comes down to is that
the power industry in the two countries employs two slightly different
technologies, and as a result fuel expenditure per kilowatt-hour of
power is an indicator with a slightly different meaning in the two
countries. Even apart from this difficulty, other qualifications would
have to be considered before this indicator could be taken as a measure

7 This percentage can be calculated from data given in Promyshlennost’ 5.8.5.R.
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of the relative efficiency of the Soviet Union and American power
industries. Fuel expenditure per kilowatt-hour is a function of various
design parameters of the equipment, such as the temperature and
pressure of the steam. Rational decisions on these parameters are
very sensitive to the costs of fuel relative to costs of the other inputs
that go into the original construction and the operation of generating
stations. Hence relatively small differences in price structure might
mean that rational or “efficient”’ decisions would result in a different
fuel expenditure ratio in the two countries.

A final illustration of the treacheries of comparing economic indi-
cators torn from different contexts is provided by investment in the
two countries. It has been a commonplace to explain the rapid rate
of growth of the Soviet economy as flowing in part from the high rate
of investment in the Soviet Union. The Soviet planners have been
able to keep down consumption levels and in consequence devote a
larger share of current output to building new production capacity
than the United States does. To embody this argument in statistics,
one commonly resorts to a comparison of the share of GNP devoted
to investment purposes. Once attention is focused on this mode of
analysis, actual statistical comparisons of investment in absolute
terms or as a share of GNP are productive of considerable confusion.
Investment as a percentage of GNP turns out to be not so radically
different in the two countries, and this bolsters the suspicion that maybe
the Soviet economy is not growing as fast as we have been led to
believe. It also prompts the comforting thought that if small realloca-
tions of Soviet GNP away from investment should take place the
Russians will lose whatever advantage relative to the U.S. economy
they may have had in the past. This confusion comes from focusing
attention on gross investment as ar explanation of growth rather than
net investment which is the concept that covers the net additions to
productive capacity. We have traditionally emphasized gross rather
than net investment in our national income accounting and analysis
because of the difficulty of measuring net investment meaningfully,
and indeed for some international comparisons gross investment
might serve well enough. Because thé Soviet and American economies
are so different with respect to the size and age of their capital stock
and the rate of growth, however, the share of gross investment that
represents real net additions to productive capacity is much greater
for the Soviet Union than for the United States.

Conelusion.—The task of this paper has been to discuss the prob-
lems involved in United States-Soviet economic comparisons. It
would be a source of great chagrin to the author if this listing of
obstacles should be taken as a justification for a belief that it is hope-
less or pointless to undertake such comparisons. With respect to
the first problem, data availability, the limitations of what can be
accomplished has certainly not yet been reached. Indeed the rate of
flow of data has increased recently much faster than our efforts to
make use of it. Also the possible approaches for clearing up obscuri-
ties in the meaning of Soviet statistics are greater than may have been
implied. The index number problem is not peculiar to United States-
Soviet comparisons alone, but actually affects many measurement
problems within our own economy. It is only that the attention of
economists has been directed toward these difficulties in comparison
and measurement most strongly in the comparative study of the
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United States and Soviet economies because intertemporal and inter-
national differences in economic structure are more striking when we
try to evaluate their performance relative to ours than in many other
kinds of problems that economists deal with. Likewise our pre-
occupation with the interpretation of data comes from the fact that
the Russians are particularly persistent in choosing concepts that
complicate comparability of economic indicators.

In this connection & final important implication of the discussion
should be pointed out. The Russians are truly compulsive in making
comparisons of their economy with ours, and in the process they turn
all the ambiguities discussed above to good account in exaggerating
their achievements relative to ours. They ignore important differ-
ences in the concepts underlying comparisons, choose weighting sys-
tems that present their achievements in the best possible light, and
emphasize indicators the comparability of which is violated by differ-
ences in the context. All these misinterpretations can, of course,
also be employed by those who would underemphasize Soviet eco-
nomic performance. With a greater respect for truth than the Rus-
sians we should take pains to point out the errors involved in the
Soviet comparisons, and with perhaps greater sophistication about
the pitfalls of international economic comparisons we should be able
to avoid the dangers of accepting misleading evaluations of Soviet
economic performance from either end of the spectrum.



POPULATION AND LABOR FORCE
THE POPULATION OF THE SOVIET UNION

(By John F. Kantner, Foreign Manpower Research Office, U.S. Bureau
of the Census)

CHAPTER 1. GENERAL SUMMARY

The interrelationships between population and economic organi-
zation are numerous and complex. It scarcely exaggerates the matter
to assert that for every population of a given size and structure there
is a narrowly limited set of economic forms and arrangements which
will work. Therefore, provided one has the information, treatments
of the connections between demographic and economic phenomena
can be as encyclopedic as time and inclination allow.

In seeking a basis for selection for this discussion, two problems of
the current Soviet scene appeared to stand out as vitally related to
the economic position of the U.S.S.R. now and in the future. These
are the problem of labor supply and the growth prospects for the
Soviet population over the next 15 years. Chapter 2 presents an
analysis of the problem of labor supply and chapter 3 develops some
of the implications of differing growth prospects and attempts to
“discern from very fragmentary evidence and trend in Soviet fertility.
In discussing each of these topics comparisons with the United States
are frequently made. To bring all comparative data together for
convenient reference, a final chapter of basic U.S.-U.S.S.R. demo-
graphic comparisons has been added. An appendix is also included
which provides some of the basic demographic information currently
available on the Soviet Union.

Soviet economic development until recently has not been handi-
capped by a population surplus such as threatens to erase the economic
gains of the underdeveloped countries of the present period. The

oviet Union presents a chronicle of catastrophic population losses -
which have kept the long-term growth rate (excluding population gains
through annexation) below 1 percent per year. At the same time,
however, the population in the age range considered, in Soviet usage,
to cover the “able-bodied population” (16-59 years of age) has steadily
increased in proportion to the total population.

The Second World War left the Soviet Union with a shortage of
some 20 million men. For this and other reasons, a larger proportion
of women are employed than in almost any other industrial country
in the world and this proportion has declined only slightly since the
end of the war. Having a delayed impact on the labor force is the
enormous birth deficit of the war. Net additions to the working-age
population currently run around 1 million persons annuslly or only
about half the number 2 or 3 years earlier. Then those being added
were persons born before the war. This number may drop to less
than 100,000 per year in the near future, causing an even more

81



32 COMPARISONS OF UNITED STATES AND SOVIET ECONOMIES

critical manpower problem for the current 7-year plan (1959-65)
than was faced by the abortive sixth 5-year plan (1956-60).

In years to come the numerical imbalance between men and women
will be alleviated as more and more of the able-bodied population
comes to consist of persons born since the end of the war. There will
be also a sharp upturn in the number of annual additions to the popu-
lation of working age after 1963. In spite of this, the growth of the
population of working age during the period of the 7-year plan will
amount to only about half of the 12 million increase in employment
called for in-the plan. The Soviet Government seems to be counting
on three other principal sources to augment its labor supply: The
household economy, the educational system, and the agricultural
population. The prospects for obtaining additional labor force from
.each of these sources are to a large extent contingent upon the success
.of other parts of the Government’s program. In particular, the extent
to which the agricultural population can make up the greater part of
the deficit will be determined, partially at least, by the success of
efforts to modernize agricultural production, introduce substitutes for
.agricultural products, complete a vast urban housing program, con-
solidate the collective farms, and so on.

Expansion of the labor force by drawing upon the household econ-
omy and altering the school programs would increase the flow of people
.Anto production. The recent changes in the educational system will
divert to the labor force most of those now enrolled in the last 2 years
of general education. Generally these are children 15 and 16 years old.
Recent surveys of persons entering the labor force from the household
economy indicate that most of the men and about two-thirds of the
women are under 20 years of age.” The qualitative changes con-
templated in Soviet education are designed to provide new members
{for the labor force whose training is more in keeping with the require-
Jments of industry. The planned blending of study and productive
‘work should also-help to meet the planned labor force requirements.
-Soviet planners face a problem in giving proper direction- to the rural
to urban migration flow which is to be an-important source of new in-
.dustrial labor. Their efforts to move population to new industrial
-centers in the east have not been fully successful, and much of the
Jimited success achieved is attributable to the forced evacuation of the
. .population during the war years. The preference of migrants for the

large old industrial towns has resulted in a substantial misallocation

cof labor since these places have not been favored in the allocation of
new investment. The Soviet Union, therefore, faces & dual manpower
-problem, first the problem of size, and second the problem of efficient
territorial distribution of labor. Its gigantic 7-year construction
program may be of tremendous significance in the solution.
. Looking beyond the 7-year plan, the outlook is for continued cor-
rection of the low ratio of men to women. The working-age popula-
‘tion will also increase in proportion to the total population, but the
rate at which this takes place will depend upon the trend of Soviet
fertility. Since the proportion of persons over 60 years of age is in-
creasing steadily, a substantial drop in fertility will be required if the
population aged 16 to 59 years is to comprise as large a proportion of
“the total population in 1975 as it now does. . :

'
+
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The nature of many other developments depends upon the trend
in fertility. This is true even with respect to changes which are:
inherent in the present structure of the population. ' o

The prospective trend in fertility is difficult to- predict, however,
since there are tendencies operating in both directions. Tentatively,
the opinion is advanced that the combined effect of rural-urban
migration, the diffusion of secular attitudes toward reproduction,
and’ the spread of the practice of contraception will outweigh other
tendencies toward an increase in average family size.

Among the more significant demographic comparisons which can be
made between the U.S.S.R. and the United States, the following
deserve to be noted: ‘ '
- 1. Because of the enormous war losses sustained by the Soviet Unioi,
its population now exceeds that of the United States by only 18 per-
cent. whereas before the war, the margin was 46 percent.

.- 2. The current natural increase of the Soviet Union is somewhat
greater than that of the United States due principally to the lower
Soviet death rate. The annual increase of the two countries is about
equal because of immigration to this country. .
. 3. The extent to which the two countries will differ in size in the
future depends largely upon the trend in fertility. According to,
current projections, should the countries follow opposite courses the
difference in size in 1975 might be as low as 4 million (Soviet fertility
down; U.S. fertility up) or as high as 65 million (Soviet fertility up;
U.S. fertility down). ,
. 4. The low Soviet death rate, which is currently below that of the
U.S,, is partly attributable to a favorable age composition, and may
increase somewhat in the future. It is clear, however, that the
Soviet Union has participated substantially in the worldwide revolu-
tion in medicine and health. oo .
~ 5. The number of children in the ages to be attending elementary
and secondary school, the group which will provide the coming genera-
tion of scientists and technicians, is nearly the same in the U.S.S.R.
and the United States. In the United States, enrollment rates in
higher education are mounting rapidly; in the U.S:S.R., the policy,
at least for the short run, is to prevent expansion in higher education.

6. The number of Soviet men of military age (18-34) will remain
relatively stationary over the next 15 years. The present numerical
superiority which the U.S.S.R. has relative to the United States, will
decline. from about 11 million to about 3.5 million during that time.

7.-By 1975 the United States will have nearly as many persons of
university age (18-22) as the U.S.S.R. The U.S.S.R. now has some
gz million in this age group compared to 12 million in the United

tates. :

8. During the period of the Soviet 7-year plan (1959-65), the popu-
lation of working age (15~59) ‘will increase by around 6.7 million in
téhe U.S.S.R. and by more than 10 million (1958-65) in the United

tates.

9. The Soviet population 60 years of age and over will increase from
17 million to more than 30 million by 1975. In absolute terms this is
a slightly larger group than the United States will have at that time.
As a proportion of the total population, the U.S. figure is greater.
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10. Expected changes in population composition among persons
of the age to occupy the middle grade and senior positions in the
economy suggest that by 1975 career advancement will be relatively
easier in the U.S.S.R. than in the United States.

CHAPTER 2. PopuLATION AND LABOR SUPPLY

THE ROLE OF DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS DURING THE FIRST 40 YEARS OF
SOVIET DEVELOPMENT

The Soviet Union, at least until World War II, never had a popula-
tion problem in the sense that it lacked sufficient manpower or that
its rate of population growth was greater than its rate of economic
development.! It is true that prerevolutionary levels of economic
activity were not regained until around 1926, by which time the popu-
lation ‘had increased (over 1914) by 4.7 percent, or nearlﬁ 7 million.
But even during the post-World War I period, when both the economy
and the population were recovering from its impact, the rate of eco-
nomic development very likely exceeded the rate of population
increase. The problems of the opening decade of Soviet rule are
more accurately attributed to failures of economic and administrative
organization than to the pressure of population on resources.

Since the institution of the 5-year plan in 1928, the rate of ﬁ)opulatlon
increase has never threatened to overtake the rate of overall economic
growth.2 The fact is, rather, that to a considerable extent the Soviet
Union’s rapid industrialization was achieved by the profligate use of
manpower. To achieve a sevenfold increase of industrial production
between 1928 and 1956, the number of industrial-production workers
in Soviet industry was increased nearly fivefold, or by 14,684,000
workers.? The United States, on the other hand, attained more than
a sevenfold increase in the output of manufactured goods between
1935 and 1956 with less than a doubling of the number of production
workers in manufacturing.! The concern in the U.S.S.R. with raising

1 The Soviet Government is committed to the position that under communism there can be no such thing
as a population problem. According to Marxian theory, the problem of too many people is an infirmity
of capitalist socleties which cannot occur under a Socialist allocation of resources. No one was worrled in
Marx’s day about too few people.

2 This conclusion is secure even though there is wide variation in measures of Soviet national product
Even the most conservative indexes increase at several times the rate of population increase. With respect
to that part of the national product allocated to consumption by households, the situation is somewhat
modified but the conclusion remains the same. During the first two 5-year plans, population growth just
about kept pace with household consumption, although according to Chapman’s calculations thereal income
of urban workers and employees actually fell during these years. However, consumption by civilian house-
holds during the last completed postwar 5-year plan—1951-55—increased at a rate about four times the
rate of population increase, For discussions of Soviet national product see QGregory Grossman’s article in
Abram Bergson (ed.), “Soviet Economic Growth,” Row, Peterson & Co., 1953, pp. 1-23; Oleg Hoeffding
and N. Nimitz, ““Soviet National Income and Product 1949-55,” the Rend Corp., Santa Monica, Calif.,

Apr. 6, 1959; and Paul Studenski, “ The Income of Nations,” New York University Press, 1958, ch. 25; for
estimates of changes in the real income of urban workers and employees, see Janet G. éhapman, ““Real
Wages in the Soviet Union, 1928-52,”” Review of Economics and Statistics, vol. XXX VI, No. 2, May 1954.

3 Demitri B. Shimkin and Frederick A. Leedy, ‘‘Soviet Industrial Growth—1Its Costs, Extent, and Pros-
pects’’ in Automotive Industries, Jan. 1, 1958, p. 51, table 1; for the number of industrial-production per-
sonnel see Tsentral’moye statisticheskoye upravleniye pri sovete ministrov 8.8.8.R., ‘““Narodnoye khoz-
yaystvo 8.8.8.R. v 1956 godu (The National Economy of the U.8.S.R. in 1956),”” Moscow, 1957, pp. 204-205.

€ U’S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, “Statistical Abstract of the United States 1958,
table No. 1020, p. 774.
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labor productivity ® through more efficient deployment of the labor
force,® through plant specialization, increased mechanization and
automation undoubtedly reflects a growing realization that the man-

ower pool is getting low and that new practices designed to improve
abor utilization are in order.’

To insist that the Soviet Union has not encountered a population
problem would be unrealistic from any point of view except that of
economic development. The costs of development in buman terms
have been high. The human costs of the First World War, the
revolution ang famine during the early years of Soviet rule can be
measured in terms of 12 million excess civilian deaths, 2 million refu-
gees, and a birth deficit ® of nearly 10 million. Direct military losses
of some 2 million during World War I were thus only a minor part
of the levy of those frightful years.?

The dozen years between the first and second national censuses in
1926 and 1939 encompassed the collectivization of agriculture and the
liquidation of the wealthier or more independent peasants. The
human costs of this period were also very large, running perhaps as
high as 20 million. This figure includes tﬁe deaths of about 5 million
IIZ)lersons who would have survived if more normal rates of mortality

ad prevailed and a birth deficit of about 15 million.® Births were
limited through family separations and general interference with the
process of family formation and also through abortions, which in 1934
and 1935 in some of the larger cities amounted to more than twice the
number of live births. The Government responded in 1936 with a
ban on nontherapeutic abortions, with the result that the number of
certified abortions dropped by 97 percent between the first half of
1936 and the second half of 1937." Following this action, and with
the restoration of more settled conditions, the birth rate climbed
rapidly toward its former level.

By far the most catastrophic period in the chronicle of Soviet demo-
graphic development was the period of World War IT. Judging from
estimates of the number of survivors of the prewar population in 1950,
the loss of life between 1940 and 1950 among persons born before
1940 may be placed at somewhat more than 45 million. Had prewar

8 Soviet levels of labor productivity are lower than the United States, the degree of difference varying

greatly by economic sector. A recent article published in the U.8.8.R. on this subject makes the following
comparison of Soviet and U.S. productivity for 1957: .

U.S.8.R.
productivity

as percent

of U.S
Branch:

Industry--...... M cmmmmm e memcmeacmcmmeanca 50
COnSEIUCHION.. - - - oo T 59
Transportation. ..o .. _____. 33
AGTICUIEUT® - - oo 20-25

See A. Aganbegyan, ‘‘ Catching and Overtaking the U.S.A. in the Level of Labor Productivity,” Sotsialis-
ticheskyy trud (Secialist Labor), No. 4, April 1959, p. 19.

8 Writing in Sovetskaya Rossiya, June 18, 1959, A. Abramov complained: “* * * it is well known to Gos-
plan that at times, and despite the objections of enterprises, young specialists are sent who were not re-
quested. This can be explained simply. More of some specialists are trained than are needed and vice
versa * * *. A precise, scientifically based method for determining the country’s future needs for special-
ists is required. But neither Gosplan U.S.S.R., Gosplan R.S.F.S.R., nor the Ministry of Higher Educa-
tion, U.S.S.R. is engaged in this complex problem.”

? Undoubtedly it reflects also longstanding Soviet practice continually agitating on any point that may
increase output.

& The term “birth deficit” is merely a handy reference for the difference between the actual number of
births in a given period when fertility is low and the number which would have been expected under
“normal” rates of reproduction.

¢ See Frank Lorimer, ‘“T'he Population of the Soviet Union,” League of Nations, Geneva, 1946, pp. 3641,

10 Lorimer, op. cit., pp. 112-137.

1t Between 1922 and 1936, abortions were free and legal in the Soviet Union, so long as they were certified
to have been performed under proper medical and sanitary conditions. For additional discussion, see
Lorimer, op. cit., pp. 126~130.
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death rates prevailed throughout the decade, only some 20 to 25
million deaths might have been expected. :

The population under 10 years in 1950 was relatively small, partly
because Soviet birth rates during the years 1940-49 were quite low,
on the average, and partly because high infant and child mortality
was characteristic throughout most of the nation during this period.
The estimated number of children born during 194044 who survived
to 1950 was about the same as the number of survivors of persons
born during 1930-34, a period already noted to have been characterized
by very low fertility. Altogether some 9 to 15 million children would
have been born had there been no war.!?

From the viewpoint of economic development, the question can be
raised whether the losses just outlined have not, in fact, been an im-
portant positive factor in Soviet economic growth. To such a hypo-
thetical question only a hypothetical answer can be given, since it is
likely that with a different demographic past the course of social and
economic change in the Soviet Union would have been altogether
different. Nevertheless, it is interesting to note that since the advent
of the period of state planning in 1928, the rate of increase in GNP
(gross national product) has been well ahead not only of the actual
rate of population growth but ahead also of the rate of population
growth which might have been expected under normal conditions. A
faster rate or population growth, however, would have called for
greater diversion of the national product to household consumption
and a reorganization of the whole matrix of economic activity. This
would have resulted in a dampening of the rate of increase in GNP so
Jong as the greatly increased emphasis on armaments was maintained.
A retarded rate of industrial growth, and a consequent reduction of
economic opportunities in cities would have presented the Soviet
Government with a host of new problems.

POPULATION COMPOSITION

The notion that in the past the Soviet Union has never been faced
with a population problem can be examined further by looking at the
age composition of the Soviet population. Over the past 30 or more
years—during most of which centralized state planning has been in
effect—the population has been characterized by an increasing pro-
portion of persons in the ages of maximum productivity * and a cor-
responding decline in young dependents (table 1). The decline in the
percentage under 15 years of age has more than offset the slow but
steady increase in the percentage 60 years of age and over. Even
after the figures on the population 16 to 59 years old are reduced to
allow for youths in school and in military service, the remaining
population—that is the group potentially available for employment—
complllised a higher proportion of the total population in 1959 than in
1926. '

12 For a more extended discussion of changes in population during this period, see U.S. Department of
Commerce, Bureau of the Census, “ Estimates and Projections of the Population of the U.S.8.R.: 1950
tNo 19726" by irthur A. Campbell and James W, Brackett, International Population Report Series P-95,
0. 52, app. A.
13 Tﬁe age interval 16 to 59 is shown in table 1 since this is the range covered by the Soviet designation
of the ‘‘able-bodied” population which includes men between the ages of 16 and 59 and women 16 to 54

years.

14 In 1950 the combined total of persons in the final 3 grades of secondary school, in higher education, in
tekhnikums, and in military service amounted to approximately 10,000,000. The comparable figure for
1926 was slightly over 1,000,000
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TaBLE 1.— Percent distribution of the population of the U.8.S.R. by age for selected
_gears, 1926-1976

(Figures for 1965-75 are projections by the U.S. Bureau of the Census)

Age 1926 1940 1950 1959 1965 ° 1970 1975

Allages. coooeaommomacaas 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Under 15 years 37.3 35.2 31.0 29.2 3.2 29.9 28.3
15 to 29 years. 29. 1 26.9 28.6 26.3 23.5 22.3 23.6
30 to 44 years. 16.6 20.6 19.7 20.6 21.3 22.9 20.2
45 to 59 years... 10.3 10.6 13.6 15.7 4.2 14.0 16.0
60 yearsand over.__..-......_. 6.7 6.7 7.0 8.2 9.8 10.9 1.8
16 0 59 YearS oo oo ceeemmmmnnn 53.5 56.2 60.1 61.2 56.0 54.7 55.1
59.0 59.8 61.0

Source: 1926: Tsentral’noye statisticheskoye upravleniye SSSR. Vsesoyuznaya perepis’ naseleniya,
1926 g. (All-Union Census of Population, 1926), Vol. 17, Moscow, 1929, pp. 46-48.

1940: U.S. Bureau of the Census. Estimates and Projections of the Population of the U.8.8.R.: 1950 to
%\?76 5l;y Arthur A. Campbell and James W. Brackett. International Population Reports, Series P-95,

0. 52. . . . .

1950-1965: Estimates prepared by Foreign Manpower Research Office. U.S. Bureau of the Census.
These estimates are reyisions of the Campbell-Brackett estimates taking account of the preliminary results
of the 1950 Soviet census released in Izvestiya, May 10,1959, Theeffect of the revision is toalter the balance
between males and fernales. It has a negligible effect on the age distribution.

1970-1975: U.S. Bureau of the Census. Op. cit. The two figures given for each year represent a range
resulting from the effect of differences in assumptions regarding fertility. The lower percentage is associated
with a high fertility assumption; the high percentage figure assumes that Soviet fertility will decline within
the next 10 years to a level similar to the low point reached by the United States in the 1930’s. Age in-
tervals represented by single figures rather than a range have been estimated on the basis of the assump-
tion of a continuation of present estimated fertility rates.

In what sense, then, can it be said, as it sometimes is, that in the
past several years the Soviet Union has been faced with a labor
shortage? The answer lies in the fact that the term “labor shortage”
is & many-faceted concept. Given demographic magnitudes in them-
selves do not necessarily cause or solve labor shortages. Relative to
economic objectives, relative to prevailing levels of labor productivity,
relative to traditional patterns of labor force participation and, too,
relative to numbers, there may be a labor shortage. References to
Russia’s labor shortage began to be heard at the time of the abortive
sixth 5-year plan (1956-60) which called for an increase over 5
years of 6.6 million in the State-employed labor force.'® For this
period, as table 2 shows, the estimated net increase mn the population
16 to 59 years was approximately 7 million, or only slightly more than
the number required by the plan. This slight margin is quite in-
adequate to take care of manpower drains of the educational system
and the military establishment, of replacements for nonstate agri-
culture, and to allow for persons who either voluntarily or involun-
tarily do not take civilian.employment. It is not easy to state this
manpower drain in quantitative terms, although it is not difficult to
demonstrate that the number is substantial. For example, in the
1956-57 school year there were approximately 1.5 million students
enrolled in the 10th and 11th grades of the general schools.

15 That Is, the *“ workers and employees” (rabochiye i sluzhashchiye), Izvestiya, Jan. 15, 1956.

46283—89—pt. 1—4
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TaBLE 2.—Estimated population of the U.S8.8.R., 16 to 59 years of age: 1956-66
(Figures for 1960~66 are projections by the U.S. Bureau of the Census)
[In thousands]

Population| Population |Population | Population

Year 16 to 59 change dur- | 18 and 19 | 16 and 17
years ing preceding years years
year
8, 500 9, 200
9, 300 8, 500
9,100 8, 000
8,400 7,600
7, 900 6, 800
7, 600 5,700
6, 800 4,800
5, 700 4,900
4,800 5,800
4,800 7,300
5,800 7,900

Source: Estimates prepared by the Foreign Manpower Research Office, U.S. Bureau of the Census.

Under normal matriculation and progression, most of these would
be 16 years of age and therefore should not be counted among the
available labor supply increment for that year. In addition, an
undetermined number, perhaps a third or more, of the 1.2 million 2d,
3d, and 4th year tekhnikum students should also be regarded as
unavailable. Most of these would enter the labor force in a year or
two and some—over 200,000 in recent, years —would enter institutions
of higher education for periods up to 5 years. Even with the falling
enrollments of the past few years, we would expect for the period as a
whole a drain into educational channels alone of at least 2 million.1¢
Diversions into other channels are impossible to estimate at present.
In general we would anticipate that about three-fourths of the popu-
lation of working age would participate in the labor force.'” Thus,
out of a net change of 7 million persons in the age group 1659, a little
more than 5 million would be found in the labor force. The planned
increase of 6.6 million in state employment would have to be met
in part therefore through transfers within the labor force, by cutting

-back on educational enrollment, by increasing the rate of military
demobilization over the rate of recruitment and by general measures
to reduce the number of persons of working age who were economically
inactive. Without question, the sixth 5-year plan had to cope with
g stringent labor supply situation.

Before following this problem of labor supply into the future, we
should consider one other critical aspect of current demographic con-
ditions in the U.S.S.R.—the shortage of males. A moderate deficit
of males is characteristic of populations relatively closed to migration,
which have attained high levels of longevity. In such populations
the numerical superiority of males resulting from a greater number of
male than female births is gradually dissipated with advancing age,
since women tend to live longer than men. Thus, in the United States

10 In considering the total Soviet labor balance the fact that these drains are offset to some extent by
persons entering the labor force from the educational system, the military service, etec., is a relevant con-
sideration, Here, however, we are comparing labor force requirements with the increments expected through
natural increase of the population 16-59 years of age. Present information is not sufficient to permit a com-
parison of the flow in and out of the labor force of persons of working age.

17 1957 is the last year for which there is enough information to estimate the size of the civilian labor force.
In that year there were 53,148,000 persons employed in State enterprises [see Tsentral’nove statisticheskoye
upravleniye prisovete ministrov SS8R, USSR v tsifrakh (The U.S.S.R. in Figures), Gosstatizdat, Moscow,
1958, p. 313]. Cooperative employment was 1,200,000 (ibid., p. 308) and collective farmers plus persons

engaged in hunting and fishing is estimated at around 37 million. Thus, the sum of these amounts to nearly
75 percent of the estimated population between the ages of 16 and 59.
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today, some 35 years after the last large wave of immigration, there
are approximately 98 men for every 100 women. The sex ratio in
the U.S.S.R. has been well below this level throughout the Soviet
period, reaching a low point immediately after World-War II. The
ratio for 1950 shown in table 3 represents in absolute terms a short-
age relative to females of 23.5 million males. By 1959, this male
deficit had declined to 20.8 million—still an extremely high figure.

TABLE 3.—Males per 100 females in the U.S.S.R., all ages and ages 15 to 69 years,
selected years, 192676

Year All ages Ages 15-59 Year All ages Ages 15-59
292 omemes 93 % 82 77
1940 e 92 91 85 81
1950 - o eeiccaaee 7 68 87 87

Source: Same as for table 1.

The relative size of the male deficit is even greater within the popu-
Jation 15 to 59 years of age. In absolute terms it amounted to 21
‘million males in 1950 and to 17 million males in 1959. As time passes,
the trough in the male age distribution will move along the age scale
o that the problem of a male deficit changes qualitatively as well as
.quantitatively. The problem in 1950 took its character from the fact
~ that over 70 percent of the male deficit occurs in the age range 20 to

44 years. This had important qualitative implications not only for
the labor supply but for the social structure generally—especially for
the rates of family formation and reproduction. By 1959 the popula-
tion having the heavy male deficit had grown older and had its great-
.est effect upon the ages between 30 and 54 years. Balance among the
ssexes had largely been restored below age 30, that is among those in the
ages of maximum fertility and among those who for the first time enter
the civilian labor force and the military forces.

The Soviet “solution” to its male deficit by way of extraordinarily
high participation of women in the labor force is well known and is
.an interesting demonstration of the extent to which adaptable social
organization can dull the edge of demographic forces. In 1957, the
latest year for which there are full comparative data, we estimate
that women composed 53 percent of the Soviet labor force whereas in
the United States, which itself has experienced somewhat of a revolu-
tion in regard to the employment of women, 32 percent of the “‘experi-
enced civilian labor force’” consisted of women.’® The differences are
.even more striking in individual branches of the economy as the com-
parisons in table 4 illustrate:

18 U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Report on the Labor Force, 1057, serles P-50, No. 86, p. 8. The
.concept “‘experienced civilian labor force” refers to persons who were employed or looking for work during
the week of the employment survey, provided the latter had previously had a job. The estimate for women
‘in the Soviet labor force is based upon participation rates reported for State employment which accounts
for slightly more than half the labor force (see Tsentral'nove statisticheskoye upravleniye pri sovete minis-
+trov SSSR, “SSSR v tsifrakh (The U.S.8.R. in Figures),” Moscow. 1958, pp. 336-337) and upon crude
estimates for the cooperative and private spheres of employment. The estimate for total and for female
Jabor on collective farms—which is the predominant female occupation—was based upon reports of the
number of labor days earned by Soviet collective farmers and the assumption that the participation of men

and women in this work would resemble the situation reported for the Ukraine where about one-fourth of
the collective farmers are found.
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TaBLE 4.—Percent of total employmeni combn‘sed of females, for selected economic
branches, U.S.8.R. and United States, 1957

Industry group U.8.8.R.! United

States 2
InAUSHTY 3. e e 45 26
Construction. 31 3
Agriculture 4. .. ... 59 19
Transportation and eommunication. . 32 18
Trade and supply &..... ... __. 65 39
Government and administration 8. _______.___ - ... ______ 51 27

! Tsentral’noye statisticheskoye upravleniye pri sovete ministrov, “SSSR v tsifrakh (The U.8.8.R. in
Figures),”” Moscow, 1958, pp. 336-337.

2 .8, Bureau of the Census, ‘‘Annual Report on the Labor Force, 1957, series p-50, No. 86, p. 8.

3 In Soviet usage “‘Industry” includes forestry, fishing, and mining in addition to manufacturing. The
figure for the United States given here refers to manufacturing only. .

¢ Soviet agriculture includes collective and state farmers, personnel of machine tractor stations, and persons
engaged in private subsidiary agriculture. The U.S. figure inciudes wage and salary workers in agriculture,
self-employed workers and unpaid family workers. . ,

5 The U.8.8.R. figure covers persons employed in ‘‘trade, public catering, and material technieal supply.”
The U.8. approximation to this is ‘‘wholesale and retail trade.” . .

¢ The Soviet figure includes the administrative apparatus of the state, cooperative organizations.and pub-
ic organizations other than public health and education. The U.S. figure is for public administration.

Although the high labor force participation rates of Soviet women
may be viewed as a response to both a war-produced shortage of males
and more recently to a general shortage of manpower, it must be
recognized that Russian women have traditionally been active in the
economy. The evidence indicates, moreover, that during the past
decade or so the Soviet Union has not solved its growing manpower
needs by increased dependence on the employment of women. There
appears, in fact, to have been a decline since the war in the degree
to which women have participated in the labor force,'® most likely
as a result of an increase in proportion of women—especially urban
women—who are married. Instead, the problem has been met by
shifting manpower among different sectors of the economy, most
significantly from collectivized and private agriculture to the state
sector—to the accompaniment of a large rural to urban movement of
population. : :

It would appear that between 1950 and 1959 rural to urban migra-
tion furnished at least half of the 16 or so million increase in state
employment which, excluding state farm and machine tractor station
employment, is mostly urban.?® The still vast rural population of
the U.S.S.R. will undoubtedly continue to be an important source of
manpower as the net flow of new manpower slows to a trickle in the
years immediately ahead.

It now appears that Russia’s demographic past is beginning to have
practical consequences. For almost 40 years nothing which could be
called purely a population problem had slackened the pace of economic
development unless it might be the postwar shortage of men. But
even this shortage has not been wholly negative in effect since it has

19 “SSSR v tsifrakh,’” op. cit., pp. 336-337.

20 Urban increase from 1950 to 1959 amounted to about 28 million, of which 11 or 12 million would have
resulted from a surplus of births over deaths (assuming an annual rate of natural increase of 17 per thousand).
Thus, net urban migration (plus some administrative changes) would have added 16 or 17 million to the
urban population of which perhaps 9 million would have entered the urban labor force. The net change in
the urban labor supply (population 16-59) by very rough approximation might be placed at 8 or 9 million
(the proportionate urban share of total net change in the population 16-59). The sharp increase in teenage
school enrollment would cut into the number available to the labor force but there may have been a com-
pensating return to the civilian labor force of demobilized servicemen. Whatever the resultant of these
exchanges it seems that the combination of rural-urban migration and natural additions to the labor supply
might have provided 17 or 18 million persons to fill the manpower demands of & growing urban economy.

For state employment, which constitutes the bulk of urban employment, the increase between 1950 and 1959
is very likely close to 16 million.
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built up a body of skills and work habits among a large part of the
female population of the U.S.S.R. and at the same time, through its
probable depressing effect on. the birth rate, has kept the number of
dependents and the consumption demands on the economy below the
level they might otherwise have reached. As the birth cohorts of the
war years have begun to enter the working ages—since 1956—the
growth of the labor supply has slowed markedly and fallen behind the
requirements set by Gosplan.. The main solutions to a problem of
this sort are to draw a larger proportion of the potential labor supply
into the labor force or to obtain additional manpower for more favored
sections of the economy by internal reorganization of the employed
labor force.?* The latter course has been followed by the Soviet Union
since the war, notably so in the case of the diversion of labor from
nonstate agrlculture into urban state employment. There is no
.evidence up to the present of any substantial increase in the proportion
of the potential labor supply which is active in the labor force, although,
as we shall see, plans to this end are being actively considered in the
Soviet Union.
THE PROBLEM AHEAD—SOLUTIONS

1. Contraction of the household and private economies

The manpower demands of the current Soviet 7-year plan (1959-65)
are even greater than those of the defunct plan 6. At the same time,
the estimated net additions to the overall labor supply are approaching
a nadir (table 2). How are the Soviets to make ends meet? Both
the question and the answer were given shortly after the plan was
announced:

In the present 7-year plan the growth of productlon and the projected decrease
in the length of work time requires an increase of 11.5 million persons in the
number of workers and employees. What sources are available to us for increas-
ing the army of working persons? Of course, the number of the population in
able-bodied ages is increasing. But this is insufficient. It is necessary to enlist
for work in production and in the area of cultural and personal services persons
engaged in the household and private subsidiary economy .22
A more precise specification of this group which is to fill the manpower .
.gap can be gained from the annual labor resource balance compiled
by the Central Statistical Administration of the US.S.R. According
to the balance, the group is a residual obtained by subtracting both
students in the “able-bodied ages” and employed persons from total
“labor resources,” the latter consisting of physically fit, civilian men
and women 16-59 and 16— 54, respectively, plus older and younger
.persons who are regularly employed. Making up the - residual,
therefore, would be housewives, domestics, persons in various lines of
private employment and the unemployed, including youths who
have completed 7-year or 10-year school and are looking for work for
the first time or are simply unemployed. M. Ya. Sonin, a prominent
-Soviet economist, maintains, perhaps with a touch of hyperbole,
that there are millions of people in this group who can and should be
drawn into employment in the socialized economy .2
) TO-t—h;r_re—;e—dles, such as increased hours of work, increased work norms, the use of *‘ volunteer’’ labor on
weekends and holidays, ete., are available also. One of these measures, "the increase in worktime, has
.apparently been discarded. "Provided labor - produetivity is not adversely affected, it is planned to reduce
the length of the workday from 8 to 7 hours in the course of the 7-year plan.

2 B, Braginskiy: “The Achievements of October,” Trud (Labor), Jan. 22, 1959, p
22 M. Ya. Sonin, “On Actual Questions of the Multiplication of Labor Resourceﬂ in the U.S.8.R.,”

Voprosy sotsiahstxcheskogo vosproxzvodstva (Problems of Socialist Reproduction), ed. by Ya. A. Kronrod
Moscow, 1958, pp. 262 —268
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Of this group, which we assume is the group earmarked in Trud,
women without small children, who spend their time keeping house,
would be among those most eligible for employment. It is not sur-
prising, therefore, that the central statistical administration keeps
close watch on this group by means of a special “female labor account’’
which separates women in the able-bodied age group by marital
status and provides information on such items as the number with
children of preschool age, the number who use Government créches
and nurseries, the number employed ‘“‘only in housekeeping,” etc.?t

Information of this sort provides Government planners with a more
accurate notion of the number of women who might be made available
to the labor force with presumably the least discouraging consequences.
1t also furnishes some guidance as to the adequacy of the child-care
facilities for working mothers, the shortage and poor quality of which
appear to be current barriers to fuller labor force participation of
Soviet women.?

Sonin, quoted above, describes a survey taken in February-March
1955, which revealed that there is also & significant number of youths
who have completed their schooling and are looking for work for the
first time. He concludes that labor recruitment methods must be
improved to draw these youths into useful work more quickly since
they have been well drained and would be valuable additions to the
work force. The situation is becoming more and more critical, he
warns, since the number of graduates from 10-year schools is increasing
while the facilities in higher schools are not.

I1. Draining the schools

The recent Soviet educational reforms are often mentioned in
connection with the problem of supplying supplementary labor. One
of the central provisions of the new educational program is a cutting

back of full-time enrollment in the upper grades of the secondary level
(formerly grades 8 to 10) and the diversion of students into production.
Lenin is cited on the subject of the inseparability of work and study
to give this unpalatable move the backing of orthodoxy. The old
“ system of 7 years of compulsory schooling has been changed to require
8 years of schooling for all children. As before, there will be 3 addi-
tional years of noncompulsory secondary education (now grades
9 to 11 instead of 8 to 10) which students may complete either as
evening or correspondence students in “schools for working and rural
youth” or as full-time students of the new vocational schools which
are to be substituted for the old general schools. Students in schools
for working and rural youth will be full-time members of the labor
force subject to the limitations put on their hours of work because of

2 1, E. Minz, ‘‘Methodological Problems of Labor Balance Sheet Construction and the Importance of
Investigating Levels and Factors Pertaining to Labor Input” in Reports Made by Soviet Scientists to the
31st Session of the International Statistical Institute, Academy of Sciences of the U.8.8.R., Moscow, 1958.
The amount of information which Soviet planners have at their disposal for labor planning is impressive.
In addition to overall labor balance shesets for the urban and rural population, there are balance sheets for
each economic region and branch of industry, separate balance sheets of labor on collective and state farms
and, as we have seen, a special balance sheet for female labor. Supplementing these are balance sheets of
“free disposable time’ developed from time-budget surveys conducted by the Central Statistical Adminis-
tration. These time-budget surveys are conducted on a sample basis among workers, employees, collective
farmers, and other groups of the population and indicate available free time (time not used in working, eat-
ing, or sleeping) according to sex, age, residence, occupation, length of workday, and social group subdivided
into (a) time for honsehold and other work, (b) attendance at schools, courses, lectures, (¢) time used at home
for studies and self-improvement, (d) sports, (¢) visits to cinemas, theaters, houses of culture, and other
culturs) institutions, (f) time spent with chlfdren, fneluding help in children’s studies, (g) rest time spent
in walks, conversations, entertalnment of friends, etc., () other forms of time expenditure. Very little
technical information is available relative to the representativeness, reliability, or precision of the sample.

18 Sjgnificant in this regard is the planned expansion of boarding schools for elementary and secondary
education. The planned enrollment in these schools for 1965 is 2.5 million. Some of these schools will pro-
vide 8 years, some 11 years, of instruction, depending upon local conditions.
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age. Students in vocational schools will work 2 days a week in local
enterprises or in school workshops if training facilities in local industry
are inadequate. The time thus spent in productive labor does not
count toward the ‘‘work experience’” which most students are required
to have for admission to higher education. A graduate of the proposed
8-year schools will be able to complete his secondary education also
by enrolling in a tekhnikum either as a full-time day student, as an
evening student, as a correspondence student, or as a working student
carrying a reduced course load 1t is planned that 25 to 30 percent of
tekhnikum students will be day students enrolled on a full time basis-
In their final year (third or fourth) full-time tekhnikum students will
be required to work a regular 46-hour week in their chosen trade or
specialty.

During a transitional period of 3 to 5 years, the old system of
secondary education will be retained in certain areas on a scale suffi-
cient to insure the uninterrupted flow of candidates for higher educa-
tion. After that the new system will be in operation. Under it
preference in gaining admission to schools of higher education will be
given to students who have completed their secondary education with
8 good competitive standing and who have accumulated 2 years of
work experience (provided they are under 35 years of age and pro-
vided, doubtless, that they get the support of the Komsomol, trade
union, party, and management representatives—all of whom have &
hand in selecting the candidates).?

There is thus little doubt that, for the short run at least, the ‘“‘re-
forms” will augment the flow to the labor force through a pruning
back of enrollment at all levels beyond the first 8 years of schooling.
The number to be gained is difficult to estimate, but most likely will
be considerably less than the number of 9 and 10 graders currently
enrolled. Excluding working youth and adults the number presently
enrolled in grades 9 and 10 is thought to be around 2.5 million.?” As
the plan is set up for the transitional period, a certain minimum 9 to
10 grade enrollment will be maintained, thus putting the maximum
estimate of the number to be added to the labor force at something
less than 234 million. As an estimate of net additions to the civilian
labor force, this figure should be further qualified in terms of the
number who will be mobilized by the armed forces, the number who
for various reasons remain out of the labor force, and the numbers of
persons presently in the labor force who will leave it to enter school
on the basis of their work experience. Finally, there is a large dis-
count due to the fact that the man-hour contribution of persons in
these ages is less than their contribution to the size of the payroll.

This scheme to inject more young people into the labor force may
well be a short-run expedient. The new educational program worked
out for the Russian Republic (RSFSR), which often takes the lead in
implementing new policy lines, anticipates that by 1965 the enrollment
in the upper grades of the new vocational schools will be roughly
double the enrollment in the upper grades of the present secondary

 Eighty perceni of the enrollment in institutions of higher education is to be reserved for students who
have had at least 2 years of work experience. Izvestiya, June 4, 1958.

% This figure was obtained very crudely by subtracting an estimate for the number of students in eighth
grade from the number enrolled in grades 8 to 10 in the 1957-58 school year (excluding working and rural
youth and adult enrollees). General corroboration of such a figure is to be found in Khrushchev’s address to
the Presidium of the Central Committes of the party (published in Narodnoye obrazovaniye, No. 10, Oc-
tober 1958, p. IV), in which he explains that the plan to send youth to work after 8 years of education will

add 2 to 3.5 million young people to the work force in the near future of which 40 percent will come from cities
and the rest from rural areas,
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system.”® If this were to be the general pattern for the U.S.S.R., it
would present a greater claim against the potential labor pool of
persons 15-17 years of age than could be compensated for by the
twice-weekly work contribution of vocational school students or by
the moderate rise expected in the size of the age group.

The Soviet educational reforms, therefore, should not be interpreted
solely as a device to solve the labor shortage of the 7-year plan in
quantitative terms alone. Reports of young people unable to find
employment suggest that there may be substance to the widely heard
complaint that Soviet schools have been turning out an unacceptably
high proportion of young people who are unprepared for the jobs
available to them and disdainful of manual labor. Perhaps more
important is the fact that managers of Soviet enterprises with their eye
constantly on output and productivity are reportedly reluctant to hire
‘these young people because of the short workday which is mandatory
for personnel under 18 years of age.®® Thus, the strong polytechnical
emphasis and the combination of work and study in the new program
are as much remedies for the qualitative deficicncies in the present
system as they are devices for directly ** infusing manpower into the
labor force. A more direct explanation of the educational reforms
than as a desperate quest for manpower is suggested by the facts
shown in table 5 which indicate the nature of the logjam which has
developed as enrollment and graduations from the high schools have
increased many times more rapidly than admissions to universities
and institutes of higher education.’ To avoid tremendous waste of
effort and frustration, either the higher educational facilities would
have to be expanded, or else higher school education would have to
be confined to a select few. In view of the heavy investment strain
of the 7-year plan it is not surprising that for the short run the second
alternative was chosen.

8 Uchitel’skaya gazeta, April 1959, p. 1.

29 ¢’Ag is known, only s lesser part (of graduates from secondary schools) will be accepted into higher
and secondary special educationsl institutions. The major part must be drawn into industry and agri-
culture. As a rule there is a reluctance to hire the young graduates in industrial plants and factories,
regardless of specific instruction of the party and the Government. Young people who have not reached
18 vears and who, according to law, have aright to a reduced workday, have special difficulties. Preference
is also given to young boys; girls have more difficulty getting hired.” ' (Editorial in Pravda, Sept. 25, 1957.)

30 Several features of the reform, the effectiveness of which cannot be evaluated, seem designed to give
the student a more productive role in the household economy and possibly, thereby, facilitate the release
of some adult members.

31 The downturn in enrollment (grades 8-10) and 10th grade graduations may be due to a combination
of smaller age cohorts (children born during the war), an increased dropout rate attributable to discourage-

ment over the possibility of admission to higher education (see Izvestiya, July 16, 1958, p. 2), and to the
passing of persons whose education was delayed by the war.
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TaBLE 5.—Enrollment in grades 8-10, graduales from the 10th grade, and 1st ‘time’
enrollment in institutions of higher education, U.S.S.R.: Selected school years
1940-41—1958-59

[In thousands]
First-time
Enrollment | Graduates [enrollment in
School year in grades from 10th | institutions
8-101t grade t of higher
education 2
2, 558 ® 162.
1,091 ® 176
1,151 276 210-
1,836 @) 238
2,789 394 256+
3,900 552 261
5,220 972 282"
5,958 1,196 299
6,159 1, 400 286-
6,135 1, 500 264
5, 570 1, 600 ®
® 1,400 . 245
AL

1 As is customary, Soviet statistics for 10th grade students include the relatively smail number who in &
few areas attend an 11th grade.

2 Y xetuding enroliment in correspondence courses.

? Not available.

_Source: Enroliment in grades 8-10: 1945-46—1949-50 and 1051-52—~1954-55 from Tsentral’ noye statis--
t;cheskoge upravleniye pri sovete ministrov SSSR. Kul’ turnoye stroitel’stvo SSSR (Cultural Construc-
tion of the U.S.8.R.), Moscow, 1956, p. 122 adjusted (except 1949-50) to include enrollment in schools for
working youth and adults, ibid., pp. 156-157; 1940-41, 1950-51, 1955-56, and 1956-57 from Tsentral’noye
statisticheskoye * * * Narodnoye khozyaystvo SSSR v 1956 godu (National Economy of the U.8.8.R. In
1956), Moscow: Gosstatizdat, 1957, p. 244.” Enrollment in schools for working and rural youth and adults
{%1%81945—;fgfr0m ibid., p. 248. 1957-58 from SSSR v tsifrakh (U.8.S.R. in Figures), Moscow: Gosstatizdat,.

» D. .
Graduates from 10th grade: For 1956-59 figures reported in following sources:
1955-56~~Izvestiya, Aug. 2, 1956.
1956-57—Pravda, Jan. 27, 1958.
1957-58—Trud, Jan. 16, 1959.
1958-59—Pravda, July 14, 1959.
For earlier years figures computed from linked percentages.
First-time enrollment in institutions of higher education:
Data exclude enroliment in correspondence courses and come from the following sources:
1040-41—1955-56 from Kul’turnoye stroitel’stvo * * *, op, cit., p."203.
1956~57 from Narodnoye Khozyaystvo * * *, op. cit., p. 251.
1958—529 from V. P. Yelyutin, {I.S.S.R. Minister of higber Education, statement released June 19,
1958.

III. Rural-urban migration

The 12 million additional workers which the Soviet Union needs to
carry out its 7-year plan are largely nonagricultural workers. Al-
though the plan contemplates that production on collective and state
farms is to be 70 percent greater in 1965 than in 1958,% labor produc-
tivity in agriculture is supposed to nearly double.®* Taken at face
value these figures imply that approximately 5 million persons might
be released from agriculture, the great majority, if not all, coming
from collective farms. This group plus the 5.6 million expected
from the growth of the able-bodied population (table 2) would take
care of more than 90 percent of the planned growth of the state
employment and would leave only a million or so to be gleaned from
households, street corners, schoolyards, military posts, and the many
unsocialized niches in the economy.

# “Kontrol’nyye tsifry razvitiya narodnogo khozyaystva SSSR na 1959-1965 godu (Control Figures for
the Development of the National Economy of the U.S.S.R. From 1959 to 1965),” an address of N.S.
Khrushchev to the XXI Congress of the C.P.S.U., Moscow: Gospolitizdat, 1958, p. 52. -

3 Kontrol’'nyye tsifry * * *,” op. cit.,, p. 59. The plan calls for a doubling of labor productivity on

collective farms and a 55 to 60 percent increase for state farms. The mean increase, weighted by the present
number of collective and state farmers, is around 95 percent.
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However, since the rural-urban movement is to be largely volun-
tary * and since the increased productivity of farm labor depends
upon the success of ambitious plans (i.e., nearly doubling the present
tractor and combine park; 35 quadrupling the supply of electric power
to agriculture; % tripling the output of chemical fertilizers; ¥ changing
the geographic pattern of crop production *® and completing a pro-
digious housing and construction program,® it is apparent that the
recruitment of labor from rural areas is not going to be an easy solution
to the Soviet manpower shortage.

There is no doubt that great advances in labor productivity are
possible for Soviet agriculture. From his studies of labor input in
wheat production, V. S. Nemchinov has concluded that the 1952-53
level of mechanization in the North Caucasus achieved a two-third
reduction in labor input required with the use of horse and manual
power. According to his calculations, employment of the latest
techniques in this area would reduce labor input requirements to
less than 8 percent of the requirement under man-horse technology.®
‘On his trip through the black earth belt of the Ukraine in the spring
of 1959, Khrushchev deplored the great amount of hand labor still used
on the farms and was particularly displeased at the sight of girls using
shovels to winnow grain. He complained that ‘“tens of thousands of
young people are sent annually to harvest crops in the new lands in
Pplace of machines which would cut the labor force needed and the
cost of production to a fraction.” The problem then is not one of
8 lack of opportunities for increasing labor productivity, but one of
the magnitude and cost of the effort which has been scheduled for the
short space of 7 years.*!

POPULATION REDISTRIBUTION

To achieve the ends of a plan for economic expansion, labor of the
right kind must not only be found but also directed to its proper
destination. : .

Economic change in the U.S.S.R. in the past has been associated
with a massive movement of people to cities and a moderate but per-
ceptible shift of population from west to cast. Movement of popula-
tion to the east—to the ore and coal deposits of the Urals and western
Siberia, to the oilfields in the southeast—was a claimed accomplish-
ment of the first 5-year plan and has been a feature of all Soviet plans
since then as a means of rationalizing the distribution of productive
forces in the country.

¥ This is not to say that a variety of pressures may not be applied to push population out of rural areas
-6.8., gradual liquidation of the collective farmer’s private plots and livestock holdings, steps to increase the
farmer’s dependence on money wages, etc. Not to be overlooked eithef are the transfers of rural youth
under the labor reserve program and the organized labor draft.

3 SSSR v tsifrakh, op. cit., p. 179 and “‘Kontrol’nyye tsifry * * *,” op. cit., p. 58.

3 Ibid., p. 58. >

87 1bid., p. 33.

. 31Ibid., p. 63. ‘This shift in crop areas is premised on the reliability of output from the new grain areas
in the submarginal steppe lands of Kazakhstan, the Urals and Western Siberia which, together in 1956
-accounted for more than half of the area under grain crops in the U.S.S.R. See ‘“‘sel’skoye khozyaystvo
SSR (Agriculture in the U.S.8.R.),” sel’khozgiz, Moscow, 1958, p. 170. .

3 Because of the Soviet emphasis on industrial growth, we assume that the various plan targets which
have been cited are felt to be necessary to achieve the planned level of productivity in agriculture and the
consequent release of farm labor.

40 Minz, op. cit., p. 47.

4 Writing in the August 1959 issue of the propaganda magazine USSR published by the Soviet Embassy
in Washington, Mark Postolovsky asserts that ““the intensive farm mechanization called for by the plan”
will ease the present situation on the collective and state farms which now “could use considerably more
workers than they have.” Thus he expects “‘that there will be some movement of workers to the cities to
swell the industrial labor total.”
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The eastward movement has required continued prodding by the
‘Government, which in some periods has had to resort to special incen-
tives, appeals to patriotism, and to the imposition of quotas, to get the
required number of migrants. Despite these measures there has
always been g large backwash of migrants to their far more congenial
communities in the west. Wartime evacuation to the Urals and to
areas east of the Urals was responsible for important additions to both
the population and the economic base of these regions. The popula-
tion of the Urals region, of western and eastern Siberia, and of the
Far Kast increased by nearly 10 million between 1939 and 1959.
From an analysis of changes in the size of the employed population,
Newth has concluded that “the greater part of the expansion of the
eastern regions took place during and just after the war.”” ¥ Newth
was referring to the period from 1939 to 1956. Since 1956 the growth
of the eastern regions has not been significantly greater than that of the
rest of the country.

Consideration is now being given to overhauling the devices which
the Soviet Government used before and since the war to provide pio-
neers for the territory beyond the Urals. According to the Soviet
economist Sonin, the organized draft (nabor) of labor, the resettle-
ment of families and entire villages by the Resettlement Administra-
tion, and the training program of the state labor reserves, no longer
function effectively and new techniques are needed. Sonin endorses
the recently innovated “public appeal” whereby the party and the
Government “‘appeal’” to organizations such as the Komsomol’ and
trade unions and to the public at large, to volunteer and to send
“volunteers’” for permanent migration to Siberia or Central Asia.*

The difficulty in attracting and holding migrants in the east is un-
doubtedly related to the inadequate provision of housing, transporta-
tion, consumer goods, and the entire range of municipal and cultural
services. For years there have been appeals to local industrial or-
%a.nizations and cooperatives to aid in providing essential amenities,

ut the problem still remains. The higher level of nominal wages
paid in the east is not sufficient to keep real wages on a par with those
in the western part of the Union.*

The movement of population to cities poses a different problem for
the Soviet Government. Partly for ideological considerations (the
metropolis is an ugly manifestation of the unleashing of the profit
motive), and partly to avoid the diversion of investment from direct
production, Soviet planners have endeavored to check migration to
the very large cities (Moscow, Leningrad, Kiyev, etc.), At the same
time. they have tried to channel movement to the growing industrial
cities and away from older urban centers which have not figured in
Soviet plans for economic expansion. In both respects they have
failed. Even within its unrealistically restricted boundaries, Moscow
has now exceeded the limit of 5 million persons decreed for it when
the plan for Greater Moscow was adopted in 1935. Movement to
the older cities has also continued, and has resulted in a surplus of
labor there and shortages elsewhere. More graphically, according
to Sonin, there are millions of people who do not participate in the
socialized economy ¥ as a result of misdirected migration.

4], A, Newth, “Some Trends in the Soviet Population, 1939 to 1956 (with particular reference to the
RBFSR),” Soviet Studies, No. 3, January 1959,
4 Sonin, op. cit., pp. 269-281,

4 Ibid., p. 281, :
# Ibid., p. 262. ’
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To meet its manpower objectives the Soviet Government must not
only release labor for transfer within the economy but must also
develop more efficient ways of transferring it to the places -where it is
needed. Unless steps are taken to make the new industrial centers
more attractive to migrants, the ban on new construction and indus-
trial expansion in the old industrial centers—seemingly preferred by
migrants—may result only in slowing the urban flow of rural migrants..
The solution to this problem, therefore, may lie in still one more
Gargantuan fact—the Soviet plan to increase the square meters of
urban housing during the 7-year plan period by an amount nearly
equal to that erected during all previous plans. This would repre-
sent a 60-percent increase over the 1958 housing inventory. If
actually accomplished, and if properly allocated, this effort could be
crucial in determining both the extent and direction of future rural-
urban movement.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS -

There is ample evidence that after a long period of treating labor
as an abundant resource, the Soviet Union must now cope with an
acute shortage of replacements for its labor force. This problem is in
direct consequence of the drastically reduced birth rates of the war
years. Also a legacy of World War II is a large deficit of men in the
ages over 30. To achieve the mobilization of its labor resources
required by planned economic expansion, the U.S.S.R. must resort to
fuller utilization of its labor supply and to even more transfers of
labor between sectors of the economy. :

Transfers between economic sectors are an inevitable concomitant
of economic expansion and involve the cityward migration of popula-
tion as well as job mobility. In spite of efforts to channel this move-
ment, the flow of rural to urban migration in the U.S.S.R. has not
coincided perfectly with the flow of capital investment. Migrants
have shown a preference for the older and larger cities, and have tended
to shun the new industrial complexes in the eastern regions of the
country. This has compounded the labor shortage in areas vitally
involved in the plan for economic growth.

Various expedients are being considered in the Soviet Union to deal
with these problems. In the short run the program of school reorgani-
zation will undoubtedly augment the labor force. The attempt to
obtain additional manpower from the household economy figures
prominently in Soviet discussions but its probable success is difficult
to assess. To a certain extent the success achieved in drawing people
from households into production depends upon the success of other
specific programs, e.g., the construction of nurseries, the effectiveness
of the home-chore features of the new educational program. It de-
pends also on the trend in such unpredictable parameters as the
marriage rate, the level of real income, and so on. The single most
important source of added industrial labor is likely to be the collective
farm, provided the urban housing program is carried forward and pro-
vided the expected gains in agricultural labor productivity are
achieved. '

This by no means exhausts the alternatives open to Soviet planners.
These are the “solutions” to the manpower problem which have been
discussed publicly and they have in common the fact that they
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Tequire minimum reliance on coercion. Thus, it should not be over-
looked that, as in the past, the U.S.S.R. may employ more direct,
more forceful measures to assure the necessary labor input. Hours of
work could be increased (or not reduced as scheduled), work norms
-could be increased, ‘“voluntary’’ labor contributions could harden
its corvée exactments, pension rates could fail to respond to the push
-of inflation, etc. A balanced consideration of the problem demands
that we recognize alternatives of this sort, even though at the moment
there is no evidence that the Soviet regime has any of these particular
:schemes in mind.*

There are other alternatives open to Soviet planners by which they
might reach many of their economic goals in spite of a labor shortage.
‘These consist of the whole complex apparatus of direct controls and
priority systems, developed by modern nations for allocation of the
factors of production. Finally, of course, there is the alternative of
general retrenchment and revision of economic objectives. This
-«course, under the concealment of spurious statistics, is one for which
the observer of the Soviet economy must continually be alert.

CHarTER 3. FERTILITY AND PoOPULATION GROWTH

Given the weaknesses of our methods for making population esti-
‘mates and projections, long views are particularly hazardous. But
given the lumbering pace of economic and technological change in
‘which a decade or more may be required to let the present unwind,
long views are necessary. Thus, we might look at demographic trends
in the U.S.S.R. over the next 15 years or so, bearing in mind that the
figures we shall be examining are nothing more than estimates of the
present composition of the Soviet population projected on the basis of
-assumptions about the future course of fertility and mortality in the
US.S.R.

The Soviet Union is already looking beyond the end of the present
7-year plan to 1975. By that time some of its fondest hopes with
regard to passing the United States in production and to matching
‘us in per capita consumption are to be realized. Both of these goals
:are dependent upon the course of demographic change in the U.S.S.R.
«over the next 15 years.

The future level of per capita consumption in the Soviet Union
is obviously difficulty to foresee when projected populations for 1975
Tange between 248 and 281 million.*” This difference of 33 million
-consumers, which of course is purely hypothetical, results entirely
from differing assumptions about the present level and future trend
-of Soviet fertility. The larger total is based on the assumption that
by 1966 Soviet fertility will have risen to a relatively high level
(comparable to that reached and passed in the United States around
1954) and remain at that level until 1975). The lower figure assumes
that by 1966 Soviet fertility will decline to a relatively low level
—Waresome very interesting recent developments in the Soviet Union which may'be related in part
to the laber-shortage and which belong to the collection of inherent, semicoercive techniques: The decree
prohibiting,.as of Oct. 1, 1959, the keeping of privately owned cattle by residents of large cities (except in
‘certain eastern areas) may well be designed, among other things, to force a large part of the 3 million or so
‘urban dwellers who are engaged in the “private subsidiary economy”’ into the State Iabor force. Of interest
‘also is the extensive formation of volunteer guard units for police duty during their free time, This may
actually be, as it is claimed, an effective means of combating vandalism and delinquency. It is almost
certainly a factor also in the recently announced 40 percent reduction in the regular constabulary. forces.

4 U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, ‘‘ Estimates and Projections of the Population

of the U.S.8.R.: 1950 to 1976,” by Arthur A. Campbell and James W. Brackett, International Population
Reports, Series P-95, No. 52, table 2.
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(close to that of the United States during the depression years of the
1930’s) and remain there until 1975.

Differing rates of growth result not only in differences in population
size but also in differences in population composition. Differences in
population composition entail differences in the pattern of consump-
tion and the economic potential of the population.

The Soviet pattern of consumption (and of investment and produc-
tion) in 1975 will vary greatly, for example, depending upon whether
the number of children under 5 years of age should be around 30
million (under the high fertility assumption) or less than 20 million
(under the low fertility assumption).®® Similarly, the problems.
confronted by the Soviet school system and the channeling of Govern-
ment investment would not be the same with 47 million children of
school age (7-14) as with 33 million children. '

‘When the relationship of one population group to another is con-
sidered, and the implications traced out into the.social fabric one is
struck by the far-reaching significance of differences in rates of popula-
tion growth. For example, the availability of women for the labor
force, the nature of the demand for housing, the level of average family
income, the general mobility of the population—to mention just some
of the consequences—will all be influenced by whether in 1975 the
estimated 45 million Soviet women 20-45 years of age have 42 million
children of preschool age (under 7 years) or only 28 million.

Not all significant demographic changes stem directly from current
growth rates. Some are inherent in the structure of the present popu-
lation, and represent the unfolding of past demographic dynamics.
. Among the more important demographic developments which appear
significant from the point of view of the future of Soviet society and
its general posture relative to the United States are the following:

1. The number of men in the U.S.S.R. of prime military age
(20-34) is expected to remain fairly stationary and to decline as
a percentage of the total population between 1960 and 1975. The
numerical superiority over the United States which now stands at
around 10 million men is expected to drop to around 2.5 to 3
million.

2. The Soviet population of university age (18-22) will decline
between 1960 and 1975 from around 23 million to about 21.5
million. In the United States, there will be an upsurge in this
age group from around 12 million to nearly 20 million.

3. There should be some increase in future opportunity for
career advancement in the U.S.S.R. among those in middle grade,
positions. At the present time the number of persons 40-49 years
of age is nearly equal to the number 50-59 years of age. By 1975,
however, for every 10 persons in the younger age group, there will
be only 6 persons 50-59 years of age. The trend in the United
States is the other way and so will it be in the U.S.S.R. after 1975.

4. The population 60 years of age and over is expected' to
increase in the Soviet Union from around 17 million to more
than 30 million by 1975. This will have a large impact upon the
Soviet social security program and upon society generally. In
absolute terms this population will be larger in the U.S.S.R.
than in the United States, but relative to the size of the working

# Campbell and Brackett, op. cit.



COMPARISONS OF UNITED STATES AND SOVIET ECONOMIES 5]

age population the Soviet Union will have fewer elder citizens
than the United States has presently.

The exact manner in which the impact of these demographic facts
will be registered depends upon many other circumstances—many
of them nondemographic. It is equally certain that the impact will
be shaped in part by the rate of population growth. The growth of
population affects not only the numerical relationships among sub-
categories of the population, but entails a functional and spatial
reorganization of the population which alters the entire setting in
which economic, ‘social, and even demographic change take place.
The most significant determinant of the future rate of growth of the
Soviet population is the trend in fertility. Soviet mortality rates are
relatively low and can be expected to-improve. Their affect on the
character of the future Soviet population, however, appears to be
much less problematic than in the case of fertility.

TRENDS IN SOVIET FERTILITY

The object of our speculation here is Soviet fertility and not the
Soviet birthrate. The latter is merely the ratio of births to total
population and thus subject to fluctuation as the composition of the
population changes, even though the inherent pattern of fertiity
may remain stable. Fertility, as we regard it here, is a more refined
measure of the rate at which the population of a given age and sex
composition produces children.®®* We can, in fact, state the question
with any degree of refinement we may choose, but the answer at the
present time can only be given in the form of a discussion of the
hypothetical effect of selected factors on Soviet fertility. Among
the relevant factors are those which might be expected to alter the
rates of reproduction among Soviet women of given ages, viz the
urban drift of the population, social change in backward areas of
the U.S.S.R., changes in the proportion of the population which is
married, attitudes toward family limitation, the availability of birth.
control techniques, the effect of an official pronatalist policy, and
S0 on.

The very meager information on these factors and the fact that
they sometimes work in opposite directions make their analysis in-
volved and the outcome tentative. To some it may appear to be
wholly inconclusive. In our opinion, however, there is reason to
believe that the net effect may be toward a reduction in fertility.
This is too important a question to treat by mere assertion, however,
and thus the remainder of this chapter is devoted to a discussion of’
the pieces of information on which our conclusion is based.

In the U.S.S.R., as in the United States, rural fertility appears to be
higher than urban fertility. Our evidence for this rests largely on.
Soviet assertions that such is the case ® and on reports that rural
birthrates are higher than urban rates despite the fact that the pre-
sumably greater shortage of men in the countryside would tend to
reduce the proportion of married women and thus reduce fertility.
This factor is of diminishing significance, however, since there is no
longer a serious imbalance between the sexes in the most fertile years.

e Fertility measures are frequently further refined to exclude the influence of marital status, previous
reproductive history, ethnic group, and other variables. Since these variables are not controlled in our

population projections, we shall treat them as extraneous to the present discussion of fertility.
% Sonin, op. cit., p. 259.
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{under 32). Also significant is the fact that the recent Soviet cam-
paign to encourage the use of contraception (as a substitute for
‘abortion) is directed primarily toward the women worker in urban
areas. In an effort to reduce the cost and lost time * associated with
‘abortions, women’s consultation units and ‘‘rooms of personal hygiene”
have been established in maternity hospitals and as part of the medical
section of industrial establishments and urban enterprises. These
are used extensively for disseminating contraceptive information and
‘the sale of contraceptive devices. While the Soviet interest in contra-
.ception has increased significantly in the last few yéars, it should not
be overlooked that ss far back as 1936 Soviet doctors gave free advice
on contraception and that drugstores continued to stock contracep-
tives even after the antiabortion decrees of 1936.% The differential
-practice of contraception has been mentioned as a factor in differeatial
“urban and rural married fertility as far back as the last century.”

Supporting high rural fertility would be the force of the rural large

-family tradition and perhaps also differences in the rate of illegiti-
‘macy.®* To the extent that the large family tradition has survived
in rural Russia, urban movement and urbanization of parts of the
_countryside would tend to reduce general age-sex specific fertility.
With about 60 percent of Soviet families living in rural areas, and
-with nearly one-quarter of the births contributed by areas where
the birth rate stands at 30 or more per thousand, the possible reduc-
‘tion in fertility is large.

Evidence concerning the trend in large families is very meager and
uncertain. Families having six or more members constituted 13
- percent of the urban families of the U.S.8.R. at the time of the 1926
_census. According to sample data of the Central Statistical Ad-
- ministration and the Institute of Residential Housing, urban familics
- with six or more members now constitute 8 percent® of all urban fam-
“ilies. At the time of the Soviet Union’s entry into the war, the annual

number of fifth or higher order births was something over 200,000,
-in contrast to 350,000 in the United States in 1940. This provides
a rough indication of a weakening of the large family pattern. Of
more recent date, we may note that between 1950 and 1956 the
number of mothers receiving stipends for five or more children in-
creased by approximately 6 percent  while the number of women

n Certified abortions are recognized as justification for work leave and compensation. The same benefits
. are extended in the case of miscarriage, self-induced abortions which occur within 196 days of conception,
and under certain conditions to uncertified abortions that result in prolonged illness.

33 Abortions were legalized in the U.S.S.R. in November 1955. Since that time there has been a growing

. interest in contraception but only as a substitute for a greater evil—abortion. The subject of contraception

. received considerable attention at the National Conference of Gynecologists and Obstetricians in December
1957, and in the spring of 1959 the first All-Union Conference on Contraception was held. According to the
findings of the U.S.S.R. Ministry of Public Health toward the end of 1958, the variety, reliability, and
quantity of contraceptives were found wanting. Considerable research is now underway throughout the
U.S.8.R. and more is called for in the program of medical research for the 1958-55 period.

8 5. A. Novosel’skiy, ‘‘ Voprosy demograficheskiy i sanitornoy statistiki” (Problems of Demographic and

Sanitary Statistics), Moscow, 1958, p. 73. Contraception was not unknown in rural areas. On their annual

. visits to market towns Ukrainian peasant women purchased contraceptive sponges at the pharmacies and a
study conducted before the war indicated that among peasants in the Ukraine, coitus interruptus was wide-
spread. See Norman E. Himes, The Medical History of Contraception,” Williams and Wilkins Co.,
1936, pp. 174-175 and 178. .

3 The Government policy toward illegitimacy is one of official tolerance and material support to unwed
‘mothers. Public opinion, judged by the tone of officlal remonstrations, is less tolerant although S. A.
Novosel’skiy has demonstrated that formerly (1926-27 in Leningrad) there were very marked differences
among social classes in the incidence of illegitimacy. See S. A. Novosel'skiy, op. cit., p. 177,

8B R. Rubanenko, address to the plenum session of the Academy of Construction and Architecture

_ of the U.S.S.R. on Problems of Residential Construction, May 15-20, 1957, in ¢ Zhilishchnoye stroitei’stvo
_:(Residential Construction),” Moscow, 1958, pp. 25-27.
- 8 Jzvestiya, July 8, 1945.
& Tsentral'noye statisticheskoye upravleniye * * *, “Dostizheniya sovetskoy vlasti za 40 let v tsifr
.. (Achievements of Soviet Power Over 40 Years in Figures),”” Gosstatizdat, Moscow, 1957, p. 350.
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in the age group 2540, the approximate age group in question, in-
creased by almost 9 percent. All of these observations are consistent
with a decline in the large Soviet family, at least in urban areas,®
and this in turn would suggest some decline in fertility among women
in the more advanced ages of the childbearing period.

An increase in fertility involving lower birth orders could of course
compensate for a decline in the number and average size of large
families. To an important degree, a trend of this type would depend
upon the proportion of women married and upon the incidence of
childlessness among married couples. With respect to the first
factor we know nothing beyond the fact that the marriage rate is
currently relatively high.® We can expect, however, that the married
population will become a larger proportion of the total as the imbalance
between the sexes wears away. Fragmentary evidence indicates that
the stillbirth rate and the proportion of sterile marriages in the
U.S.S.R. is within range of the values for the United States. Barring
significant medical advances, very little increase in fertility is to be
expected from reduction of stillbirths or sterility. It is also improb-
able, taking the experience of other countries as a guide, that fertility .
will be increased in consequency of the tax levied on single men and
childless couples.®® Officially, the tax is not justified in terms of its
pronatalist effects but as a source of revenue for the program to
-encourage families with three or more children. Some pronatalist
intent 1s suzgested, however, by the fact that the tax is aimed at
urban men and married women 1n the reproductive ages.

Putting all the fragments together, there seems some basis for
expecting a continuation of the decline in fertility which appears to
have set in already among the higher birth orders. The legalization
of abortion and the consequent effort-to discover and promote im-
proved methods of . contraception provide the mechanism. The
rural-urban movement of the population, and the general spread of
secular attitudes to the country, provide the motivational setting.
An increase in the relative number of married couples is one of the
most apparent tendencies working in the opposite direction. Insofar
as this is conditioned by the numerical imbalance between men and -
women, 1t appears to be a factor which has spent its force. An
improvement in housing conditions, and a decrease in the average

83 Among collective farm families the decline hetween 1946 and 1956 in the relative number of their members
under-15 years of age has been much more rapid than for the country asa whole. See‘‘Narodnoye khozyay-
stvo * * *’ op.'cit., p. 218. This is not necessarily evidence of a decline in rural fertility as defined here,
since in addition to the wartime birth deficit, the figure is affected by differentials in migration and other
factors which are independent of the pattern of fertility.

& Fluctudtions in the Soviet marriage rate could occur as the result of the legalization of de facto marriages.
Under current divorce lecislation the number of such marriages is believed to be large. Their legalization
would have little or no effect on fertility. : - o

98 The tax is set at 6 percent of income with graduated reductions provided in the case of incomes under .
450 rubles per month. Single women, students, military personnel, invalids, parents whose children were
lost in the war, and certain other groups are exempted. The tax falls largely on urban residents and upon
men between the ages of 20 and 50 and married women 20 and 45.

& Among the provisions to encourage large families are:

1. Grants and subsidies for the birth of a child who has three or more living siblings. These continue
unt.ilI ithie yoti%lﬁgest child reaches 5 years ofage. One-time grants are-given for the birth of a third child having
two living siblings.

2. Employed women who raised five or more children to the age of 8 are entitled to pensions at the age of
50 after 15 years of service. . .

3. Kindergarten and nursery fees are reduced 50 percent for families with four or more children: families
with three children and monthly income less than 400 rubles, by 50 pereent; families with three c¢hildren
and monthly ineome less than 800 rubles, by 35 percent; families with two children and monthly income of
less than 600 rubles by 25 percent. Ve

4. Awards and medals of varying degrees beginning with the 2d Degree Medal of Motherhood which is

awarded for bearing and raising 5 children. up to the Order of Mother Heroine which is bestowed, with a
diploma from the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet, for bearing and ralsing 10 children.

46283—59—pt. 1—5
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age at marriage as a result of a drop in the average age at which young-
people will become income earners under the new educational program,.
would both tend to raise the marriage rate and thus the fertility rate.
The resolution of these conflicting tendencies cannot be foreseen at-
the moment. The high proportion of rural population and the fact
that improved contraceptive methods should become more widely
accessible, appear to outweigh other considerations and lead to the
expectation of a further decline in Soviet fertility.

CuAPTER 4. Basic DemocraraIC COMPARISONS BETWEEN THE
U.S.S.R. anp 7HE UNITED STATES

INTRODUCTION

Preliminary results from the recent population census of the
U.S.S.R., together with certain related information, afford the best
opportunity in 20 years for comparing the population of the U.S.S.R.
and the United States. The two countries have followed quite di-
vergent courses during these years, with the result that in some re-
spects they are less alike than before the war. In other respects,
notably in total population, these two countries have become more
alike. The following review of current information on the population
of the U.S.S.R. points up some of these similarities and contrasts.
Until more complete data are available, however—data such as those
which are to be ready around the end of 1959 ®—analysis is necessarily
limited and conclusions correspondingly tentative.

-I. TOTAL SIZE AND GROWTH

A. The size of the total population

Before the war the population of the U.S.S.R. within its present
boundaries was larger by 46 percent than the population of the United
States. Today, however, the Soviet population exceeds that of the -
United States by only -18 percent, even though throughout most of
the postwar period official statistics show a more rapid rate of natural -
increase for the U.S.S.R. than for the United States.

TaBLE é.—Tptal population of the U.8.8.R. and United Stales and percent increase

- 19359-691 ]
R " Population Percent
Country increase,
o : ) 1939-59
1039 1959 :
UBSR..._._... - 31190.7 3208.8 9.5
United States : 3131.0 €177.2 35.3
U.8.8.R :. : : .
United States. } 1.46 L

! In this and subsequent tables, data for Alaska and Hawall are not included.
2 Izvestiya, May 10, 1959. The 1959 population as reported to the nearest thousand is 208,826,000. ’
: U.8. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, ““Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1958,”

p. 5, No. 2.
xb;dlnterrsmll:}l:ln;’l between estimated population in 1957: ibid.; and average of projected values for 1969,.
. p. 6. No. 3. .

6 The release 0 jpreltnﬂnary data is to be followed by more detatled tabulations of the same items plus ,
data on such matters as age and sex, nationality, native language, marital status, educational attainment,
soclal group, and means of subsistence, occupation, and type of economie activity.
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The explanation of the very low rate of growth of the U.S.S.R.
population is of course the heavy losses and deficit of births inflicted
on the Soviet Union by the war. ;

B. Evaluation of total population

The total population reported by the Soviet census is lower than
many observers had expected. The senior engineer and executive
officer of the Central Statistical Administration’s machine accounting
division, D. K. Zhak, in discussing plans for tabulating census results,
anticipated a population in the neighborhood of 215 million.® The
announced total also is more than a million short of the population
that would have been reached if the officially estimated population
of 200.2 million in 1956 * had grown according to the officially re-
ported rates of natural increase. And since the 1956 figure, especially
its urban component, has been characterized as possibly too low %
there seemed to be good reason to expect'a figure larger than 210
million. ‘

Aside from these prior expectations, there are no unchallengable
grounds for rejecting the census results. An examination of the prep-
arations for the census and the plans for its conduect reveals no obvious
shortcomings but rather shows a thoroughgoing concern for com-
pleteness of coverage.® The most likely major exclusion, the military,
are stated to be included in the figures that have been released.. -

If past experience can be relied on, we should not expect major
revisions of the preliminary census total. :

¢. Growth of the Soviet population ‘

~. The United States is not expected to attain a population as large
as the present Soviet population before 1970. The future growth of
both countries will be Jargely a matter of natural increase,*® that is,
an excess of births over deaths. Unlike the United States during its
period of basic industrial deévelopment. the U.S.S.R. has not been
able to rely upon immigration to supply its manpower needs but has
had to raise its own. In its 40-year history the U.S.S.R. has acquired
approximately 20 million persons through annexation—all since 1939—
and a number of these have entered into the streams of eastward
migration within the country. Coincidently, this figure is close to
the number of immigrants who. entered the United States during the
4? years prior to the passage of the restrictive immigration legislation
of 1924.

. 8D, K. Zhak, “Mekhaniziroyannaya razrabotka materialov perepisey naseleniya S.8.8.R. (Mecha.nleal
Procossing of the Material From the U.S.8.R. Census of Population),” Moscow, 1958, p. 116,

- - 84 Tsentral’'noye statisticheskoye upravleniye pri Sovete Ministrov S.8.8.R., Narodnoye khozyaystvo
8.8.8.R. (National Economy of the U.8.S.R.),”” Moscow, 1956, p. 17. - .

6 M. Ya. Sonin, ““Ob aktual'nykh voprosakh vosproizvodstva trudovykh resursov S.8.8.R. (On Actual
Problems of the Reproduction of Labor Resources in the 'U.S.8.R.),” in “Voprosy sotsialisticheskogo
vosproizvodstva (Problems of Socialist Reproduction), Moscow,” 1958, p. 258. In this source Sonin refers
to total population only. In another source he stated his belief that the urban population was too low.

6 On the first canvass of the population 207,752,000 persons were enumerated; this was followed by a sec-
ond visit which added another 285,000 persons to the total. Finally, a checking out of schedules which had
been filled out for persons who were temporarily absent at the time of the enumerator’s visit yielded an
additional 789,000.

67 The average of the