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1. The purpose of t h i ~  gaper is  t o  suggest  the  probable 
rate of expansion of t he   economic;^ of t h e  RAT0 and of t h e  Sovie t  
Bloc coun t r i c s  ovcr t he  next  tvrenty yea r s ,  and t o  examine the 
cor~~parn t ivc  s i t u a t i o n  which n igh t  a r i s c  i n  1960 and i n  1975. 
A break ha s  bcen imdc a t  1960 bcctusc: t he  1956-60 plan publ ished 
i h i s  ycar  by Russia p o v i d c s  EI use fu l  b a s i s  f o r  p r o j e c t i n g  
longer-term t rends ,  The 22s t  European s n t e l l i t c s ,  except 
Bulgar ia ,  have s l s o  znnounccd fivc-year g l a n s  f o r  1956-60, bu t  
i t  now seems t h a t  thccc  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  bc s u b s t a n t i a l l y  modified. 
Indccd, cu r r en t  events  i n  Poland and Hungary throw doubt on 
thc usefulness of t r y i n g  t o  p r o j e c t  devc lopmnts  i n  t h e  
s ~ t c l l i t c s .  P r o j e c t i ~ n s  f o r  thcsc  coun t r i c s  have bcen inc luded 
i n  t h i s  paper ,  but  t he  main emphasis on t he  Sovic t  b loc  side 
h?s been p laccd  on t he  USSR. Thc informat ion a v a i l a b l e  on 
Chin3 is too  s can ty  t o  work i n t o  tho projections, but  mention 
hzs bcen made of China whcrevcr poss ible .  

( a )  Sovict  s t e t i s t i c s  

2, Any cconomic compnrison b c t w c ~ n  t h e  USSR and NATO 
countries r a i s c s  d i f f i c u l t i ~ s  both  o f  3 s t n t i e t i c a l  2nd of a 
conccptucl  nature ,  3omc of those d i f f i c u l t i a s  zrise i n  c l l  
compurisons between d i f f c r c n t  coun t r ius ;  thcsc  a r c  d iscussed 
b~ lo iv .  Howcvor, t h e r e  is a l s o  t h e  problcm of t he  r e l i a b i l i t y  
of Soviot  s t z t i s t i c s ;  t h i s  is n v i t a l  question, a incc  we 
must purforcc  usc  t h m  i n  making cornpnrisons wi th  otl lcr  
c c un t r i c s ,  

3 ,  T h e m  i s  by now f v : i r l y  gcncrs l  q g r c a c n t  t h 2 t  thc  
S o v i c t  gubl ishcd d"*? 21-2 not i nv~n t cc l  o r  deliberately 
f r : l s i f  i c d  f o r  p r o ~ n g n n d n  pur?Qscs. Thc Sovict  z u t h o r i t f e s  
dc not keep two s e t s  o f  :lccounts, onc ?or t h e i r  own usc 2nd 
onc f c r  u b l i c n t i m .  This  vxs  shown, f o r  ex?mplc, when t h e  
Allies discovcrcd t h e  cnr.f i d c n t i n l  vc rc ion  of the Soviot  
~conornic  n lnn f o r  1941 mhich h:l.d bucn mp tu red  by t he  
Gcrmnns; the f i g u r t s  i n  t h i s  documcnt t 2 l l i c d  very  c l o s c l y  
with those  p e v i n u s l y  madc gub l i c  by thc  Russian government. 
By 2nd l a rgc ,  wi th  t h e  cxccgt ion of c c r t 3 i n  a g r i c u l t u r a l  
s t a t i s t i c s ,  i t  i s  thcught  tilxt the  commodity figures i n  
yu r . n t i t y  t m n s  arc ruliablc, If, as n rosul t  of' Lhc 
1.rcssurc t o  f u l f i l  p l n n s ,  managcrs m u  tempted t o  f ? . l s i f y  
t h c  d a t l  s e n t  t o  t hc  c c n t r b ~ . l  s t c t i s t i c a l  ? u t h o r i t i c s ,  t h c r c  
i c  no rcnson t o  supposc t h a t  t h i s  f n l s c  reporting i s  more 
prc:v?,lcnt now thnn a fcw years  ?^go, m d  SG any cr rGrs  duc t o  
t h i s  f a c t o r  should no t  a f f e c t  e s t imatus  of growth, 

4. Howevcr, t hc rd  nrc  some p c c u l i n r i t i e s  and 
imdcquac i c s  of Sov ic t  s t a t i s t i c s  which must bc taken i n t o  
nccount, Sovie t  s t a t i s t i c 2 1  nethods  differ I n  important  
t-cspuctu from Wcstern p r z c t i c ~ ,  A s  c r u l e ,  Russian 
: ; t : ~ t i s t i c i a n s  j u s t i f y  t h c i r  mcthods by t h o o r c t i c a l  arguments; 
but  i t  i s  probably no t  by nccidcnt  t h n t  thcsc  methods invar iab ly  
l ~ r d  t o  :: morc f?.vourable p i c t u r e  of thc Sovict economy than 
i f  i ; l~s t t , rn  d c f i n i t  ions  and mcthods hzd bccn used. The b i a s  
in t roduccd by Sovic t  ~ t ~ n t i s t i c c l  proccdurcs hns sornclirnes bccn 



very large. For cxnmplc, u n t i l  1953 t h c  c g r i c u i t u r a l  outyut 
figures wcre exprcssccl i n  twms of n a t i o n a l  "b io log i ca lv  y i e l d ,  
which, i f  come i n d i r e c t  i nd i c s t i ons  n rc  co r r cc t ,  wns some 35% 
i n  cxccsr:  of  the  r c n l  harvest. T h i s  system has now bccn 
::bandorled, but  sincc; 1953 no firm output  figures h m e  bccn 
publiahcd a t  211. ( 1 )  Fur thcmore ,  while the  recen t  much 
mcre s y s t m n t i c  p u b l i c a t i o n  of s t n t i s t i c a l  da t a  i n  thc U S R  
i s  ,? grc:lt improvcmunt or, p a s t  yc3rs9 thorc  n rc  s t i l l  many 
g ~ p z ,  C c r t : ~ i n  i n d i c e s  nrr:  publichc-d without any oxplanat ions  
of how they were cn l cu l a t ed ;  the o f f i c i z l  nationzd income 
ind i cc s  cannot 3c acceptcd f o r  t h i s  reason, For 311 thcsc 
rbc3sonc, i t  is ncccssnry t o  chock t hc  o f f i c i a l  i nd i ce s  a s  f a r  
::s p o s s i b l c  nnd comctimcs t o  s u b s t i t u t e  cs t imatus  b u i l t  up 
indcgendently on t h a  b z s i s  of the mom r c l i a b l c  commodity 
f i r  This has  been done i n  t he  n rescn t  popcr. 

(b )  Difficulties of -..- i n t e r n s t i o n n l  - c m p a r i s c n  

5. There zrc rnnny d i f f  i c u l t i c c  i n  making i n t ~ r n a t i o n a l  
~conornic compmisons, 2nd no onz methcd c f f c r s  :: complcte 
c ~ l u t i o n .  The s imp lc s t  nnd most d i r e c t  mcthod is  t o  compare 
thc outpu ts  ?f v a r i o u ~  kcy c o m c d i t i c s .  For ins tancc ,  o t c c l  
nnd energy havc such widc usus i n  i ndus t ry  t h a t  t h c i r  p roduc t ion i s  
l'tcn tnken ns cnc mcasuri: of i n d u s t r i a l  s t rcn@h,  Howcvcr, 

t h i s  mcthod is  not  f r c ~  from a c e r t a i n  a r b i t m r i n m s ,  Thc 
Sovic t  cconmy crnphasiscs hmvy i n d u s t r i e s  e t  thc expensc of 
i n d u s t r i u s  producing consumer goods; hence 3 comparison of' 
s t c e l  output  w i l l  show thc: U:;SR i n  3 more favourable  l i g h t  
t han  3 crmpmison of output  of woollen c lo th ,  

6 ,  Tho most c s m p l ~ t c  p i c t u r e  i s  obtaincd by comparing 
nn t ionn l  products,  by sourcc  cnd by usc. This mcthod r c q u i r c s  
convers ian of' thc  na t ion21  products  i n t o  n common cu r rmcy .  Is O f f i c i n l  cxchnngc r a tus  zrc not  appropri :~tc.  s i nce  they do not 

r~ n c c u r a t ~ l y  r c f l c c t  the compnrativc purchasing power of va r iaus  
II cur rcnc ics .  A b c t t c r  method i s  t o  v ~ l u c  the  q u n n t i t i c s  
cn 
0 proCuccd i n  cach country  i n  thc priccs of one of them, s o  
1 t h t  s i m i l a r  q u n n t i t i c s  of 3 p a r t i c u l a r  itcrn art. yivcn the 
0 
cn s m c  va lua t i on  ~ v ~ r y w h c r c : .  Thcrc a r c ,  howcvcr, ~ b j c c t i o n o  
- 
n t o  t h i s  method whcn t h c r c  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fc runccs  i n  thc  

p r i c e  structures of Lhc coun t r i e s  compnrod, and these 
0 
-1 

2l f fe rcncos  rirc p m t i c u l a r l y  marked bctwccn most of t h e  NATO 

m - coun t r i c s  and the  USSR. 
J 
a 7. I n  thc  p r c ~ c n t  study  the national products af  b o t h  
I 

0 
thc  N1...TO m d  thc  Sovict  c i u n t r i I d s  h::vc. bccn rcvnluzd i n  US 

w - priccs ( 2 ) .  But thcrc: is no a ~ r i o r i  reason w h y  t h e  cmpnr i s cn  
s h m l d  not  hnvc bccn mnec i n  c  p r l c c s  of m o t h c r  country, LL 

cn 
mL- 

If tho corngnri~cn wcrc mmlc i n  t h c  p r i c e s  of e i t h e r  t h c  E u r o ~ c n n  
cn PJ:,TO o r  thc Sovict  B l o c  c o u n t r i ~ s ,  t he  n z t i o n a l   product^ of 
4 t h ~ w  cnuntric~ would bc given n l c v r c r  weight r c l a t i v e  t o  t h ~  
0 USA. One rur:cc-n f o r  t h i s  i s  thnt i n  us ing  US p r i c c s ,  t hc  
W 
n "sdrv iccs"  s c c t s r  i n  t h c  U3SR ( x d  t o  3 lcsscr extcnt i n  thc 

o the r  Xur.;pcnn c o u n t r i c s )  is  rcl .?t ivc. ly i n f l a t c d  by t h ~  nnt ionn l  
pnyrncnt o f  US remuncrcticn t o  so lC ic r s ,  civil sc rvnn ts ,  doctors ,  
c t c .  Huwovor ,  t cn t a t i v ( ;  c z l cu l a t i ons  iPlclicntc t hn t  t h c  r a t c s  

(1) I t  is bulicvcd t h a t  output  figures may bc published r.hortly, 
probrtbly bcciiusc: o f  t h c  good horvost  t h i s  ycnr. 



cf growth of the vnr ious  cconornies, wi th  which t h i e  paper  is 
mainly concarncd, would not  bc s u b s t a n t i a l l y  chnngcd by t h e  
use  o f  o the r  thnn US P P ~ C C B ~  

8, Therc ?.rc t h c r c f  ore ob j ec t i ons  t o  both  simplc 
comparisons of kcy commodities and rncx  c laboro tc  c o r n p n r i s ~ ~ s  
of n a t i o n a l  products ,  The first 2r3 no t  f r c c  from c c c r t n i n  
b i n s ,  whilc t h e  l c t t c r  g ive  d i f f e r e s t  r c s u l t s  according t o  
the  prices chosen f o r  purpoecs of comparison, 'This means 
thct  i t  is neccssnry t o  bc xaarc of t h c  drawbscks of b c t h  
methods and t o  avoid t o o  l i t c r c l  an i n t c r g r c t a t i o n  o f  thc 
r c s u l t s  which thcy  y i c l d ,  

11, THE PRESJZNT SITUATION - CURRENT RATES OF GROWTH IIJ THE 
SOVIET BMC ATID I N  NATO COUITRIES 

9. T h c  lnst f c w  yc3rs  hcvc scen 3 r?.pid yovrth both  i n  
IIf,TO c o u n t r i m  nnd i n  the Sovf c t  B l o c .  In  nbscllutc terms,  
thc  growth cf %TO membcr c s u n t r i e s  hns bczr. much g r c l t c r  t han  
t h n t  of t h e  Soviet Bloc. For ins toncc ,  stccl output hrs  r i s en  
bctwcen 1950 and 1955 by 47 m i l l i m  t c n s  i n  ILITO mcmbcr 
countries ccnpared wi th  2n inc rcasc  e f  25 mi l l i on  t o n s  i n  t h e  
USSR 2nd i t s  s n t c l l i t e s .  Z l c c t r i c  pcwer production ro sc  by 
350 b i l l i o n  kilovi,?tts i n  thc  RAT0 coun t r i c c ,  c.nd by 80 b i l l i o n  
k i l own t t s  i n  the  S c v i c t  Blqc,  

10. P.t the s m c  timc, howcvcr, thc  r a t e  of growth o f  
cu tpu t  in the Scv ie t  91oc h% b u m  markcdly g r c z t o r  thnn i n  
m y  N.EITO country except  Gcrm?.ny. I nd i l s t r i ? l  cutput  i n  t hc  
Scv i c t  Bloc h ~ s  i n c r e : ~ s c d  by : i b ~ u t  7 0 7 b  a w l -  the  f i v e  ycnrs ,  
ns q y i i n s t  247; i n  t h e  US ,?nd 38Yi i n  NATO Emope (8m i n  
J u s t c r n  ~c rmnny) .  NATO m~mbcr c o u n t r i e s  h a w  bccn nblc t o  
incrczsi :  the  abso lu tc  mnrgir, bctwecn t h c i r  inclustr i i?l  
p r ~ d u c t i o n  and t h n t  o f  thi. Sovic t  B lcc  only bccause t h c i s  
p rvscn t  t o t n l  output  i s  aScut t h r ~ ~  times g r c a t c r  thnn t h a t  
c ~ f  t l i ~  Sov i c t sg  SO thf . t  c v m  nodcr:!tl: rc".t~s sf growth i n  
pcrcunt3gc tcrms cc~rrcspond t o  very l n rgc  ?.bsolutc gains .  

11. From 3 long-term poin t  af  v i c w ,  howcvcr, t h c  
pcrccntngc ra tus  of' growth arc c l c c r l y  t hc  most i rnpor tmt ,  
s incc  i t  is n m 3 t t ~ r  c f  simplc n r i t hme t i c  t h n t ,  belwocn two 
series h ~ v i n g  d i f f ~ r ~ n t  s t a r t i n g  p o i n t s ,  t h a t  which grows 
f n s t ~ r  i n  percentages is bcund t o  cxcccd thc o the r  cven tuz l ly .  
Wh3t m c t t e r s  t hc r c f  ! ;re i s  whethcr t ho  Sovie t  Bloc - c . s ~ e c i a l l y  
t h u  U S S R  - is l i k e l y  t o  m i n t n i n  i t s  prcscn t  ndvzntcgd i n  
turms 3f rate ~f grawth, Sane l i g h t  c::n bi: thrown cn t h i s  
qucs t i on  by rlctcr*mir:in@; whether t h c  f a c t z r s  which have 
im?lucnced growth, b o t h  ~ o s i t i v c l y  2nd n2gzt ivcly ,  a r e  
likely t o  continue t o  do s o  t o  t hc  s m c  cx tcn l  as i n  the 
past .  

( 2 )  Thc Soviets 

12, A n  i m p o r t m t  rc?s.-m f c r  thc r a p i d  grcwth cf output  
i n  t h c  USSR is t h c  power of t h e  g?vcrntnant t o  l i m i t  
ccnsumption, t o  mnximise investment, ,?nd, wi th in  invcstmcnt, 
t o  ccrnccntr:~tc on growth-inducing s c c t o r s .  For cxnmple, 
h~:>.vy i ndus t ry  i a  g r o n t l y  favoured - i t  t h ~  e x p n s a  o f  Ii&t 
induc t ry ,  alcmcntnry ameni t ies  (such 3s dra ins  and 
pnvcd s t r c zTa ln r c  ncg lec tud ,  and t r m s p o r t  investment is 
crnccrltra t c d  on goods r n tho r  thnn p s s c n g e r  ri-quirernents. 
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This  tuxdoncy sill ::robably con ti nu^. Howcvcr, thcrc a r c  
cur t : i in  c run t t r - tond~ . r l c ics  v i s i b l c ,  which f i n d  express ion i n  
.i s ~ r i c ~  of coccceeicna t o  :jcpul::r nccds 2nd thc  pramisc o f  
morc such ccnccosions. Thc wcrking w c ~ k  is bcing shortened 
2nd t h c r c  i~ 7: tmdcncy  tcwnrds somc change i n  t he  e i r c c t i c n  
vf irwustmcnt t o  mcct urgent  pub l ic  dcnnnd fop impscwcd 
h ius ing  2nd ~ f i c n i t i c s .  

13. ,:g:in, thc Comm.r.ists pursuc growth 3s (1 ccnscious 
aim, mzkc h ighcr  F r c d u c t i m  t h c  mcscuru of succcss  and arrange 
i nccn t i ve s  accordingly. This giv-s thc Scv ic t  cconcmy some 
~,rlvmtr?qo w u r  thl; :!cot, vrhurc d i r c c t c r s  c r r  nlwnys hcving t o  
b a l m c e  thc  cdvnnt,?gt.c UF incruzsce cutput  agzinst othur  
c cns idc rn t i ons ,  and 2nc crin cx>cct  t h i n  n6vantugc t o  g c r s i s t .  

14, The Soviot  uccnorny has also bcncf i t c d  from t h ~  
c .x i s t~r lco  nf g r c z t  unusdd nn tu rq l  rcstjurccs. " l h i l e  the 
p o s n l b i l l t i u s  of extending a g r i c u l t u r a l  lnnd now sc-cm limitcd, 
thcrr: a t i l l  c x i s t  i n  t k l c  c z s t  of t he  USSR vnlunblc minepal 
Q L ~ O S ~ ~ E  which w i l l  g r ~ t l y  f n c l B i t n t c  i n d u s t r i a l  expansion 
ic thc  rdx t  dccndcs. 

15. Another rctlsr?n fcjr t h c  rrtpid cxpms ion  of tho  USSR 
has bucn t he  t rnnsfer  cf surplus labour from n g r i c u l t u r c ,  
where 2 r c d u c t i v i t y  h.28 bcun r c l n t i v a l y  low awing Lo r 
c.vcrpopulcticn, Tho r z t c  of p q u l n t i c n  i nc r ca sc  h c ~  
bscn nbovo t h n t  of Wcctcrn countries. This has madc pos s ib l c  
? .mc rc: rc!Fiil fncrc-sc: i n  inc:uctri::l rncnpower; f o r  cxcomple, 
i n  Lht USSR i t  rozc bctviccr: 1950 and 1955 by 24$, compn~cc? with 
118 i n  NATO countries. Thc t r m s f o r  cf lnbcur Prom ng r i cu l t u r e  
will rcmsin i m ~ ~ o r t a n t  i n  the mt-mri. bnckwcrd s ~ t c l 1 i t c . s  (and 
;:lso ic ch ina ) ,  bu t  i n  thc USSR t hu  labour g o s i t i o n  w i l l  bc 
d i f f i c u l t  f ~ r  t h e  ncxt  f e ~ i  ycare.  This is  because oQ t h c  
c c i n c i i l c r ~ c ~  bf' t h r c e  f:. .ctws: thc s h x p  f a l l  i n  t he  b i r t h  
rbatc dur ing tho w:w , i v i l l  a f f e c t  labour  sup213 adversely in 
thu ncxt  dccndc; thi; incrcasc  In thc schliol l e r v i n g  age will 
have t hc  enme immv(li3tc cf'foct; and t h c  t ; f f o r t s  to i m p ~ o v c  
f n r m  output  arc n e c e s s i t s t i n g  thc r c t c n t i o n  of labous  i n  thc 
v i l l a g c s  and c v i n  t h e  d c s p t c h  thcrc of somc s k i b l c d  woakcrs 
f rm Lhc towns. Howcvor, by thc cnd of thc  s i x t i e s ,  
circumstunccs shou l c  bi;c~nc: ni,rc; f r ~ v a u z b l c ;  thc labour 
mnrkcl w i l l  begin t o  bcr iof i t  from thc high postwar b i r t h - m t c  
on2 thc  i n c f f i c i m c i e s  which r u t c i n  s o  much l r bou r  i n  Russian 
wi l l agus  ought t o  be p a r t l y  cueTccmo. Thun, Lhc much im_nsovcd 
s y s t ~ m  af educat ion,  o w r  the ycnrs ,  w i l l  continuc t o  iruf'lucncc 
c f f i c i cncy ,  cspcc a l l y  l n r g c  p ropor t ion  of the e x i e t i n g  
l abour  fcx?cu i s  o vdry low qua l i ty .  

16, The Cevclo~mcnt  ..:f t h c  Yovict ccrinony has bccn 
cxtremcly uneven, Tlw ir :dustr ics which haw ccnotnn t ly  onjoyccl 
p r i o r i t y  hnve nchicvcd 2 high l c v ~ l  of' c f f i c i m c y  ( f o r  cxamplc?, 
Wcstcrn LiSservcrs say th?..t Russim stcelavcrks are  a s  efficient 
as t h o  b c s t  1;icstcrn p l n t s ) ,  :mC Lhcsc p r i o r i t y  s e c t o r s  havc bccn 
rncst impartant  f o r  growth nnd m i l i  t n r y  strength, Howcvcr, 
pr i?c isoly  b ~ c n u s e  of t h c  cr . 'nc~ntrat i . : 'n  of Lhc bcst human and 
rnntcrir.1 r c s au rcc s  i n  t h e m  scc t : ; r s ,  t h c r c  a r c  s t i l l  vcry 
bnckwarrl :arcas in thc: cconomy. Thcrc is  thcreftim still 
nrnplu scopc for gains i n  c f f i c i c n c y ,  th:lugh thesc  will boeomc 
progrcssivcly I c c s  ns thc  E:IP bctwccn t e chn i ca l  l c v c l s  i n  thc 
USSR and i n  t he  :iJc;.st 1s rw~ucccl.. 
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17. k n c l h m  fa t o r  which has  tcnc:od t o  inc rezsc  thc  
~ r o w t h  r c t e  i n  t he  yc s t  has bcen u r t m i s n t i o n ,  In  a11 
c oun t r i e s ,  the tra~sfur of  yxscnts  t o  thc towns l c ads  t o  nn 
inc rease  ir? thc cmsumyticn of inCustri::l &or?.s nnd s c rv i cc s  
compared wi th  t h e  subs i s tcncc  ccunclny of  v i l l a g c  l i f c .  Since 
t hc  r a t e  cf grcwth of' Soviet  towns will k c l i n c ,  EO will the  
in f luence  of t h i s  f nc to r .  

18. On ba lcnce ,  so f n r  es thc USSR is concorncC, some 
rcductfon from p rc scn t  growth r z t c s ,  a s ~ e c i a l l y  i n  Industry,  
seem v i r t u a l l y  i n c v i t c b l c ,  cvcn if unchnngc6 gcvcmnmcntal 
p a l i c i c s  a r c  nsmmed. 

(b )  Thc NATO coun t r i c s  

19, The rntcs of exr>nnsion i n  most XriTO coun t r i c s  ovcr 
t h e  past f i v e  y e a r s  hnva L ~ c n  i n  cxcesr, cf thc long- tern  
trend cf thc ?as&, Tctz11 ou t?u t ,  as rnensurcd by the naticna: 
products  of t he  nenbcr coun t r i c s  ccmbinc.l, i n c ~ c a s c d  Setwcen 
1950 and 1955 by 27: c r  by nbout 55 p e r  ycar. ,3 s i g n i f i c a n t  
pirt o f  t h i s  expansion is ~ c c c u n t c d  f o r  by the exccgt ionel  
i n c ~ c c s e  i n  Gcrmcn output  which 3vcr:iged ovcr 9% p c r  y e w ,  
k u t  even excluding G ~ m n y  t h u  r i s e  ir, t o t c l  cutput  was aa 
high as 225 in this pcricd. 

20. Thcrc a r e  acvcr-1 rczso:ls unclerlying t h i s  r c ~ i d  
cxgnnsicn. The p rogrcss  made i n  cccncmic cc-oper3tion hue 
bcen an  important  f x t o r .  Thc l i b c r a t i c n  of t r a d e  promcted 
by the m u l t i l c t e r n l  pctymcnts s:.etcm c s tnb l i shcd  thrcugh EPU 
has bccn of v i t a l  importnncc f o r  E\:rcpcan t r udc ,  and the high  
l e v c l  of ex t r ao rd ina ry  Unitcd S t ~ t c s  m i l i t a r y  cxpml i lu rcs  
abroad has  helped t o  mect the Europsnn d o l l n r  gcp, Govcrnmonts 
have givcn more a l t s n t i o n  t o  cconomic devc;lcgrr.cr,& cnd t o  over- 
coming s t r u c t u r a l  ~ r o b l e m s  which xcrc hnmpcring growth. The 
propor t ion  o f  r csourccs  dcvotcc: t c  invcstmcnt hcs  bcen r i o i n g  
i n  most c o u n l ~ i c a ,  2nd many ?.ro n::*w cn jcy ing  ;? boom. I n  somc 
coun t r i e s ,  t h c  existence of unusc2 capac i ty  ctnd rcsc rves  cf 
rnnnpowcr hns played 3 cignif icc .3 t  r 8 l c  i n  mecting t h e  r i s c  
i n  demand, 

21, The ~ r o a p c c t s  f o r  f u t u r e  d~vclopmcnt ,  ecem b r i g h t ,  
b u t  t h e m  a r c  c e r t n i n  l i m i t i n g  f n c t c r s .  b'lm>o!+cr ir, now f u l l y  
cmploycd in most coun t r i e s  and t h e  m t u r a l  iricrcnsc i n  thc 
lcbour  fcrce i n  scme of thcrn w i l l  bc r o t h e r  smr.11. There arc 
~ l s o  tcndcncics  t3w3rds s h o r t c r  wwking huurs. I n  add i t ion ,  
t hc  r n p i d  dcv~?logmcnt of the p s t  f i v e  years  hos  l c f t  little 
unusert c ~ ~ s c i t y  i n  m i l s t  c o u n t r i c s ,  v r n i l c  mcnsures a r c  being 
tnken t o  slow down t h e  r a t e  cf  inc rezsc  3f investment i n  
crr?er t o  eliminate i n f l a t i o n 3 r y  pressures .  Gcncrcllly, a 
somcwhnt elower m t e  of e x ~ a n s i m  of' production is t o  bc 
cxpectc:d i n  the coming ycnrs.  

III. IISSUMPTIONS UNDERLYING THE FROaCTIOD?S 

22. Thc banic r?ssumgtior,s f o r  t he  projccLions  have becn 
h i d  down 3s fol lows:  ( 1 )  



"(3) t h z t  t h c r c  w i l l  be no major wnr; 

(b) t h a t  those  w i l l  bc no severe nnd generzl  
economic dcpscs s im;  

( c )  that t h e  present  ~cogrnphicnl boundmies  
and ~ c l i t i c a l - e c c n c m i c  systems cf t h e  two 
b locs  w i l l  remzin unchmged and i n  
; - : a r t i cu l a r  t h a t  t hc  rulcks: of t h e  Sovict  
coun t r i c s  w i l l  ccxt inue t o  have t he  
bu i l d ing  of 3 Communist soc ieWas  t h e i r  
u l t i r n ~ t e  cb j ec t ivc ,  " 

23. kn add i t i onn l  prcmisc hns becn n d o ~ t c d  - t h a t  
defence c x p e n d i t u r c w l l l  lncrcnsc  i n  cll coun t r i e s  by 3s CI 

yenr, This has becn uscc! purely  ns n worktng h y ~ c t h e s i s  
2nd not  ns m y  i n d i m t i c n  of l i k e l y  f u t u r e  po l i c i c s .  It can 
pcrhops bc justified by rcfcrencc t o  t h e  con t inua l l y  r i s i n g  
cos t  o f  mcdcrn wezpcns; cn the s t h c r  hrnd, i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  
many o ther  cons idern t iens  w i l l  influence the f u t u r e  l e v e l  cf 
flcfcncc a x ~ c n d i t u r ~ s ,  mi? those  c?nnot be taken nccount of i n  
t h i s  p,.,. -nere  

24, I t  i s  a l s o  in1)licd i n  thcsc projections t h c t  
t e chn i cc l  pr1cprcss i n  t hc  ncxt twenty yenrs w i l l  not prcducc 
:my rov(. lut ion?.ry chznflc i n  tht: ~ L c  cf economic expansion. 
This is  not contrnr l ic tcry  t o  t hc  cxpcctci! gcncrcll in t roduc t ion  
sf nuclear c n c r r j ,  which, i n  f ~ c t ,  w i l l  bc c s s c n t i a l  If t h e  
I r o  jcctefi  r z t c  cf grcwth i n  '?;cstern Eurcpc is not t o  be 
hnrn;lcrc:l Fy limitccl cncrgy x ~ s s u r c c s .  It m y  be t h a t  the 
f u r t h ~ r  dcv~ lognun t  zf ?.utcnntion dcviccs  w i l l  l c a d  t o  a p c a t l y  
~ ~ c c c l c r 3 t c x l  r n t o  cf growth, b u t  i t  io im2ossible Lo take t h i s  
i n t o  acccunt, It is not unrcascnnblc t o  assume t h a t  any such 
dcvclopmcnt would z f f cc t  thc yro j cc t i ons  fcr bo th  b loc s  
c.qu2lly. 

35, S r c c i r i c n l l y  f o r  t he  Fi11~T0 ccun t r i c s ,  i t  Is nsswncd 
t h a t  ovc r? l l  world d c v ~ l o p m c ~ t  w i l l  bc s u f f i c i e n t  to p ~ c v i d e  
f o r  t h e i r  growing nccds f o r  imports and f o r  cxnor t  mwkets;  
t h a t  t hc r e  w i l l  bc no s i g n i f i c z n t  c h x g c s  IR t w m 6  o f  track; 
and tha t  thcy w i l l  continuc t c  co-operate i n  economic 
r n n t t e r s ,  p n r t i c u l c r l y  i n  so lv ing  balnnce of payments prcblems, 

26. In  t h c  USSR, it i s  p o s s i b l e  thnt cconcmic po l i c i e s  
mny changc i n  fu tu r e .  Ncw s o c i a l  fcrccs a r c  c s s e r t i n g  
t h m s c l v e s ,  The present  c o l l c c t i v c  lenclcrship i s  t r y i n g  t o  
cont2in  cnd t o  d i r u c t  thcsc ncw f o r c c s ,  but  it is by no 
mcans c l c m  t h c t  t h e  prcscnt  cqu i l i b r iwn  i s  s t a b l e  and t ha t  
f u r t h e r  chzngcs w i l l  not  Gccur i n  the  f u t u r c ,  

27, I n  view o f  t h i s  u n c e r t z i n t y ,  t w o  sssumptfons are made 
abcut nos s ib l e  dcvclopn6nts i n  t h c  Soviet Union 2f$cr  1960. U;, 
Lo 1960 it i s  nssumcd t h z t  the  p o l i c i e s  s t n t c d  a t  the 20th 
Ccngress o f  t h c  Communist Pcr ty  of thc USSR nncl embodied i n  
thc cur ren t  f ive-ycnr  p l m   ill bc c a r r i e d  out i n  t he i r  
c s s e n t i n l s ,  Thurcnf tcr  it i s  a~ssumcC: 

e i t h e r  ( 3 )  t h a t  t h e  pcrlicieo laic? down 3% the 20th 
C x s r c s s  w i l l  he continuerl, i n  which cnse 
invcstmcnt w i l l  c ~ ~ t i n u e  t o  grow fastcr than  1 
Outlmt ns ,? wholc; (thG him ::rojccticn) I 



(b) thnt m i l d e r  ' o l i c i c s ,  s f f c r ing  grectcrb 
c c n c e s s i m s  t o  c:nsuncrs, w i l l  be edcpted,  as 
" c2r:seQuzncc cf which imcstn~dr . t  w i l l  grcw 
czly a t  t h i  s m c  r h t c  is t 2 t . l  cutput .  ( ~ h c  lcw p ro joc t i cn :  

28. In E o m c  cf the  a ? . t c l l i t 2  countricc, r c ccn t  c v c n t s  
h:?ve u ~ d c r l i n e d  thci instability =f thc  ;;rcscnt Commurisl 
r . ~ g i m i : s .  It i s  n:m-t t o  i?redlct  the ~u t ccmc  cr  thi.sc cvcnts ,  
(1x.kc2, t hc  m y  c l l l  izt; quost ion the bzsic s s u n ~ t i c n  i n  
~ ; n ~ * - . , g r ~ p h  2 2 f c )  ~houo). iiowcvi.r, t h c  ? z ly  rcnlistic 
nsoum~tion ?>cut f u l u r c  2cvc.lopni.nts cccms t o  k c  t h a t  rnil2cr 
y c l l c i c s  x i11  SL zCoy.tcd th?n i n  thc  st. /Lcccrdir.gly, only 
CJX ~ r 2 J c c t i o 2  is nndc fcr thc s a t c l l i t c s ,  rcflccting t h i s  
zssumpt icn ,  

IV. PROSPECTS FOR THE ?!EXT FIVX YZrLRS 

3 1. In c o r i c l u s i c , n ,  it SCL~.:: t k t  1 !IS ~ T I : I L ~ S  tr ic.l p1.g.r. cnn 
1.r :-lbly bc : : . c ~ ~ c v G ' . ~ ,  t.'li7u& t,hi:j n;r.y .:,..r. c.;;nc: h:tcksl j , r l ing 
i?; thcl ~ 1 7 ~ i r ' l  p r o m i 3 ~ : ; ~  i n  ;::~.l 't ,icul=r the. :~?r2rnisc t o  rc r lucc  
t h c .  Y , . ~ ~ + c  i3g :./ui.k. In :I .yi. cult u,-v , : ~ ~ t ; ? : l : :  ; v i l  l ;:p=br.!!ly net 
rici ?.'y mcrc:  t h m  :: q u : l r t c r j  cvcn t h i s  c.?dlC! rcy?r\i.scnt a 
n$.,t r L l i :  i rn~:r~-v~m\rr . t  c. r .  ;,?.st ~:cIiii~~ln~.r,t S, If it is ZSSUTC'~ th:t 
ti>(: ut;-ut , "crvi cca  w i l l  inc~~~:,?sc ..i ?kin!, t h e  m t i o n n l  
j'rl-r:!uct .xcr.:.uli.! r i s ~  by 375 (T, ;;i.r ?:et\ycc;.,n. the  ycr.rs 
195 5 v.2 1960, 



5 5e ! ; c ~ ~ f ' : : l  6.f tik. ;:l:.fi~; ~ i ~ t : i i r : ~ i ~ c  thc im:~drt:xcc C,:f 
i ...a.~~:t: ' tr.:.d\.: , r ' i i  t l l  the; U::~L'PLCVGIC~~; : : I~  c;-untrii;s. T h c r ~  
:.lni.: rc::s(,r:s $6 b c l i c v ~  t i i n t  Lo 2 l:.:r.~:c ~-:.'rt~r.t this rcf'lccts 
tllc v i t 4  ::ud of thc: sr.tc.liit,s f c r  ITX :n::tcriol m d  i . n v r i j  
suy.:>lii:o. They h::vc 1;;ci.n ~ . x p c r i  ~:r.ciny: r 5 f f  J. c u l t y  i n  ob i : - . l~ in s  
t 1 s  fr:! 1 1  U S .  Thc: p1::r.z ?.Is: c?iacuss Chc: 
du:;i r c : b i l i  t y  vi' c~-.~rilir:.:.tirl~; L c o n m i c  S iv~ : l o ; \~ t . n t  i n  thc I h s t  
Euroj.c::.m c f - i l r l t r i ~ s .  U: t c  r i z a ,  a c h i ~ v ~ r n c n t r ;  i n  this di rec t ion  
h*:vt 1s.. n linitcr!. 



thc r ~ r ~ ~ j ~ c t l c n s  ef the WiTO c c u n t r i c s  ir:  1960. Thc ? s s u m ~ t i o n s  
u n k r l y i n g  this rncmcrandum t a l l y  with those desc r ibcd  i n  
: :mnpraphs 22 t c  25 of "cis Fn3er. Thc; p r o j c c t i o m  f o r  t h e  
f u t u r e  y m r s  nre  mainly bnseti upon assum_?ticns cSout t h c  
: l ~ v d o p m c n t  cf' p r o d u c t i v i t y  2nd t h c  l i k c l y  g r w t h  i n  t h e  lnbour  
f i.rcc, cmyloymcnt clnd working hcurs, Bccsuae cf t h e  slowing 
(liwn of  thc grcwth in t h c  lobour f o r cc ,  continued e x p m s i  cn i n  
mnny c l ~ u n t r i c s  rlupcnds p r i m a r i l y  uFon i nc rua s ing  :!roductivity, 
It is :~soumcd t h n t  ncw i n v c s t m ~ n t  will hc: m x i c  with t h i s  cnd 
i n  v i m ,  

33. Thc incrc~,n.sc i n  t r > t n l  output kotwccn 1955 and 1960 
is cstim=ltcrl at n b o u t  1% for t h c  NiLTO c ~ n . m t r i e s  a s  3 w h ~ l c ,  
Thc g r cn tv s t  i n c r c a s c s  :ire nssumcd f o r  Turkey ( 36%) ,  Grcecc 
(27%) nnc1 I t a l y  (26%); in the  North ;mcr icra  mcmbcr c c u n t r i c s  
thc incrcnsc i s  nbmt 207;. Thosc incrc-:scs n r c  i n  gcncr.21 
less, #?.nd f o r  s o m  c c u n t r i c s  cunsidcrnbly  lcss, than t hc  
a c h l ~ v c r n ~ ~ n t s  of thc I J ~ S ~  f ive-ycnr  p c r i e d ;  hawcvcr, thc 
oca-iomic grc~wth f ( ; r ucc s t  f o r  thv NATO c o u n t r i ~ s  up t o  1940 
s t i l l  allows f o r  s u b s t a n t i : ~ l  cxyJr.nsion o f  l i v i n g  st-nrlnrdc, 

( d )  Cornparism of p o j c c t i m s  t o  1960 

40a Somu i n d i c s t d r s  to illustrate gdss iblc Qcvclcpmmts 
i n  1960 n r o  givcn i n  thc fo l lowing  tnblc: 

/ m i l l i m  mctric t c n a  

Kc y cnrmodi t i cs  I 
I 

i 
! 

1. crude s tce l  ! 183 1 59 

41. This  shows n rate ,'.f qrovrth over the  ncxt  f i v c  yenrs  
f:.,r t h c  Soviet Bloc sbc-ut twicc  t h a t  cf thc  W,TO countr ics .  
I nv~n tmcn t  wculrl rise by 6%, ns compared w i t h  22% i n  N;.TO 
coun t r i es ,  I n  1960 invcstmcnt i n  t h e  USSR n lonc  mcy be g r e a t e r  
thnn i n  t h c  % U r q u m  l\L'r'rTO count r i c6  t c t k ~ n  t,;gcther, On t h e  
i . thcr hnnd, t lw r i s c  i n  lfvln& star.Ztir2s in t he  Sovic t  
c o u n t r l c a  w u l d  only s l i g h t l y  cxcsod t h z t  i n  X.TO ccun t r i c s ,  3rd 



t hc  grip bctwccn cc . rsurnpt i~n l cvuls  in East and West would bc 
nlmis t unchanged. 

V. PROJTCTIONS F O R  P!EXT T\VETTTY YELZRS 

( a )  The hi(:h nn!2 l o w  p r ? j c ? t i o n c  f o r  the USSR ( I) 

$2. Thc high arid l o w  i , r n j c c t i o n s  cf' Sov ie t  output should 
ncjt bc c ::nf uccd wi tk: t h o  ::i~xir:~r;r:l :in,:l m i n i m u m  e s t imtc s  c;f ten 
usud by f o r c c n s t u r s  tu definc a mn,gc ;f p o s s i b l e  outccmcs. 
Thu diffcruncc butwcun  thc h i ~ h  znd l o w  p ro , i cc t ions  is not  
m c m t  t o  ruf l u c t  t h u  uzzvc:id?.ble i m c c u r a c i e s  of p ro  jcc t ing  
t r u r d s  in Output, l:ut is ?ss~)ci:?.tcd with ' l i f f e ~ c n t  economic 
r!clicIeG, 



&7. ;.s r c s u l t  of such p o l i c i e s ,  inclus t r in l  output 
w a  u l d  r i s e  a f ' t c r  1960 by uypoxbmntcly 6% a year ,  rcgching 
i n  1975 a lcvcl ncnrly fcur tlmcs t h a t  at l l rescnt ,  The 
rioc: i n  investment wculcl bc less thar, thc p o w t h  i n  i n d u s t r i a l  
yr. ,ducticn, so  t h n t  conswncrs' ECGJS wculd tccount  f o r  an 
i n c r m s i n ~  shakc of the output o f  i c c u s t r y  and cansl rucl ion,  
Thc  r l sc  i n  t o t a l  cutput would bc 3 b ~ u t  one-sixth less t hcn  
i n  t h u  higher i ~ r o j e c t i o n .  H~wovcr,  this clif'fcrcnce is  
mainly cccountcd f o r  by the highcr lcvcl of investment i n  
the l a t t e r  projcct icn,  oo t h a t  i n  both :xojccticns t h e  t o t a l  
vnluc cf goodc available f o r  consumom would bc abcut thc 
sarnc, Thus, by a c c q ~ t i n g  n continuzncc sf hnrsh economic 
: , c l i c i c s  f c r  a further f i r tccn y e w c  n f t c r  1960, the Russian 
ccnsunar c m l d  achieve by 1975 thc s m c  lcvol of consumption 
2s hc would then bc mjoy ing  had s o f t c r  1:clicice been 
i m ~ , l t m c r , l c ~ ,  tvhilc: n t  thc s m e  timc the prcclucti cln of i3~est- 
mcnt L;U d s  w r u l d  'be subs tzmt i? l ly  higher. 

(b )  The s n t e l l i t o  p rcJec t ic .ns  

49, Fcir rcnsc:ns rnentimct3. i n  :.arngrr,ph 28,  cnly cne 
I r , , j c c t i ~ n  is mndc fcr thi :  s n t s l l i t e s ,  2,s i n  the  USSR, it 
is nssunlcc! t h ~ t  tku econi;mics ~ f '  thc. s::tc>llitcs w i l l  expnd 
at :.. slcwcr r a t c  i n  t h c  lcnprcr rur., bknpowcr ir. u2W of 
t h c s a  count r ies  w i l l  bc n l i m i t i n g  f?.ctor,  ,?.n:?. i t  docs n o t  
s c ~ m  l i k c l y  t h a t  thcy w i l l  bc nblc t o  s f f s d t  t h i s  by ra tes  
sf invustmcnt rnntching c v ~ n  t h n t  i n  t h c  Icswr p r o  j c c t i on  
fcr thc USSR. 

( c )  Thc N,'.TO p o j c c t i c m s  
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51. i, ncccssmy c ~ m l i  t i . ; n  f 2r thc zssumad rates cf 
( ? r ~ w t h  is t h n t  s u f f i c i e n t  rcscurcca  will be dcvctcd t o  
i r ~ v ~ s t m c n t .  F o r  t h u  R,',TO c r u n t r i e o  c:?mkinc2, i t  is impllccl 
t i ~ n t  tht: r n t i o  of investment ( g r . - z s  r i x c d  nssc t  formation) 
t o  thc  t o t a l  n n t i m z l  ~:,roducL v v i l l  inc rease  from cbhut 18% 
i n  1955 tc nbout 2% i n  1375. 

53. It i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  mcnsurc t h c  ccsnomic pro&rcss 
of' Chinn ;:nd cvun hmdcr t o  f o r c s c e  t h c  future dcvclopmcnt 
of tilis vcst country,  Thc sccond Fivc-Yenr Plan tCtY?&ets 
1x.v~ bcen nmcruncc;tl, c o v c r i n ~ ;  thd ;;trio(: 1957-62, Thcy sccm 
to iml~ ly  :in iw1ustri::l 1,rcducticn in:?cx of 2kou t  275 by 1962, 
1955 = 100. Tho 1962 t z r j l c t s  f o r  curtain key commoditic~ nrc 
ns fr:llcwo: 

1955 e s t i m ~ t c s  1962 cstimntcs 
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9 ; u t  :.,f key c ;,m:.j(.iit,i~e i l l  :,.-,TO t ~ ~ i ? : c r  c , ~ -w ; ' t r i~~ :  
::nd in thc Snvic t  51:,c9 1375 ::nL 1975 

( )  Production in tcrms of llzrc! cc::l ccpiv::lcnt. 



and d e f e c t s  i n  t h e  c c l l c c t i v c  f : ; rm systcm. FGP s e r v i c e s  
::lss, Scvict gr~;wth i s  u n l i k e l y  -to cxcocd IL'.TO grnwth by a 
wirlc mn.rgin, The >rdo j c c t  iocs suggest t h z t  t c t c l  cutgut cn 
t h ~  S o v i c  t sirle, now some th ing  unclcr cnc- th i rd  cf NATO o u t p u t ,  
m:;y r i s e  to nround :: h?.lf  i n  1975. It should 5 c  nctccl t h z t  
t h ~  [;a> i n  abso lu tc  terms betwccn thc t o t 2 2  ~ u t ? u t  cf t h e  
Ki..TO c~xmt r i e s  2nd the Sovict Eloc  would widcn over t h e  
r ;cr ior l  unclcr cons idcr : : t i~?n ,  k u t  i t  is r,ot t h i c  gr;g but  t hc  
rc1r: t ivc s izes  .;f t h ~  t w o  b loc s  x h i c h  is  irn9r;rLmt. 

58, Russim cu tpu t  w x l d  be over  thrcc; tincs 3s grc2t r.s 
t.h::t of  thc ~ ,~ . -Lc ; l l i t c s ;  t h c  ccl;nmic ~..r~clomir.rtncc; o f  t h c  
Sovict Union i n  her  bloc v~ou ld  bc cvcn morc s t r i k i n g  thnn rioW, 
By f c l l c w i n ~  thc r , o l i c i c s  i n p l i ~ r l  i n  thc  h i d l  y o j e c t i o , ?  t h c  
US:;R wou ld  k c  nble t o  miss her  nntic.lu:l yrcrluct nbr~vc t h c  
to5.1.1 f r r  PJl4.TO Eurcpc i n  1975, thcuy?. it  ' X ' Y U ~ ~  r c m i n  3 ~ -  
third sm::llcr t h m  t h ? t  c f  t h c  US:.. 

59.. Thc p ~ l  r.mcur.cc~?. -cy t:hrushchcv r?t  thc  20th 
Ccn::ruos o f  vv~rtnkin::  t h c  r?.ti ,-:f :>rr.<uction pcr hcnd i n  t h e  
c?::itrtlist cr .untrics wcul!! not Fc. rc,?chc.l. Out!xt pe r  head 
in Russi,? nnr! cvcn in thc: m 5 r c  h v c l o g c : l  s : ) t c l l f t c s  would 
rcm?in Sclow thc; IT;i?'O ?vvr ' r i~c .  Evor: i n  thc  himcr ? r c 8  jccticn 
fcr t h v  USSR, cut1:ut per hezd i n  1975 -:?sulC bc something 
helm thc 1.1rcscnt l c v c l  i n  t hc  US;., x d  w c l l  bclow the  l e v c l  
which t h e  micht b c  cx?:cctcrl. t..: r,chicvc i n  1975. 





S7, Sccznr':ljr, t h e  !!.','YO cc:xtr-ic s m s t  s t r ~ ; : ~ h e c  the i r  
tr-r:?c tics *:.dth t!:c 1~.3flc;~.ie~clcy,-.;  ccur. t r iez.  Thc crCerly 
er:w .nic dcvclcrrriect sf' th-.se crunlries ::rid the rn::int~nmcc 

f r i e n d l y  rt.lr^li;ln:: x i t h  thi: 3 v s t  is v i h . 1  t s  thc cccncnic 
rcl;ri.ss r..f tllc ::;.T(3 ccur.tric.s. 



Table 5 - Ccnswpt ion  pcr heed. 19559 1960 and 1975. 
(Indzx 1955 = 100) 

Tzblc 7 - Zncrm 2nd Crude Stcc-l Production 1355 - 1975@ 



POPULATION 

2 

1 Total NATO 
m USA R Canada 
3 
a Other NATO countrie~ 
w 2, Sovlet Aloe 
of 
3 

USSR 
I- Eastern European 
0 Sutelli tes 
W 
1 3 ,  ~ o ~ u n i s ' t  China 
Z 
w 
W4. Total NATO cn 
3 USA C% Canada 

I O tiler NATO countries 
W 5, Soviet Bloc 
k USSR 
cn 
cn Eas te rn  European 
Q S n t e l l f  t e s  
6 6, Comniunist China 
W e 
E7. T o t a l  NATO 
3 USA Rc Canada 
2 Other NATO countries u 
- ~ 8 e  
0 

Soviet Bloc 

cn USSR 
n Eastern European 

Satellf t c s  
i3, Com~unist  China 
m - 

millions 
&2,5 465 

loo . 108 
100 : 103 / 
100 ! 108 
roo 109 I 

I 
100 . 106 1 
100 121 i 

i T o t 3 1  NATO = 100, 

100 100 
I 
I 



! Indexes 1955 = 100 

1, Tota l  U T O  ' 100 120 187 
USA &I Canada j 100 i 121 i lgk 
Other U T O  c o u n t r i e s  j 100 118 ! 179 

I 
2, Sovie t  Bloc ! 100 f 136 j282 - 310 

USSR 100 i 137 (295 - 345 
East, European satellites 100 i 131 i 240 

- 

Note: I n  o rdcr  t o  :ho?~ Indices of growth f o r  groups of - 
countries combined, i t  was neccsziary L o  convert  the 
n a t i o n a l  prociuc t of each country  Lo n common currency 
unit. Thcsc conversions, o r  cva lun t ions  "I n aomon 
currency,  d c t c m i n c  the  w e i ~ h t  of  each coun t ryDs  n a t i o n a l  
product but  do no t  s i g n i f i c n n t l y  a l t e r  the  indices  of  
growth shown nbovc, 
The fol lowing table howcver rr.usl ,be i n t e rp r e t ed  with 
g r e a t  cars,  There are many ob j ec t i ons  t o  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  
comparisons of na t iona l  p ~ o d u e t  as such, and t he  figures 
shown bclow c d r t n i n l y  overweigh bo th  thc N ~ L T O  European 
and t h s  S o v i c t  b loc  count r i cs ,  The problcrn of absolute 
comaril;on:: 0;' the nri t ional  p r o d u c t s  of those c o u n t r i c s  
is discussed i n  Annex V, 

Sovie t  Bloc 
USSR 
E a s t ,  1 :urop~m s n t c l l i t e s  

I 
I 
I 

To t a l  1iATO i 

US/: & Cflnhdn 
Otl~cr  IL'.TO c o u n t r l c s  i 
Sovict b loc  i 
USSR I 
Cast. 3uropcnn sr. t c l l i  t c s  . 

weights) 
725 ! 662 1,360 
423 505 , 820 
302 i 357 540 
24 3 
183 

330 684 - 774 
251 yCO - 630 

60 79 144 
Tota l  FTATO = 100 





Country 
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millicn ---- nctric t o n s  

. T o t n l  :;.'.TO 

100 ; 137 
! 

100 149 
loo : 151 

i 

T o t n l  N.: 

100 

Soviet Bloc 

USSR 

I 




