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Note by the  French  Delegation 

It is  g e n e r a l l y   d i f f i c u l t  t o  make an accurate  
assessment o f  economic resu l t s  i n   t h e  European Communist 
countr ies .  The items shown i n  t h e i r  national accounts by 
the   soc ia l i s t   rég imes   (na t iona l  income, i ndus t r i a l   roduc t ion )  
do n o t  r ep resen t   t he  same components as i n   t h e  Wsst 7 1) and 
de ta i l ed  statist ics are   usual ly   unobtainable .  Moreover, the 
f igures   publ ished  are   sometimes  unrcl icble(2) .  

2. Although the o f f i c i a l   s t a t i s t i c s  do not   enable  an 
accura te   ana lys i s  t o  be made, they  do give  an  idea o f  economic 
t rends i n  Eastern  Europe  during  1967 with r ega rd   t o   gene ra l  
development, industr ia l  production and fore ign   t rade .  

A. O v e r a l l   r e s u l t s  

'3. The o v e r a l l   r a t e s  o f  growth show that the  progress  
achieved i n  1967 was s a t i s f a c t o r y  on t h e  whole - t h e   r e s u l t s  
being  bet ter  i n  most  cases t h a n  in   the   p rev ious   year  - except 
i n  Yugoslavia  where it was p r a c t i c a l l y   n i l ( 3 ) .  

ranges f r o m  5% (Eas t  Germany) t o  9% (Bulgaria) ,  that o f  
indus t r ia l   p roduct ion  from 6.8% (East Germany) t o  13.5% 
(Rumania) and that of industr ia l  product iv i ty  f r o m  3.5% 
(Poland) t o  9.4% (Rmania). The growth r a t e s  f o r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  
production, on t he   o the r  hand, a r e  much lower,   since  they 
range f r o m  0.9% ( B u l g a r i a )  t o  3.5$ (Czechoslovakia).  These 
a r e   c r e d i t a b l e   r e s u l t s ,  however, f o r  the  1966  harvest  had been 
except ional ly  good. 

4 .  Apart f rom Yugoslavia,  the  growth o f  na t iona l  income 

\ 

( I )  National income  does n o t  inclu.de  unproductive  services 
and indus t r i a l   p roduc t ion  i s  ca lcu la ted  a t  gross value.  

( 2 )  This i s  e s p e c i a l l y  true o f  Albania and Bulgaria.  

( 3 )  See Annex A f o r  o v e r a l l   r a t e s  o f  growth ar?d Annex B f o r  
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comparison  between  1967 and 1966. 
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5. A fu r the r   po in t  t o  note  i s  that t h e   s i z e  of the 
'percentages f o r  p rogress   in  1967 is jus t   about   inverse ly  
proport ional  t o  the  degree o f  economic  development, f o r  t he  
h i g h e s t   r a t e s  were a t t a i n e d  by the   l eas t   deve loped   count r ies ,  
Bulgar ia  and  Rumania( 1 ) p th i s  being  hardly  possible  f o r  the 
more indus t r i a l i s ed   coun t r i e s .  

B. Indus t r ia l   deve lomcnt .  

6 .  The i n d u s t r i a l  development of  Eastern Europe  would 
appear t o  have   p rogressed   sa t i s fac tor i ly ,   s ince   the   ra tes  of 
growth f o r  gross   industr ia .1   product ion  are   higher-   thzn  in   1966,  
except f o r  Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia(2). The h igh   r a t e s  
a t ta ined   in   the   deve loping   count r ies  (Rumania  and Bulgaria)  
a f fo rd  evidence of t h e i r   e f f o r t s  t o  bu i ld  up a basic   industry,  
bu t   t he   exce l l en t   r e su l t s   ob ta ined  i n  t he  USSR (+lo% as agains t  
+8.6$ i n  1966)  are  probably  explained by the  emergence of 
production  capac.i ty  hitherto  concealed by the  industr ical   concerns 

' under t h e  o l d  system o f  m?.nagement( 3).  

7. I n  cd1 countries  considered,  the  growth  rate f o r  
p r o d u c t i o n   f a c i l i t i e s  (Group A )  was higher   than that  f o r  
consumer  goods  (Group B ) ,  par t icular ly   in   Poland  (9% 2"s aga ins t  

.4.8$), the  USSR ( IO. 2% as agcins t 9%) and Czechoslovakia 
(approximately 8% as against  5.2%). However, the consumer 
goods f i g u r e s   i n   c e r t d n   s e c t o r s  sometimes r o s e  more r ap id ly  " 

than   the   average   indus t r id   f igures .   This  was the  case f o r  
c u l t u r a l  and household goods  and l i g h t   i n d u s t r y ( 4 )   i n   t h e  USSR, 
and f o r  c lo th ing(5)   in   Bulgar ia .  . . .  

8. In the  main, the two leading  branches  were  the 
chemical  industry and mechanical  engineering,  but  they  were 
outs t r ipped  by the e lec t r ica l   engineer ing  and e l ec t ron ic s  
i n d u s t r i e s   i n  E a s t  Germany, by i r o n  and s t e e l   i n   B u l g a r i a  
and  by e l e c t r i c  power i n  Rumania. 

C. Foreign  t rade 

9. Foreign  trade  continued t o  exp.and. Rumania r eg i s t e red  
the  most a t r ik ing   success  i n  t h i s   sphe re  (+22.4$), while  the 
volume @f Czechoslovakia 's   foreign  trade increased by o n l y  2%. 

( I 1 See Annex C f o r  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of countr ies .  

( 2 )  7.10% as aga ins t  7.5$ for Czechoslovakia; O$ as aga ins t  
4% f o r  Yugoslavia. 

( 3 )  This   represents  a success fo r   t he  new management methods, 
bu t  it cannot be repeated every  year in  the  future .  

( 4 )  Nain ly   t ex t i l e s  and leather   under   the  Soviet   c laSSif iCat iOno 

(5) See Annex D f o r  main i n d u s t r i a l   r a t e s   o f  growth. 
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IO. Generally  speaking,  trade  balances  remained  posit ive 
f o r  the  mos t  i ndu t r i a l i s ed   coun t r i e s  (USSR, East Germany, 
Czechoslov,akia) and negat ive f o r  t h e  others  , p\xr t icu lar ly  
Yugoslavia, Hungary  and Bulgaria(1)  . Trade  balances with 
the West a l m o s t  invar iab ly  showed a d e f i c i t   e x c e p t   i n   t h e  
case o f  Czechoslovakia, 

11. Trade  expmded  primarily ,among t h e   s o c i a l i s t  
countr ies .  The share  o f  c a p i t a l i s t  and Third World countr ies  
i n   t h e  t o t a l  fo re ign   t rade   f igures   shrank  f o r  211 t he  East 
European countr ies  with the  except ions o f  Rumania and 
Yugoslavia( 2)  . 

12. The o f f i c i d   f i g u r e s  d o  not ,  o f  course,   render an 
account o f  all t he   d i f f i cu l t i e s   encoun te red ,  and admitted, 
by the E a s t  European  countries,such as, co l l ec t ive ly ,   t he  
i n f e r i o r   q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  goods  produced,  wastage, the accumulation 
o f  stocks,   the  qu,mtity o f  goods  unsold,  equipment,  cost  price 
increases  and the dwindling  yield f r o m  investments, ,and, 
ind iv idua l ly ,   the   def f ic ienc ies  of agr icu l ture  2nd bui lding 
i n   t h e  USSR and of  the  chemical   industry  in   Bulgar ia ,   the  
obstruct ions t o  the   in t roduct ion  o f  the new management sys.tem 
i n  Czechoslovakia,  etc, 

13. These f i g u r e s  d o ,  however, show the  general  economic 
t rends in   Eas t e rn  Europe; t he  continuing e f f o r t s  t o  i n d u s t r i a l i s e  
the more backward countr ies ,   the   preference s t i l l  given t o  
p r o d u c t i o n   f a c i l i t i e s  a t  t h e  expense o f  consumer  goods and the  
p r i o r i t y   a t t a c h e d  t o  the  expansion o f  t rade between s o c i a l i s t  
countr ies .  

OTAN/NATO , 
Brussels, 39. 

(1) In s p i t e  o f  t h e  e f f o r t s  made by Bulgaria,  which  have 
halved i ts  t r z d e   d e f i c i t .  

( 2 )  Yugoslzvia i s  a spec ia l   case   s ince   the   share  of c a p i t a l i s t  
c o u n t r i e s   i n  that  country 's   foreign trade is l a r g e r   t h a n  
50% and f l u c t u a t e s  u p  o r  down f r o m  year t o  year ,  
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UNNEX A 

OVERALL RATES OF GROVdTH 
1967 

Sources :   S t a t i s t i c s   s e rv i ces  of the  countries  concerned 
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- 
9 
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- 
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(1) +'IO% for   crop  product ion 
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ANNEX B 

COWflRISON OF RATES OF GROWTH 1967 - 1966 

c 

East Germany 

Bulgaria 

Hungary 

Poland 

Rumania 

Czechoslovakia 

USSR 

Yugoslavia 
I 

c 
l 
I 
I 

l 

j I n d u s t r i a l  i Industr ia l -  National income \ production product iv i ty  

1967 

5 

9 

7 

6 

7.5 

8 

6 -7 

2 ?  

1966 

4.5 

1 1  ? 

6 

6 

7.9 

7 

7.5 

i 

(1) The r a t e  o f  growth o f  Czechoslovak indus t r ia l   p roduct ion  
has  been  declining f o r  several   years .  
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RNNEX C 
" 

L CLASSIFICATION OP EUROPEAN COMMUNIST COUNTRIES 
ACCORDING TO 1967 ECONOMIC RESULTS 

l 
i Country 

Bulgaria 

Czechoslovakia 

Rumania 

Hungary 

USSR 

Poland 

East  Germany 

!Yugoslavia 

National 
inc orne 

1 

m )  

3 

4 

5 

- 
l 

1 
i 

I 
l 

'i- 

! 
! 
-i 

i I 
c 

Industrial 1 Foreign Industrial 
production 1 trade productivity 

i 

2 

6 

l 

4 

3 ( 2 )  

5 

7 

8 

I 

l 
i 
i 

3 i 2 I 

! 

! 
2 ! - 

( 1 )  The  fact  that  Czechoslovakia  occupied  second  place f o r  
national  incone growth in  spite of the  results shown 
under the  other  heads,  is probably explained by a special 
effort in the  field  of  building  and  the  productive 
services. 

(2) See  Section B, paragraph 7 
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ANNEX D 
KNINDUSTRIAL RATES OF GROWTH 

1967 
East  Germany  Average 6.8% 

1, Electrical.  engineering 
and  electronics 9.5 

2. Chemicals 6.8 

Bulgaria  Average '1 3.. 4% 

?. Iron and steel  27.3 

2.  Clothing 22.9 

3. Cellulose and  paper 22.3 

4 . Glass and chinaware  21.5 

5. Mechanical 
engineering 20.1 

6 . Chenicals 19.9 

7. Electric power 16.6 

Hungary  Average 9% 

1 . Chenicals 13 

2. Mechanical 
engineering 9 

Poland  Average 7 . 5% 

1. Chemicals 13.9 

2. Mechanical 
engineering 10.8 

3 .  Non-ferrous  metallurgy 10.7 

Rumania  Average 1 3 . 5% 

1. Electric power 22.6 

2. Chemicals  22.4 

3 .  Non-ferrous 
metallurgy 17 

4 . Mechanical 
engineering 1'5 0'5 .. . 

Czechoslovakia  Average 7.1% 

l . Mechanical 
engineering 10.4 

2 . Chemicals - l o o 2  

3. Building  materials 10 

- USSR  Average l O$ 

1. Cultural  and 
household goods 15 

2 . Chemicals  13 

3. Mechanical 
engineering 12 

4. Light  industry 11 

Yugoslavia  Average 0% 

1 b Paper I I  

2. Oil 10 

3 .  Electricity 9 

4. Printing 7 
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