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REPORT

on the

SEVENTH MEETING OF THE DANUBIAN GROUP OF ECONOMIC EXPERTS

1. Continuation of the Danubian Study

The Chairman declared the meeting open and Dr. Wagner

welcomed the participants.

A discussion ensued on the question of continuing and

completing the Danubian enquiry along the lines of the programme

of work adopted at the January ileeting (cf. K.(D.G.),19,1939).

The Rapporteur pointed out that political events had

once again changed the conditions of the enquiry. Originally,

the Danubian Study had been concerned with six countries. They

had now to consider whether the study should be continued in

view of the changed circumstances. The Experts should give a

clear statement on this point.

Prof. Zagoroff was in favour of continuing the en-

quiry, but suggested the exclusion of Austria and Czechoslovakia,

although it would be possible to include the statistical tables

already prepared referring to the period 1919-1937. It would

not be advisable to extend the programme now and there was there-

fore interest to modify the original programme.

Prof. Heller pointed out that, if thes: two countries

were to be left out, the study should have another name. It

would be advisable to continue the enquiry, especially as the

remaining four countries were more homogeneous from an economic

point of view.

Prof. ilanuila would regret very much if the study

could not be continued. The work was now advanced, the most

difficult stage had been overcome, and there would now be no



  



difficulty in finishing it. He did not agree with the exclusion

of the two countries. The question should be considered histor-

ically, since the enquiry gave a historical outline of the struc=

tural changes in the Danubian Basin. The study began with six

countries and in this way it had to be finished.

Dr. Wagner recalled that it was agreed in April 1938

to leave out Austria. There was perhaps not the same difficulty

with regard to Czechoslovakia. The xapporteur, however, wanted

to draw attention to the fact thst he had received to date no

statistics from Czechoslovakia and he rather doubted whether

they could be obtained in future.

Prof. Yovanovitch remarked that there were different

reasons for continuing the study: there was the scientific in-

terest, there was the fact that the work helped to increase

knowledge of the Danubian countries and that it had an indirect

influence upon their organisation of statistics. The four coun-

tries: Bulgaria, Hungary, Rumania and Yugoslavia, should now be

the object of the study, which therefore became a study of the

"agricultural regions of the Danubian Basin."

I. Bonnet doubted whether it was possible to present

a final report if Czechoslovakia and Austria were included. They

had statistical material for these countries, but they were no

Longer independent States.

Prof. Heller observed that the study had a factual and

scientific rather than historical character. From the historical

point of view the two countries could be included, but not from

a topical point of view.

Prof. Zagoroff observed that there was a possibility

of including the two countries for the minimum programme while
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excluding them from the other part of the study.

Prof. Manuila raplied that the scientific study should

be worked outfor each of the six countries.

The Rapporteur pointed out that on the one side the

statistics could probably be produced for all countries, but

that on the other side it was extremely doubtful whether they

could get an analytical interpretation of these statistics. He

proposed to include Austria and especially Czechoslovakia as far

as they must be included in the study, i.e. as regards Foreign

Trade where the interrelation between the different countries

is important, and to include them in a looser sense as regards

the other sections, but to leave out any national reports; in

other words: limitation of the study to the four countries, use

of the statistical material where the nature of the problem in-

dicated this for Austria and Czechoslovakia but no presentation

of national reports for these two countries.

The Rapporteur then put the question, whether it would

be advisable to extend the study to Greece and Poland, i.e. to

all the Eastern Progen countries having an agrarian structure.

The Chairman stated that the question, whether the

study could be continued on the basis on which it had been ini-

tiated should first be made clear; the inclusion of another coun-

try, such as Poland, i.e. the continuation of the study in

another way (which seemed inadvisable) was another question.

It was finally agreedto continue the enquiry, to limit

it to the remaining four countries, while Austria and Czechoslo-

vakia should be included in the section on Foreign Trade and the

programme should not be extended to other countries.
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2. Progress of the Study

a) Draft Commentaries:

The following Draft Commentaries were drawn up by Dr.

Wagner, Rapporteur, and distributed by the Secretariat:

Part A. Population. K.(D.G.),15,1939, (la German and
French);

Part B.I. Agriculture. K.(D.G.),18,1939, (in German and
French);

Part B.II.Industry. K.(D.G.),20,1939, (in German and French)

The Experts adopted in principle these Draft Commen-

taries as a basis of work. (See pp. 7 ff.).

Draft Commentaries on Money and Banking and on Balance

of Payments were to be distributed in the course of May.

With a view to clearing up some doubtful points in the

documentation on Population, the Rapporteur haâ drafted individ-

ual questionnaires addressed to the participating experts,

b) Statistics:

Population.

The Rapporteur had received the statistics on Popula-

tion referring to Bulgaria, Hungary, Rumania and Yugoslavia.

 

Some tables were still missing.

Agriculture.

The Rapporteur had received the statistics referring

to Yugoslavia, which needed to be supplemented to make a compara-

tive study possible with Bulgaria (excepting Agricultural Cred-

its), and Hungary. In the case of Hungary, about one-half of

the statistical material remained to be collected. The Rumanian

Expert informed the meeting that the material was being collect-

ed and that it would be forwarded to the Rapporteur by lay 15th,

1939,
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Industry.
The Rapporteur had received nearly all the tables on

Industry referring to Rumania (from 1928) and the greater part

of the documentation referring to Bulgaria. No statistical

material had yet been submitted by the Hungarian and Yugoslav

groups. The Hungarian Expert informed the meeting that this

part of the programme of work wes well under way.

iloneyandBanking.

Statistics referring to .‘oney and Banking had been

submitted by the Yugoslav Croup. In Rumenia, the statistical

compilation had been completed but there would be some gaps.

Balance of Payments.

The Yugoslav Troup had submitted statistics on the

Balance of Payments which require to be completed.

The assistants of the Rapporteur had been checking the

whole of the statistical tables on Foreign Trade and Frices, the

statistics on Population and agriculture, as far as they were

already available.

Summary statistical tables on Population to enable com-

parison between the different countries were elaborated. These

summary tables would be submitted to the Experts for approval.

c) National Reports:

In discussing the progress of work since January, the

Experts agreed that an extension of the time limit provided for

in Doc. K.(D.G.),19,1939, had become inevitable. There was a

very strong feeling, however, that the general principle adopted

at the January meeting, i.e. to complete the work by the end of

1939 (except certain specified topics) so as to enable the Rap-

porteur to prepare for the publication of results in the first





half of 1940 should be maintained. The new time-table was as

follows: =

Population: End of

Statistical data 118
Final agreement on the

draft commentaries March
National reports June

Agriculture:

Statistical data April
Final agreement on the

draft commentaries April
National reporrs July

Industry:

Statistical data June
Final agreement on the

draft commentaries June
National reports September

Balance of Payments, Capital Balance:

  

Statistical data May
Final agreement on the

draft commentaries June
National Reports August.

The meeting expressed the hope that the new time limits

would be sufficient for submission of commentaries on the various

items of the programme of work.

In some countries the drafting of these commentaries

was progressing satisfactorily.

Dr. Wagner summarised the task to be fulfilled by the

Experts: they should give extensive statistical material and

intensive analytical commentaries on these statistics. It would

not be sufficient to give only elementary figures in the final

report. In order to form a suitable basis for a final compara-

tive report, all national commentaries should be of a minimum

quality.



 



3. Discussion of the Draft Commentaries

on Population, Agriculture and Industry

Dr. Wagner gave a general statement referring to the

difficulty, for him as an outsider, of adapting the Draft Com-

mentaries to the conditions of the individual countries in the

Danube Basin,

The Draft Commentaries, therefore, needed a critical

study on the part of the Experts. . They should indicate, where

the draft schemes were found to lack completeness or what items

it was not desired to treat.

a) Draft Commentary on Population (Doc.K.(D.G.),15,1939):

Prof. Zagoroff suggested that the term optimum-popu-

lation should be avoided in defining overpopulation in the com-

mentaries. They should concentrate on actual population. They

could not compare Bulgaria and Hungary, asking which was more

overpopulated. A comparison between two countries could not be

made, if there were not the same technological conditions. But

for each country they could find out whether there were symptoms

of overpopulation (according to the definition given in the com-

mentaries). Moreover, it would be preferable not to give only

one average figure for the whole country, but to make calcula-

tions for each of the characteristic regions.

Dr. Wagner agreed with Prof. Zagoroff as regards the

difficulty of giving exact theoretical definitions of the terms

over- and optimum~population. They could only say something

about it on the basis of actual production and actual technical

conditions.

The words overpopulation and optimum population should
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perhaps be avoided, but there were surely some criteria, which

could illustrate the demographic pressure in these countries,

for instance, the relations between cultivated area and total

agricultural population, yields in agricultural products per

hectare, average size of the agricultural family and the aver-

age size of agricultural Holdings, etc. He insisted that these

criteria should be used to ihdicate the demographic pressure:

Prof. Manuila agreed with Prof. Zagoroff that the terms

over- and optimum population should not be used, but only density

of population.

The economic notion of density of population referred to three

elements: capital, labour and land. The general density was

only a geographical term. He agreed with Prof. Zagoroff that

in no country was there an even distribution of population; even

in Rumania there was over- and under-population in some regions,

whilst the general statistics might show optimum population.

They should distinguish (à agricultural and b) indus-
 

trial density. But they could not measure industrial density

because industry was not related to space as agriculture was.

There were not only economic but also social aná political fac-

tors, which determined the distribution of industrial workers.

For instance, the Ford factories were decentralised in Rumania.

Another instance, industries did not establish themselves near

the oil refineries, although they could have gas for nothing.

They could, therefore, only use agricultural density as a cri-

terium of demographic pressure in agriculture.

On the other hand, Prof. llanuila insisted on the no-

tion of qualitative density. There was qualitative overpopula-

tion in some branches of the national economy. In Rumania only
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0.02% Jews were engaged in agriculture, but Jews represented 60%

of all employers in commerce.

Moreover, demographic pressure was not always connect-

ed with agricultural overpopulation, Most of the emigrants from

Rumania were industrial and not agricultural workers. Overpopu=

lation differed from country to country, even if density was

equal. For instance, they must take into account the different

types of agricultural exploitation in different countries, e.g.

commercial exploitation in Hungary as against family exploita-

tion in Rumania,

Prof. Heller and Prof. Yovanovitch agreed not to use

the terms over- and optimum population.

Dr. Wagner stated that there seemed to be agreement

on the essential points, i.e. that indication of demographic

pressure in agriculture should be given in the commentaries.

It was, however, necessary to have a clear notion of agricul-

tural density, which point would be discussed later on. The

result of the discussion was that such density figures should

be used and commented upon.

The Rapporteur's Draft Commentary on Population was

adopted subject to such qualifications as were introduced in

the course of the discussion.

b) Draft Commentary on Agriculture (Doc.K.(D.G.),18,1939):

Prof. Heller feared that the draft commentary was go-

ing into too much detail; the Experts should be left a certain

freedom to decide.

Prof. Yovanovitch remarked that a great many of the

items enumerated in the draft could not be dealt with; for in-

stance, the questions on capital intensity and costs of produc-



        



+» 10 «

tion could not be answered for Yugoslavia. As regards the nation-

al income derived from Agriculture (p. 24), this item should be

treated in connection with national income as a whole, He ex-

pressed the hope that about 80% of the points could be treated:

Dr. Cotaru informed the Committee that the work was

advanced, and a questionnaire would be sent to the Rapporteur,

asking him to clear up some points. Unfortunately, Rumania did

not dispose of exhaustive agricultural statistics. The results

of enquiries made since 1933 concerning 300 holdings which are

spread all over the country could, however, be used. It would

be possible in this way to answer about 75% of the questions.

Prof. Huller stated that it would be possible for him

 

to deal with the measures taken by the government to promote

agriculture only in respect of certain products.

It was agreed that under the heading "BB. State meas-

ures designed to protect and promote Agriculture" (p. 18), the

question of valorisation schemes for certain agricultural pro-

ducts should also be dealt with.

The Rapporteur pointed out that his Draft Commentary

aimed at a maximum of information and that it was clear to him

that not all of it might be readily available in all the coun-

tries concerned. It was extremely important for the Rapporteur

to be informed directly by the Experts at an early date which

parts of the Draft Commentary were capable of execution,

If one of the Experts found that an important problem

was not included in the Draft Commentary, he would be glad to

receive the information and to complete the draft.

The Rapporteur's Draft Commentary was adopted by the

Experts, subject to the above qualifications.
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c) Draft Commentary on Industry (Doc.K.(D.G.!,20,1939):

Prof. Zagoroff suggested that a definition of labour

intensity and production capacity should be given and proposed

a change in the method of calculation. Productivity of labour

should be left out; capital investment concerned a point which

was not obligatory. The problem of the business cycle which was

included in the Rapporteur's Draft Commentary should be excluded,

as it was not contained in the General Plan. It was also rather

difficult to give information on the item: location of indus-

tries.

Prof. Heller proposed that Prof. Zagoroff should de-

fine in a short memorandum his notions of the statistical co-

efficients which would be used by the Experts in the section In-

dustry. This proposition was accepted. Prof. Heller observed

that it was extremely important to come to a clear distinction

between industries and handicraft. If the legislative distinc-

tion were accepted, there would be large differences between the

individual countries,

Prof. Zagoroff suggested leaving the term "Handicraft"

completely out of the study, and therefore not to elaborate any

statistics based on the distinction between "industry" and

"handicraft." There was a clear scientific distinction: whether

or not the manager was himself engaged in manual work; but it

was impossible to have the data arranged according to this cri-

terium. They should, therefore, speak only of "big" and "small"

undertakings.

It was agreed that the distinction between "handicraft"

and "industry" should not be used.

Dr. Cotaru stated that for his country, statistical
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data could only be given from 1928. For the preceding years,

there existed unfortunately data calculäted on two different

bases which gave greatly different results. Moreover, Rumania

did not dispose of data for the building industry « only for

the cement industry = so that on the whole there were some lacu-

nae in this section.

He informed the meeting that the memorandum on the cal-

culation of the cost of production of a selected number of com-

modities which he had proposed and agreed to draft (cf. Doc.

K.(D.G.),19,1939, p. 7) could not be submitted.

As regards the industries of "biens d'investissement"

and "biens de consommation," it should be made clear whether

the arms industries should be treated separately, since it be-

longed neither to the one nor to the other.

It was decided to exclude this question, as it was of

small importance before 1938,

The Rapporteur's Draft Commentary on Industry was

adopted subject to the above qualifications.

4. Statement by the Rapporteur on the National Reports

on Foreign Trade and Prices

a) National Reports on Foreign Trade

A list was distributed to all participants indicating

what statistical data had been collected by the Experts on the

section of Foreign Trade and which were still missing.

The Rapporteur observed that an inventory of all sta-

tistics in - hand on Foreign Trade had been made up by his

assistants, and that all the statistics had been carefully

checked. As the question was put to him whether a final report
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on this section sould soon be drafted, he would like to make the

following statement: As regards the statistics, they were almost

complete for all countries, with the exception of one or two

items, which were not executed according to the minimum programme.

As regardsthe national commentaries, he wanted to make it clear

that as a whole they did not form a suitable basis for a final

comparative report. There were reports from all the countries,

with the exception of Rumania, but there were great differences

in the scope (not in quality) of the national reports. It had

been agreed, at an earlier stage of the study, that all of the

statistics should be analysed in the commentaries. This work

had not been done for some of the countries. The Minimum Pro-

gramme, for instance, enumerated four different criteria for

the measurement of the volume of trade, but most of the national

reports contained only commentaries on the development of for-

eign trade by quantity and value in national currency, giving

no analysis of the volume of trade according to the quantum at

fixed prices or according to value in old gold dollars. In

fact, four different methods of measuring the volume of trade

had been chosen, in order to give a critical explanation of the

different results of the statistical investigation.

Before drafting his final comparative report, the Rap-

porteur, therefore, must ask the Experts for some additional

work: an analytical commentary on each item of the Minimum Pro-

gramme should be given. As regards completeness, Dr. Wagner

mentioned the Bulgarian Report on Foreign Trade, drafted by Prof.

Stephanoff. This report should serve as a model.

Dr. Cotaru remarked that the commentary on Rumanian

Foreign Trade would be finished in a fortnight in the sense



 

ax

я

    



- 34 -

stated by the Rapporteur.

Prof. Yovanovitch pointed to the fact that the methods

by which the reports were made had changed, because the task of

the committee had changed. He asked whether it was necessary

to draft a new report for Yugoslavia, or whether it was suffi-

cient to make additions to the old one. He further suggested

that a draft commentary on this section should be elaborated by

the Rapporteur,

Dr. Wagner observed that the Minimum Programme formed

an excellent basis for the commentaries, as it covered all the

essential points of the problem. The Experts need only to give

an analytical commentary of the statistics elaborated in conform-

ity with the Minimum Programme,

It was agreed that the national reports, e specially

those from Yugoslavia and Hungary, should be completed accord-

ing to the propositions of the Rapporteur. Questions of detail

should be discussed by corresponc¢éhce between the Rapporteur

and the Experts.

b) National Reports om Prices

As regards the section on Prices, the Rapporteur would

inform the Experts, as soon as he had finished studying the sta-

tistics and reports, if any additional work on this section seem-

ed to him necessary for the final Report.

5. Technical Discussion

a) Density of population. (Doc. K.(D.G.}, 7,.1939).
Table I.Nombre et densité de la population. Column 12.

The Rapporteur observed that it was extremely impor-

tand to define sharply the rural population as distinguished
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from agricultural population. According to Table I of the Popu-

lation Statistics agricultural density was calculated on the

basis of rural not of agricultural population. It seemed to him

that these density figures should be based on agricultural popu-

lation only, i.e. on population engaged in agriculture.

Moreover, there was the fact that the figures given

in different tables for the urban and rural population differed

for some countries. He asked the Experts to explain such dif-

ferences. It was extremely important to give a clear definition

of the notion of rural population as it was used in the differ-

ent tables.

Further, it must be made clear if the agricultural den-

sity figures should be calculated on the basis of "cultivated"

or "cultivable" area and it should be defined if forests and

permanent pastures should be included or excluded.

Prof. Zagoroff proposed to give agricultural popula-

tion according to the census and to take the cultivated area,

i.e. excluding pastures and forests.

Prof. Manuila desired a statement whether agricultural

population used for calculating density figures meant:

1. active population engaged in agriculture,

2. total agricultural population living from the land,

3, number of agricultural families (heads of families).

He suggested that cultivable land should be taken to

include pastures and forests. This would give pure agricultu-

ral density, showing future possibilities of expanding agricul=

ture.

Dr. Wagner observed that there were different possible

relations. They could take cultivated (landwirtschaftlich
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genutzte Fläche) or cultivable (landwirtschaftlich nutzbare

Fläche) area, include forests and pastures, or include only pas-

tures, excluding forests. They could also exclude pastures and

there remained what was called in German "Ackerland." As far as

he could see, it had never been made clear on which elements

such figures were based; therefore, these figures were not re-

liable. There was a chance for the Committee to clear up the

fundamentals of this problem, and to calculate reliable figures

for the first time. It seemed to him that it would be interest-

ing to calculate different density figures, taking into account

the different "areas" and total agricultural population.

Prof. Zagoroff enumerated the possible relationship

between agricultural population and land. They could relate

total agricultural population to:

1. total area including forests and pastures,

2. cultivable land including pastures and excluding forests,

3, cultivated land excluding forests and pastures.

In the same way they could relate active agricultural

population to the three categories of land.

The Rapporteur suggested that Prof. Zagoroff and Prof.

iianuila should prepare a memorandum, dealing with the methods of

calculating different agricultural density figures, on the basis

of the suggestions made by Prof. Zagoroff.

The proposal made by the Rapporteur was finally ac-

cepted.

b) Educational Standard

On the suggestion of Prof. Zagoroff it was agreed

that copies of statistical tables, drafted by Prof. Zagoroff,

regarding the level of instruction should be sent to all Experts,
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and that these should state which figures could be given, There

were some difficulties in giving all the details, but surely

the literate people by age groups (beginning with 7 years) and

by sex in absolute and relative figures could be given.

с) Minorities

In his Circular Letter No. 2 to the Experts, dated

February 20th, 1939, the Rapporteur had suggested that statis-

tical data should be submitted referring to the minorities and

that short commentaries on these statistics should be glven by

the Experts. As he had received no answer to his letter, Dr,

Wagner raised the question whether the problem of minorities

should be included in the study.

Prof. Zagoroff proposed to leave this question en-

tirely out of the study, as it was not included in the General

Plan. There were, furthermore, scientific and political rea-

sons for excluding it. The minority statistics were not a re-

liable basis for a scientific study.

Prof. Heller would also have this question excluded.

Prof. Llanuila supported the proposal made by the Rap-

porteur, He held that the minority question was of prime im-

portance for the Danubian countries and should, therefore, be

studied. There were no scientific reasons for excluding it,

because the figures were available, and he took the responsi-

bility, at least for Rumania, that the figures were correct. He

saw no political reasons why the question should not be discus-

sed.

Prof. Zagoroff emphasised again the difficulty of ob-

taining such figures.

Prof. Yovanovitch agreed with Prof. Zagoroff that the
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protlsm should be excluded from the study. He pointed out that

there was no possibility of analysing, on a scientific basis,

the interrelations between minorities and the economic structure

of the Danubian countries.

Prof. Heller supported the views expressed by Prof.

Zagoroff and Prof. Yovanovitch.

The Rapporteur wished to know whether he should have

the liberty to treat in his final report on his own responsibil-

ity, the minority question on the basis of the available offi-

cial figures and publications.

Prof. Manuila agreed with the proposition, whilst the

other Experts opposed it.

The Chairman put the question whether it was not pos-

sible to treat the problem technically. Could it be treated ab-

solutely scientifically above the political point of view? Such

a report would be of high value. This Group had been engaged

im something that had never been tried before, and they must

consider the matter very carefully. The discussion at all events

had shown that there existed a problem of great importance which

should perhaps one day be studied in another connection and as a

separate problem, if it could not be included in this study,

Finally, it was agreed that the minority question

should be entirely excluded from the study, and that neither the

Experts nor the Rapporteur should refer to it in their reports.

6. Next Meeting of the Group

It was agreed that certain matters which had been left

in suspense at the January meeting of the Group should be dis-

cussed at the next meeting. This referred in particular to those
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parts of the General Plan which had not been included in the pro-

gramme of work adopted by the Experts in January 1939 and to the

chapter on protectionism (see Doc. K.(D.G.), 14, 1939, pp. 4 and

8).

The meeting closed at 12:20 on Saturday, April 29th,

The participants then visited the Schweizerische Wirtschafts-

archiv and Dr. Wagner gave a short statement on the origin and

functions of his Institute.

In the afternoon technical questions were discussed

between the Experts and the Rapporteur and his assistants,
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REPORT
on the

 SEVENTH MEETING OF THE DANUBIAN GROUP OF ECONOMIC EXPERTS

l. Continuation of the Danubian Study

The Chairman declared the meeting open and Dr. Wagner

welcomed the participants.

A discussion ensued on the question of continuing and

completing the Danubian enquiry along the lines of the programme

of work adopted at the January eeting (cf. K.(D.G.),19,1939).

The Rapporteur pointed out that political events had

once again changed the conditions of the enquiry. Originally,

the Danubian Study had been concerned with six countries. They

had now to consider whether the study should be continued in

view of the changed circumstances. The Experts should give a

clear statement on this point.

Prof. Zagoroff was in favour of continuing the en-

quiry, but suggested the exclusion of Austria and Czechoslovakia,

although it would be possible to include the statistical tables

already prepared referring to the period 1919-1937. It would

not be advisable to extend the programme now and there was there-

fore interest to modify the original programme.

Prof. Heller pointed out that, if thes: two countries

were to be left out, the study should have another name. It

would be advisable to continue the enquiry, especially as the

remaining four countries were more homogeneous from an economic

point of view.

Prof. ilanuila would regret very much if the study

 

could not be continued. The work was now advanced, the most

difficult stage had been overcome, and there would now be no
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difficulty in finishing it. He did not agree with the exclusion

of the two countries. The question should be considered histor-

ically, since the enquiry gave a historical outline of the struc-

tural changes in the Danubian Basin. The study began with six

countries and in this way it had to be finished.

Dr. Wagner recalled that it was agreed in April 1938

to leave out Austria. There was perhaps not the same difficulty

with regard to Czechoslovakia. The Rapporteur, however, wanted

to draw attention to the fact thst he had received to date no

statistics from Czechoslovakia and he rather doubted whether

they could be obtained in future.

Prof. Yovanovitch remarked that there were different

 

reasons for continuing the study: there was the scientific in-

terest, there was the fact that the work helped to increase

knowledge of the Danubian countries and that it had an indirect

influence upon their organisation of statistics. The four coun-

tries: Bulgaria, Hungary, Rumania and Yugoslavia, should now be

the object of the study, which therefore became a study of the

"agricultural regions of the Danubian Basin."

М. Bonnet doubted whether it was possible to present

a final report if Czechoslovakia and Austria were included. They

had statistical material for these countries, but they were no

longer independent States.

Prof. Heller observed that the study had a factual and

scientific rather than historical character. From the historical

point of view the two countries could be included, but not from

a topical point of view.

Prof. Zagoroff observed that there was a possibility

of including the two countries for the minimum programme while



 



excluding them from the other part of the study.

Prof. Manuila raplied that the scientific study should

be worked out for each of the six countries.

The Rapporteur pointed out that on the one side the

statistics could probably be produced for all countries, but

that on the other side it was extremely doubtful whether they

could get an analytical interpretation of these statistics. He

proposed to include Austria and especially Czechoslovakia as far

as they must be included in the study, i.e. as regards Foreign

Trade where the interrelation between the different countries

is important, and to include them in a looser sense as regards

the other sections, but to leave out any national reports; in

other words: limitation of the study to the four countries, use

of the statistical material where the nature of the problem in-

dicated this for Austria and Czechoslovakia but no presentation

of national reports for these two countries.

The Rapporteur then put the question, whether it would

be advisable to extend the study to Greece and Poland, i.e. to

all the Eastern European countries having an agrarian structure,

The Chairman stated that the question, whether the

study could be continued on the basis on which it had been ini-

tiated should first be made clear; the inclusion of another coun-

try, such as Poland, i.e. the continuation of the study in

another way (which seemed inadvisable) was another question.

It was finally agreedto continue the enquiry, to limit

it to the remaining four countries, while Austria and Czechoslo-

vakia should be included in the section on Foreign Trade and the

programme should not be extended to other countries.
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2. Progress of the Study

a) Draft Commentaries:

The following Draft Commentaries wete drawn up by Dr.

Wagner, Rapporteur, and distributed by the Secretariat:

Part A. Population. K.(D.G.),15,1939, (la German and
French);

Part B.I. Agriculture. K.(D.G.),18,1939, (in German and
French);

Part B.II.Industry. K.(D.G.),20,1939, (in German and French)

The Experts adopted in principle these Draft Commen-

taries as a basis of work. (See pp. 7 ff.).

Draft Commentaries on Money and Banking and on Balance

of Payments were to be distributed in the course of May.

With a view to clearing up some doubtful points in the

documentation on Population, the Rapporteur had drafted individ-

ual questionnaires addressed to the participating experts.

b) Statistics:

Population.

The Rapporteur had received the statistics on Popula-

tion referring to Bulgaria, Hungary, Rumania and Yugoslavia.

 

Some tables were still missing.

Agriculture.

The Rapporteur had received the statistics referring

to Yugoslavia, which needed to be supplemented to make a compara-

tive study possible with Bulgaria (excepting Agricultural Cred-

its), and Hungary. In the case of Hungary, about one-half of

the statistical material remained to be collected. The Rumanian

Expert informed the meeting that the material was being collect-

ed and that it would be forwarded to the Rapporteur by May 15th,

1939.



     



Industry.
The Rapporteur had received nearly all the tables on

Industry referring to Rumania (from 1928) and the greater part

of the documentation referring to Bulgaria. No statistical

material had yet been submitted by the Hungarian and Yugoslav

groups. The Hungarian Expert informed the meeting that this

part of the programme of work was well under way.

lioneyandBanking.

Statistics referring to .Joney and Banking had been

submitted by the Yugoslav Croup. In Rumania, the statistical

compilation had been completed but there wauld be some gaps.

Balance of Payments.

The Yugoslav “roup had submitted statistics on the

Balance of Payments which require to be completed.

The assistants of the Rapporteur had been checking the

whole of the statistical tables on Foreign Trade and Frices, the

statistics on Population and Agriculture, as far as they were

already available.

Summary statistical tables on Population to enable con-

parison between the different countries were elaborated. These

summary tables would be submitted to the Experts for approval.

c) National Reports:

In discussing the progress of work since January, the

Experts agreed that an extension of the time limit provided for

in Doc. K.(D.G.),19,1%39, had become inevitable. There was a

very strong feeling, however, that the general principle adopted

at the January meeting, i.e. to complete the work by the end of

1939 (except certain specified topics) so as to enable the Rap-

porteur to prepare for the publication of results in the first





half of 1940 should be maintained. The new time-table was as

follows: =-

Population: End of

Statistical data March
Final agreement on the

draft commentaries March
National reports June

Agriculture:

Statistical data April
Final agreement on the

draft commentaries April
National reporrs July

Industry:

Statistical data June
Final agreement on the

draft commentaries June
National reports September

Balance of Payments, Capital Balance:
 

Statistical data May
Final agreement on the

draft commentaries June
National Reports August,

The meeting expressed the hope that the new time limits

would be sufficient for submission of commentaries on the various

items of the programme of work.

In some countries the drafting of these commentaries

was progressing satisfactorily.

Dr. Wagner summarised the task to be fulfilled by the

Experts: they should give extensive statistical material and

intensive analytical commentaries on these statistics, It would

not be sufficient to give only elementary figures in the final

report. In order to form a suitable basis for a final compara-

tive report, all national commentaries should be of a minimum

quality.





3. Discussion of the Draft Commentaries

on Population, Agriculture and Industry

Dr. Wagner gave a general statement referring to the

difficulty, for him as an outsider, of adapting the Draft Com-

mentaries to the conditions of the individual countries in the

Danube Basin.

The Draft Commentaries, therefore, needed a critical

study on the part of the Experts. . They should indicate, where

the draft schemes were found to lack completeness or what items

it was not desired to treat.

a) Draft Commentary on Population (Doc.K.(D.G.),15,1939):

Prof. Zagoroff suggested that the term optimum-popu-

lation should be avoided in defining overpopulation in the com»

mentaries. They should concentrate on actual population. They

could not compare Bulgaria and Hungary, asking which was more

overpopulated. A comparison between two countries could not be

made, if there were not the same technological conditions. But

for each country they could find out whether there were symptoms

of overpopulation (according to the definition given in the com-

mentaries). Moreover, it would be preferable not to give only

one average figure for the whole country, but to make calcula-

tions for each of the characteristic regions.

Dr. Wagner agreed with Prof. Zagoroff as regards the

difficulty of giving exact theoretical definitions of the terms

over- and optimum-population. They could only say something

about it on the basis of actual production and actual technical

conditions,

The words overpopulation and optimum population should
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perhaps be avoided, but there were suretÿ some criteria, which

could illustrate the demographic pressure in these countries,

for instance, the relations between cultivated area and total

agricultural population, yields in agricultural products per

hectare, average size of the agricultural family and the aver-

age size of agricultural holdings, etc. He insisted that these

criteria should be used to indicate the demographic pressure.

Prof. llanuila agreed with Prof. Zagoroff that the terms

over- and optimum population should not be used, but only density

of population.

The economic notion of density of population referred to three

elements: capital, labour and land. The general density was

only a geographical term. He agreed with Prof. Zagoroff that

in no country was there an even distribution of population; even

in Rumania there was over- and under-population in some regions,

whilst the general statistics might show optimum population.

They should distinguish (a agricultural and b) indus-

trial density. But they could not measure industrial density

because industry was not related to space as agriculture was.

There were not only economic but also social and political fac-

tors, which determined the distribution of industrial workers.

For instance, the Ford factories were decentralised in Rumania.

Another instance, industries did not establish themselves near

the oil refineries, although they could have gas for nothing.

They could, therefore, only use agricultural density as a cri-

terium of demographic pressure in agriculture.

On the other hand, Prof. Manuila insisted on the no-

tion of qualitative density. There was qualitative overpopula-

tion in some branches of the national economy. In Rumania only
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0.02% Jews were engaged in agriculture, but Jews represented 60%

of all employers in commerce.

Moreover, demographic pressure was not always connect=

ed with agricultural overpopulation, Most of the emigrants from

Rumania were industrial and not agricultural workers. Overpopu-

lation differed from country to country, even if density was

equal. For instance, they must take into account the different

types of agricultural exploitation in different countries, e.g.

commercial exploitation in Hungary as against family exploita-

tion in Rumania.

Prof. Heller and Prof. Yovanovitch agreed not to use

the terms over- and optimum population,

Dr. Wagner stated that there seemed to be agreement

on the essential points, i.e. that indication of demographic

pressure in agriculture should be given in the commentaries.

It was, however, necessary to have a clear notion of agricul-

tural density, which point would be discussed later on. The

result of the discussion was that such density figures should

be used and commented upon.

The Rapporteur's Draft Commentary on Population was

adopted subject to such qualifications as were introduced in

the course of the discussion.

b) Draft Commentary on Agriculture (Doc.K.(D.G.),18,1939):

Prof. Heller feared that the draft commentary was go-

ing into too much detail; the Experts should be left a certain

freedom to decide.

Prof. Yovanovitch remarked that a great many of the

items enumerated in the draft could not be dealt with; for in-

stance, the questions on capital intensity and costs of produc-
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tion could not be answered for Yugoslavia. As regards the nation-

al income derived from Agriculture (p. 24), this item should be

treated in connection with national income as a whole. He ex-

pressed the hope that about 80% of the points could be treated.

Dr. Cotaru informed the Committee that the work was

advanced, and a questionnaire would be sent to the Rapporteur,

asking him to clear up some points. Unfortunately, Rumania did

not dispose of exhaustive agricultural statistics. The results

of enquiries made since 1933 concerning 300 holdings which are

spread all over the country could, however, be used. It would

be possible in this way to answer about 75% of the questions.

Prof. Heller stated that it would be possible for him

 

to deal with the measures taken by the government to promote

agriculture only in respect of certain products.

It was agreed that under the heading "BB. State meas-

ures designed to protect and promote Agriculture" (p. 18), the

question of valorisation schemes for certain agricultural pro-

ducts should also be dealt with.

The Rapporteur pointed out that his Draft Commentary

aimed at a maximum of information and that it was clear to him

that not all of it might be readily available in all the coun-

tries concerned. It was extremely important for the Rapporteur

to be informed directly by the Experts at an early date which

parts of the Draft Commentary were capable of execution.

If one of the Experts found that an important problem

was not included in the Draft Commentary, he would be glad to

receive the information and to complete the draft.

The Rapporteur's Draft Commentary was adopted by the

Experts, subject to the above qualifications.
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с) Draft Commentary on Industry (Doc.K: (D.G.),20,1939):

Prof. Zagoroff suggested that a definition of labour

intensity and production capacity should be given and proposed

a change in the method of calculation. Productivity of labour

should be left out; capital investment concerned a point which

was not obligatory. The problem of the business cycle which was

included in the Rapporteur's Draft Commentary should be excluded,

as it was not contained in the General Plan. It was also rather

difficult to give information on the item: location of indus-

tries,

Prof. Heller proposed that Prof. Zagoroff should de-

fine in a short memorandum his notions of the statistical co-

efficients which would be used by the Experts in the section In-

dustry. This proposition was accepted. Prof. Heller observed

that it was extremely important to come to a clear distinction

between industries and handicraft, If the legislative distinc-

tion were accepted, there would be large differences between the

individual countries.

Prof. Zagoroff suggested leaving the term "Handicraft"

completely out of the study, and therefore not to elaborate any

statistics based on the distinction between "industry" and

"handicraft." There was a clear scientific distinction: whether

or not the manager was himself engaged in manual work; but it

was impossible to have the data arranged according to this cri-

terium. They should, therefore, speak only of "big" and "small"

undertakings.

It was agreed that the distinction between "handicraft"

and "industry" should not be used.

Dr. Cotaru stated that for his country, statistical
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data could only be given from 1928. For the preceding years,

there existed unfortunately data calculated on two different

bases which gave greatly different results. Moreover, Rumania

did not dispose of data for the building industry + only for

the cement industry - so that on the whole there were some lacus

nae in this section.

He informed the meeting that the memorandum on the cal-

culation of the cost of production of a selected number of com-

modities which he had proposed and agreed to draft (cf. Doc.

K.(D.G.),19,1939, p. 7) could not be submitted.

As regards the industries of "biens d'investissement"

and "biens de consommation," it should be made clear whether

the arms industries should be treated separately, since it be-

longed neither to the one nor to the other.

It was decided to exclude this question, as it was of

small importance before 1938.

The Rapporteur's Draft Commentary on Industry was

adopted subject to the above qualifications.

4. Statement by the Rapporteur on the National Reports

on Foreign Trade and Prices

a) National Reports on Foreign Trade

A list was distributed to all participants indicating

what statistical data had been collected by the Experts on the

section of Foreign Trade and which were still missing.

The Rapporteur observed that an inventory of all sta-

tistics in -- hané on Foreign Trade had been made up by his

assistants, and that all the statistics had been carefully

checked. As the question was put to him whether a final report
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on this section 062140 be drafted, he would like to make the

following statement: As regards the statistics, they were almost

complete for all countries, with the exception of one or two

items, which were not executed according to the minimum programme.

As regardsthe national commentaries, he wanted to make it clear

that as a whole they did not form a suitable basis for a final

comparative report. There were reports from all the countries,

with the exception of Rumania, but there were great differences

in the scope (not in quality) of the national reports. It had

been agreed, at an earlier stage of the study, that all of the

statistics should be analysed in the commentaries. This work

had not been done for some of the countries. The Minimum Pro-

gramme, for instance, enumerated four different criteria for

the measurement of the volume of trade, but most of the national

reports contained only commentaries on the development of for-

eign trade by quantity and value in national currency, giving

no analysis of the volume of trade according to the quantum at

fixed prices or according to value in old gold dollars. In

fact, four different methods of measuring the volume of trade

had been chosen, in order to give a critical explanation of the

different results of the statistical investigation.

Before drafting his final comparative report, the Rap-

porteur, therefore, must ask the Experts for some additional

work: an analytical commentary on each item of the Minimum Pro-

gramme should be given. As regards completeness, Dr. Wagner

mentioned the Bulgarian Report on Foreign Trade, drafted by Prof.

Stephanoff. This report should serve as a model.

Dr. Cotaru remarked that the commentary on Rumanian

Foreign Trade would be finished in a fortnight in the sense
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stated by the Rapporteur.

Prof. Yovanovitch pointed to the fact that the methods

by which the reports were made had changed, because the task of

the committee had changed. He asked whether it was necessary

to draft a new report for Yugoslavia, or whether it was suffi-

cient to make additions to the old one, He further suggested

that a draft commentary on this section should be elaborated by

the Rapporteur.

Dr. Wagner observed that the Minimum Programme formed

an excellent basis for the commentaries, as it covered all the

essential points of the problem. The Experts need only to give

an analytical commentary of the statistics elaborated in conform-

ity with the Minimum Programme,

It was agreed that the national reports, e specially

those from Yugoslavia and Hungary, should be completed accord-

ing to the propositions of the Rapporteur. Questions of detail

should be discussed by correspon¢ence between the Rapporteur

and the Experts.

b) National Reports om Prices

As regards the section on Prices, the Rapporteur would

inform the Experts, as soon as he had finished studying the sta-

tistics and reports, if any additional work on this section seem-

ed to him necessary for the final Report.

5. Technical Discussion

a) Density nf population. (Doc. K.(D.G.), 7,.1939).
Table I.Nombre et densité de la population. Column 12.

The Rapporteur observed that it was extremely impor-

tand to define sharply the rural population as distinguished
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from agricultural population. According to Table I of the Popu<

lation Statistics agricultural density was calculated on the

basis of rural not of agricultural population. It seemed to him

that these density figures should be based on agricultural popu-

lation only, i.e. on population engaged in agriculture.

| Moreover, there was the fact that the figures given

in different tables for the urban and rural population differed

for some countries. He asked the Experts to explain such dif-

ferences. It was extremely important to give a clear definition

of the notion of rural population as it was used in the differ-

ent tables.

Further, it must be made clear if the agricultural den-

sity figures should be calculated on the basis of "cultivated"

or "cultivable" area and it should be defined if forests and

permanent pastures should be included or excluded.

Prof. Zagoroff proposed to give agricultural popula-

tion according to the census and to take the cultivated area,

i.e. excluding pastures and forests.

Prof. Manuila desired a statement whether agricultural

population used for calculating density figures meant:

l. active population engaged in agriculture,

2. total agricultural population living from the land,

3. number of agricultural families (heads of families).

He suggested that cultivable land should be taken to

include pastures and forests, This would give pure agricultu-

ral density, showing future possibilities of expanding agricul-

ture.

Dr, Wagner observed that there were different possible

relations. They could take cultivated (landwirtschaftlich
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genutzte FlHche) or cultivable (landwirtschaftlich nutzbare

Fl&che) area, include forests and pastures, or include only pas-

tures, excluding forests. They could also exclude pastures and

there remained what was called in German "Ackerland." As far as

he could see, it had never been made clear on which elements

such figures were based; therefore, these figures were not re-

liable. There was a chance for the Committee to clear up the

fundamentals of this problem, and to calculate reliable figures

for the first time. It seemed to him that it would be interest-

ing to calculate different density figures, taking into account

the different "areas" and total agricultural population.

Prof. Zagoroff enumerated the possible relationship

between agricultural population and land. They could relate

total agricultural population to:

l. total area including forests and pastures,

2. cultivable land including pastures and excluding forests,

3. cultivated land excluding forests and pastures.

In the same way they could relate active agricultural

population to the three categories of land,

The Rapporteur suggested that Prof. Zagoroff and Prof.

¡januila should prepare a memorandum, dealing with the methods of

calculating different agricultural density figures, on the basis

of the suggestions made by Prof. Zagoroff.

The proposal made by the Rapporteur was finally ac-

cepted. |

b) Educational Standard

On the suggestion of Prof. Zagoroff it was agreed

that copies of statistical tables, drafted by Prof. Zagoroff,

regarding the level of instruction should be sent to all Experts,





and that these should state which figures could be given, There

were some difficulties in giving all the details, but surely

the literate people by age groups (beginning with 7 years) and

by sex in absolute and relative figures could be given.

c) Minorities

In his Circular Letter No. 2 to the Experts, dated

February 20th, 1939, the Rapporteur had suggested that statis-

tical data should be submitted referring to the minorities and

that short commentaries on these statistics should be given by

the Experts. As he had received no answer to his letter, Dr.

Wagner raised the question whether the problem of minorities

should be included in the study.

Prof. Zagoroff proposed to leave this question en-

tirely out of the study, as it was not included in the General

Plan. There were, furthermore, scientífic and political rea-

sons for excluding it. The minority statistics were not a re-

liable basis for a scientific study.

Prof. Heller would also have this question excluded.

Prof. iManuila supported the proposal made by the Rap-

porteur. He held that the minority question was of prime im-

portance for the Danubian countries and should, therefore, be

studied. There were no scientific reasons for excluding it,

because the figures were available, and he took the responsi-

bility, at least for Rumania, that the figures were correct. He

saw no political reasons why the question should not be discus-

sed.

Prof. Zagoroff emphasised again the difficulty of ob-

taining such figures.

Prof. Yovanovitch agreed with Prof. Zagoroff that the
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protlsem should be excluded from the study. He pointed out that

there was no possibility of analysing, on a scientific basis,

the interrelations between minorities and the economic structure

of the Danubian countries.

Prof. Heller supported the views expressed by Prof.

Zagoroff and Prof. Yovanovitch,

The Rapporteur wished to know whether he should have

the liberty to treat in his final report on his own responsibil-

ity, the minority question on the basis of the available offi-

cial figures and publications.

Prof. Manuila agreed with the proposition, whilst the

other Experts opposed it.

The Chairman put the question whether it was not pos-

sible to treat the problem technically. Could it be treated ab-

solutely scientifically above the political point of view? Such

a report would be of high value. This Group had been engaged

im something that had never been tried before, and they must

consider the matter very carefully. The discussion at all events

had shown that there existed a problem of great importance which

should perhaps one day be studied in another connection and as a

separate problem, if it could not be included in this study.

Finally, it was agreed that the minority question

should be entirely excluded from the study, and that neither the

Experts nor the Rapporteur should refer to it in their reports.

6. Next Meeting of the Group

It was agreed that certain matters which had been left

in suspense at the January meeting of the Group should be dis»

cussed at the next meeting. This referred in particular to those
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parts of the General Plan which had not been included in the pro-

gramme of work adopted by the Experts in January 1939 and to the

chapter on protectionism (see Doc. K.(D.G.), 14, 1939, pp. 4 and

8).

The meeting closed at 12.20 on Saturday, April 29th.

The participants then visited the Schweizerische Wirtschafts-

archiv and Dr. Wagner gave a short statement on the origin and

functions of his Institute.

In the afternoon technical questions were discussed

between the Experts and the Rapporteur and his assistants.
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