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Alternative Measures of Real GNP

1. Two recent studies that have examined the sen-
sitivity of real GNP to the prices in which it is val-
ued are Edward l?. Denisen,  Estimates of Productiv-
ity Change by Industqy,  (Washington: The Brookings
Institution, 1989), and ‘The Effect of Computer and
THIS article reports on work under-
way at BEA to develop alternative
measures of real GNP for presentation
in the comprehensive revision sched-
uled for November 1990. It also shows
the present measure of real GNP, in
which output is valued in 1982 prices,
recalculated in terms of 1987 prices for
the period 1982–88. BEA is develop-
ing alternative measures because, for
the reasons set forth in this article, a
single measure of real GNP cannot be
considered sufficient for all analytical
applications that require a measure of
aggregate output.

In general, a measure of real GNP
based on the prices of a more recent
year increases less than a measure
based on prices of an earlier year. This
characteristic, which has often been
observed in index number construc-
tion, exists because the commodities
for which output grows rapidly tend
to be those that register the smallest
increases in prices. Thus, when real
GNP is recalculated using more recent
prices, the commodities tith strong
output growth receive less weight, and
growth in the aggregate measure is
reduced.

This characteristic has always been
recognized as a problem in long-term
comparisons of GNP. However, until
recently, the difference in the effect
of using one set of prices rather than
another had generally been considered
small enough to be safely ignored in
measuring real GNP in the United
States. The simplicity of a single out-
put measure in which the prices of a
given year were used to value real GNP
in all years was considered to outweigh
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any advantage provided either by pre-
senting alternative measures based on
prices of other years or by using more
complex approaches to weighting.

TNvo situations have contributed to a
change in this view. First, beginning
in the 1970’s, changes in the prices
and quantities of the energy and food
components of GNP have been large
enough in certain periods for the choice
of price weights to affect the measure-
ment of the change in real GNP. How-
ever, some of these price and quantity
movements over time have reversed
direction.

Second, with the introduction of
BEA’s price index for computers in
the comprehensive revision in 1985,
changes in the prices and quantities
of computers have been large enough
to make the measurement of real GNP
quite sensitive to the choice of price
weights. Because of the rapid decline
in the price of computers—about 15
percent per year from 1982 to 1988—
real GNP growth using 1987 price
weights is about 0.3 percent per year
lower than real GNP growth using
1982 price weights.1

When the sensitivity of the measure-
ment of real GNP to the choice of price
weights is large, a single measure is
not appropriate for comparisons over
all periods. For example, the present
measure of real GNP in 1982 dollars
imposes the relative price structure of
1982 on all years. Thus, the mea-
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port to the Senate and House Committees on the Bud-
get, (Washington: Congressional Budget Office, 1988):
75-78. See also “Revised Estimates of the National In-
come and Product Accounts of the United States, 1929–
85: An Introduction,” SURVEY OF CURRENT BUSINESS 65
(December 1985): 1–19.
sure is appropriate for comparisons of
GNP among those years that have rel-
ative price structures that do not differ
greatly from that of 1982, and it may
also be of use in making longer term
comparisons in which 1 of the 2 years
being compared is either 1982 or a year
immediately around 1982. When the
relative price structure of neither of the
years being compared resembles that
of 1982, it is more appropriate to use a
measure in which the weights are rep-
resentative of one or both of the years
being compared. A similar statement
applies to a measure of real GNP in
1987 dollars and to any other measure
of real GNP based on the prices of a
given year.

In the comprehensive revision sched-
uled for November 1990, BEA is plan-
ning to continue featuring real GNP
calculated in the prices of a given
year—the revision will be the occasion
for replacing the 1982 prices currently
used with 1987 prices. BEA is also
planning to present alternative mea-
sures of real GNP in the comprehen-
sive revision so that the user can select
the type of measure most appropriate
for a particular application.

The first part of this article de-
scribes the present approach to cal-
culating real GNP and various ap-
proaches that are being considered for
calculating alternative measures. The
second part shows the present measure
of real GNP recalculated in 1987 dol-
lars. This recalculated measure, which
is presented for the period 1982–88,
provides a preview of one important el-
ement in the revision that will be made
in 1990. Improvements in deflation
procedures and revisions in current-
dollar estimates will also contribute to
the revision of the present measure. If
past experience is a guide, there are
likely to be offsets among these vari-
ous sources of revision.
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Considerations for the
Comprehensive Revision

Alternative weighting formulas

This section describes three types of
index number formulas that can be
used in calculating real GNP; these for-
mulas are fi.wther explained by the ex-
ample in the note that accompanies
this article.

Fixed weighting.—The real GNP
measure presently calculated by BEA
values output in terms of 1982 prices—
that is, in 1982 dollars. This is ac-
complished by expressing the output of
each commodity in each period in 1982
prices. Use of the same price weights
throughout—that is, fixed weights—
provides a set of estimates that are ex-
pressed in constant dollars and that
are additive; that is, total GNP in 1982
dollars is the sum of the components of
GNP in 1982 dollars.
A Not

1. In reality, quantity data are not available for most 
Real GNP is obtained by deflating current-dollar values by 
the price of each period relative to that of the base peri
results identical to those obtained directly from prices and
using prices and quantities directly with year 1 as the b
real terms in year 2 is (7  x  5) =  35. The identical result is 
current-dollar value of 42 for commodity A in year 2 by th
as the base year for commodity A in year 2. The price inde
commodity A in real terms is (42 + 1.20) = 35. Algebrai
can be shown to be identical as follows. Using prices and
GNP is ~  qtpo,  where qt is the quantity in year t and p
period. Deflating current-dollar values, the fixed-weighted

~(OPt/(Pt/Po))  =  ~wPo.

2. As shown in footnote 1, the fixed-weighted measure

X qtpo, where qt is the quantity in year t and p. is the 
growth rate in this measure from year t – 1 to year t is
In this respect, real GNP and its
components differ from the Index of In-
dustrial Production and its components
and the Consumer Price Index and its
components. In these two sets of in-
dexes, the weights are changed over
time, and the indexes are, in general,
not additive.

Many users consider the additive
property of real GNP and its compo-
nents to be quite useful. This prop-
erty is a major reason why BEA has
used fixed weights in calculating real
GNP and why BEA will feature a fixed-
weighted measure for the foreseeable
fhture. However, as in all index num-
ber calculations, a desired property is
obtained only at a cost. In this in-
stance, the cost is that the real GNP
measure is sensitive to the choice of the
year for price weights.

Short-term chain weighting.—A
chain-weighted measure is not calcu-
lated initially in terms of levels, but
e on Alternative Measures of Real G

components of real GNP.
price indexes that express
od. This procedure yields
 quantities. For example,

ase year, commodity A in
obtained by deflating the
e price index with year 1
x is (6 -+  5) = 1.20. Thus,
cally, the two procedures
 quantities directly, real
. is the price in the base
 measure of real GNP is

 of real GNP in year t is
price in base year O. The

Exhibit 1.—

Exhibit 2.
in terms of period-to-period percent
changes. For each change, output is
expressed in terms of the prices of a
given period. However, the same set
of prices is not used over time; as the
calculation moves forward, more re-
cent prices are used. The resulting
period-to-period changes can be linked
together into an index.

For measuring changes in real GNP
over short timespans, it is likely that
some form of a chain index will prove
to be usefil. BEA began to present
a quarterly chain index measure of
real GNP change in the “Business Sit-
uation” in the August 1988 SURVEY
OF CURRENT BUSINESS; in this measure
the change in output from the pre-
vious quarter to the current quarter
is expressed in terms of the prices
of the current quarter. The August
1989 SURVEY showed how this chain in-
dex can be derived horn the quarterly
changes in current-dollar GNP and in
the GNP chain price index.
NP

Hypothetical Two-Commodity Economy

Year Ratio:

I
Year 4 to

1 2 3 4 Year 1

—Alternative Measures of Real GNP
Alternative measures of real GNP—based on fixed weighting, chain
weighting, or other weighting alternatives+an  perhaps best be explained
in terms of a hypothetical two-commodity economy. Exhibit 1 shows prices,
quantities, and the current-dollar values—that is, price times quantity—
for two commodities (A and B) in years 1 to 4. An important feature of
the example is that the price of A grows more than the price of B while
the quantity of A grows less than the quantity of B. Exhibit 2 shows three
types of real GNP measures calculated from the data on commodities A
and B.

Fixed weighting.—Using the entries in exhibit 1, fixed-weighted mea-
sures of real GNP are obtained by multiplying quantities in each year by
prices in a designated base period. Thus, with year 1 as the base period,
real GNP in year 1 is (6x5)+(5x  4) = 50, and in year 2, (7x5)+(7x4)  = 63,
and so on. Likewise, with year 2 as the base period, real GNP in year 1
is (6  x  6) + (5  x  4) = 56, and in year 2, (7  x 6) + (7  x 4) =  7O,  and so on.
Similarly, real GNP can be calculated using year 3 or year 4 as the base
period.1

Thus, there are in principle as many measures of fixed-weighted real
GNP as there are years that could be used as the base period. Exhibit
2 shows a matrix of real GNP measures calculated from exhibit 1, using
each of the 4 years as the base period. The first four rows in the exhibit
show the real GNP measures in constant dollars; the next four rows show
period-to-period growth rates in the measures.2

In this example, selecting a later year as the base period produces a
lower growth rate than selecting an earlier year because of the feature
mentioned earlier—that the price of commodity A grows more than the
price of commodity B while the quantity of A grows less than the quantity
of B. Therefore, commodity A receives more weight (and commodity B less)
when a later year is the base period. It is true generally, as in this example,
that a later base period produces lower growth in real GNP, because slow-
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2. Jack E. Triplett, “Superlative and Quasi-
Superlative Indexes of Price and Output for Invest-
ment Goods: Office, Computir  and Accounting Machin-
ery,” BEA Discussion Paper No. 40 (presented at a
National Bureau of Economic Research Summer Work-
shop, Boston, Massachusetts, July 1988.) Copies may
be obtained from the author at BEA.
Experience may show that it is de-
sirable to maintain a greater degree of
stability in weighting than that in such
a quarterly chain index. Therefore,
for the comprehensive retision in 1990,
BEA is also considering a quarterly
chain index in which the price weights
are held constant within a year. In this
index, the prices of the previous year
would be used in calculating the quar-
terly changes of a given year.

A disadvantage of a chain output in-
dex is that it lacks the additive prop-
erty inherent in a fixed-weighted in-
dex. The lack of this property may
prove troublesome for some users who
now take advantage of the property in
their analyses.

Other weighting alternatives.—BEA
is experimenting with the Fisher ideal
index number formula and with deriva-
tives of it. The Fisher ideal index is
3. The chain-weighted measure of real GNP growth from
prices of the previous year as weights, is

100
(

E !?tPt-1 -1.0
E !?t  -1Pt-1 )

The chain-weighted measure using prices of the current y

100

(

E qtPt
– 1.0

z !7t-lPt )
a geometric mean of a Laspeyres and
a Paasche index. One promising in-
dex form, designated the time-series
generalized Fisher ideal (TGFI) index,
uses the Fisher ideal formula to cal-
culate growth between adjiicent bench-
mark years and uses fixed-weighted
real GNP measures to interpolate the
intervening years. The TGFI index
may prove to be usefil in economic
growth studies that involve long-term
comparisons. Preliminary results of re-
search on the TGFI index were pre-
sented at a recent workshop sponsored
by the National Bureau of Economic
Research. 2 The Tornqvist index is an-
 year t – 1 to year t, using

ear as weights is

4. The Fisher ideal index m

1

100

(i
The TGFI measure of rea

100

(I
where A and B are benchma
of the TGFI index values for
index value calculated direct
other cantidate; its propetiies are sim-
ilar to the Fisher ideal.

Evaluating the alternative measures

While the presentation of alternative
measures of GNP will provide useful
information, it will complicate users’
tasks. To the extent possible, BEA will,
in the SummY and elsewhere, evalu-
ate the characteristics of the alterna-
tive measures so that users can decide
when to use one in place of the fixed-
weighted measure. Also, it will be
helpfil to keep the following in mind.

. An important function of the ana-
lytical system represented by real GNP
and its components is to distinguish
the quarters and years in which aggre-
gate economic activity is either much
stronger or much weaker. It is likely
that all of the alternative measures of
easure of real GNP growth from year t – 1 to year t is

~  ~
~OPt-1  ~qtpt  ~  o

x—–

E qt-1Pt-1 E !?t-lPt
“)

l GNP growth from year t – 1 to year t is

qtpA X qtpBz
x – 1.0  ,

 

growing quantities tend to be associated with relatively fast-growing prices
and fast-growing quantities with relatively slow-growing prices.

Over long timespans, such inverse relationships in the growth of prices
and quantities tend to be the rule. One explanation for such relationships
is that as changes in technology or in market structure lower some relative
prices and raise others, buyers respond by demanding relatively more of
the low-priced goods and relatively less of the high-priced ones and that
these responses outweigh any contrary effects arising from changes in taste
or in income levels.

Chain weighting.—Chak-weighted  measures of the change in real GNP
may be obtained using selected changes in the fixed-weighted measures.
Thus, a chain index can be constructed in which prices of the previous year
are used as weights; in this case, the growth rate for year 2 is the year
2 change in the fixed-weighted measure with year 1 as the base period,
and the growth rate for year 3 is the year 3 change in the tied-weighted
measure with year 2 as the base period, and so on. Similarly, a chain
index can be constructed in which prices of the current year are used as
weights; in this case, the growth rate for year 2 is the year 2 change in
the fixed-weighted measure with year 2 as the base period, and so on. The
growth rates for these two chain-weighted measures are shown in exhibit
2; it can readily be seen that, for each of these chain indexes, the changes
correspond to changes along a diagonal of the matrix of growth rates for
the fixed-weighted measures.3

Because a chain-weighted measure represents a series of changes taken
from different fixed-weighted indexes, a change over a period of years can
only be established by cumulating the pefiod-to-period changes. In exhibit
2, the cumulated changes in the chain indexes f&ll in the middle of the
range of growth in the fixed-weighted indexes from year 1 to year 4. (These
are not the only possible chain-weighted measures; instead of using one
set of weights for only one link in the chain, one set of weights could be
used for two or more links before switching to a new set of weights.)

Other weighting alternatives.—The Fisher ideal index is the geometric
mean of a Laspeyres and Paasche index. In terms of the example, the year
2 index value of the fixed-weighted measure with year 1 as the base period
is a Laspeyres quantity index, while the year 2 index value of the fixed-
weighted measure with year 2 as the base period is a Paasche quantity
index. The geometric mean of these two index numbers is the Fisher ideal
index for year 2; that is, the Fisher ideal index is <1.260 X 1.250 = 1.255,
and the growth rate from year 1 to year 2 is 25.5 percent. Likewise, the
Fisher ideal index for year 3 is <1.057 x 1.055 = 1.056, and the growth
rate is 5.6 percent.

The time-series generalized Fisher ideal (TGFI) index uses geometric
means of fixed-weighted measures to calculate the year-to-year changes
in real GNP between adjacent benchmark years. In the example, years
1 and 3 are taken as benchmark years, and the tied-weighted real GNP
measures with year 1 and year 3 as the base period are used to calculate the
growth rates in real GNP horn year 1 to year 2 and horn year 2 to year 3.
~ calculate the growth rate from year 1 to year 2, an index value for year
2 is obtained as the geometric mean of the year 2 values of the two fixed-
weighted measures; that is, for year 2 the index value is /1.260  X 1.247 =
1.253 (where 63 + 50 = 1.26 and 91 + 73 = 1.247), and the growth rate is
25.3 percent. Similarly, the index for year 3 is <1.063 X 1.055 = 1.059, and
the growth rate is 5.9 percent. The cumulated change horn year 1 to year
3 of 32.7 percent is identical to the growth rate calculated with the Fisher
ideal index directly horn  year 1 to year 3—that is, {1.340 x 1.315 = 1.327
(where 67+ 50 = 1.340 and 96+ 73 = 1.315). 4

Beyond the most recent benchmark, only one set of benchmark weights
is available, and the TGFI index requires two. In the exhibit, the annual
Fisher ideal value is entered as the year 4 TGFI value; other procedures
are possible.
)E qt-lpA~ qt-lpB

rk years and t = A + 1, A + 2, ... , B. The cumulation
 the years between A and B is equal to the Fisher ideal
ly from year A to year B:
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Table 1.—Gross National Product
real GNP that will be presented will,
for the purposes of short-term analy-
sis, identify the same periods as being
much stronger or weaker.

. A difference between two measures
of real GNP is not evidence that one
is wrong. Real GNP is not composed
of actual transactions that reflect mar-
ket prices and that could, at least in
principle, be added up from informa-
tion obtained horn transactors to ob-
tain a single, correct total. A measure
of real GNP is a construct in which
transactions are valued by the com-
piler in terms of a set of prices that
is chosen, at least in part, arbitrarily.
The worth of such a measure lies in
whether or not it proves useftd in anal-
ysis. Viewed in this way, there can be
more than one usefil measure.

Real GNP in 1987 Dollars

This part describes the present mea-
sure of real GNP recalculated in 1987
dollars. hnual and quarterly esti-
mates of real GNP in 1987 dollars are
shown for 1982–88 in table 1. Per-
cent changes in the measure of real
GNP in 1987 dollars are compared with
those in the measure of real GNP in
1982 dollars in table 2 and in chart 8.
Estimates in 1987 dollars for the first
quarter of 1989 will be presented next
month and for each quarter thereafter
in the “Reconciliation and Other Spe-
cial Tables” section of the SURVEY .
Aggregate GNP

From 1982 to 1988, the growth in the
1987-dollar measure is 1.9 percentage
points less than that in the 1982 -dollar
measure—24.3 percent, compared with
26.2 percent. As shown in table 2, the
annual percent changes in the 1987-
dollar measure are smaller than those
in the 1982 -dollar measure in 5 of the 6
years. The largest difference—0.8 per-
centage point-occurs in 1984, when
the 1987-dollar measure increased 6.0
percent and the 1982-dollar measure
increased 6.8 percent. In 1986, the
change in the 1987 -dollar measure is
larger than that in the 1982-dollar
measure-_3.O percent, compared with
2.8 percent.

The quarterly percent changes in the
1987-dollar measure are smaller than
those in the 1982-dollar measure in
16 of 27 quarters; the changes in the
two measures are the same size in two
quarters; and the changes in the 1987-
dollar measure are larger in nine quar-
ters. The differences between the two
measures are greater than 1.0 percent-
age point in one-third of the quarters.
The largest difference—1.5 percentage
points—occurs in the first quarter of
1984, when the 1987-dollar measure
increased 9.2 percent and the 1982-
dollar measure increased 10.7 percent.
Seven of the nine quarters in which
the changes in the 1987-dollar measure
are larger than those in the 1982 -dollar
measure are concentrated in 3 years—
three quarters in 1988 and two each in
1982 and 1986.

The differences in quarterly changes
do not lead to substantially different
cyclical patterns in the two measures.
In both measures, periods of weak
growth or decline occur in 1982 and in
1986, and the strongest growth occurs
in 1983 and early 1984 and in 1987.

The difference in the growth from
1982 to 1988 in the two measures of
real GNP can be traced primarily to the
smaller price weight assigned to com-
puter output in the 1987 -dollar mea-
sure. Business expenditures on com-
puters, which account for most of the
output of computers, can be readily iso-
lated in the presently available data
base. Excluding this component of
business fixed investment almost elim-
inates the 1.9-percentage point differ-
ence in the growth of the two measures
from 1982 to 1988. The 1987-dollar
measure increased 23.5 percent, com-
pared tith 23.7 percent in the 1982-
dollar measure.

Table 3 illustrates the contribution of
business expenditures on computers to
the differences in the annual percent
changes in the two measures of real
GNP. Annual percent changes in the
two measures of real GNP are shown
in columns 1 and 2, and the differ-
ences in column 3. Columns 4-6 show
the same information for real GNP ex-
cluding business expenditures on com-
puters. Excluding business expendi-
tures on computers reduces the aver-
age difference from –0.3 percentage
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point to –0.1 percentage point; the av-
erage computed without regard to sign
is reduced from 0.4 percentage point
to 0.2 percentage point. In 5 of the 6
years, excluding the computer compo-
nent reduces the difference. The only
year in which the remaining difference
is more than 0.2 percentage point is
1984. In that year a large accumula-
tion of business inventories, which in-
cluded a variety of goods that regis-
tered smaller than average increases
in price born  1982 to 1987, also con-
tributed to the difference.

Excluding the computer component
reduces the average differences in the
quarterly percent changes in the same
manner as in the annual percent
changes. However, the quarterly vari-
ation in the differences is largely due
to other components. Sharp changes
in energy quantities are the most im-
portant contributor to the differences
in the quarterly changes. Reflecting
the drop in energy prices from 1982 to
1987, the weights assigned to the en-
ergy components of GNP in the 1987-
dollar measure are smaller than those
assigned to these components in the
1982-dollar measure. Consequently,
both increases and decreases in energy
quantities affect the 1987-dollar mea-
sure less than the 1982-dollar mea-
sure. Changes in the food compo-
nents of GNP also contribute substan-
tially to the differences in the quarterly
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Table 3.—Difference in Annual Percent Change in
Real GNP and in Real GNP Excluding Business
Expenditures in Computers, 1983-88

GNP GNP excluding
business expenditures

on computers
1982 1987 Differ- -

dollars dollars ence 1982 1987 Differ-
dollars dollars ence

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

1983............................. 3.6 3.5 -0.1 3.2 3.4 0.2
1984............................. 6.8 6.0 -.8 6.3 5.9 –.4
1985............................. 3.4 3.0 -.4 2.9 2.8 –.1
1986 .2 2.8. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.8 3.0 2.9 .1
1987 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.4 3.2 ‘.2 3.1 3.1 0
1988............................. 3.9 3.5 –.4 3.4 3.3 -.1

Average difference:
With regard to

sign...................... . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . -.3 . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . –.1
Without regard to

sign . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .4 . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . .2

Table 4.—Difference in Average Annual Rate of
Change in Real GNP and Its Major Components,
1982-88

1987
dollars

GNP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.7

Personal consumption expenditures . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.8
Durable goods . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8.1

Nondumble  goods . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.5
Services . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 3.7

Gross private domestic investment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7.3
Fixed investment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ,. 5.4

Nonresidential
Structures

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.4
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . –1.4

Producem’  dumble  equipment.............. 5.S
Residential . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10.(

Change in business inventories . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Net exports of goods and Semites................... . . . . . . . . . . . .
Exports . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.4
Imports . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9.6

Government purchases of goods and
services . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.3
Federal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.2

National de fense........................................ 4.6
Nondefense . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ‘.9

State and local . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.3

Addenda:

Gross domestic purchases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 4.2
Final sales . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 3.4

GNP price index (fixed weights)................ . 3.4

1982
Iolkus

4.0

4.0
8.4
2.6
3.8

8.3
6.!
4,S

-2.Z
8.4

10.$

.“’.’5:7
10.3

3.4
3.2
5.1

-2.7
3.5

4.5
3.6

3.7

Differ-
ence

-0.3

-.2
-.3
‘.1
–.1

-1.0
-.9

-1.5
.8

-2.5
.1

. . . . . . . . . . . .

-1,3
–.7

–.1
0

-.5
1.8
-.2

-.3
-.2

-.3

Table 5.—The Number of Detailed Components
Used in Calculating Real GNP

1982 1987
dollars dollars

GNP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .17,811 1,211

Personal consumption expenditures . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 186 186

Durable goods . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38 38
Nondurable goods 52 52

Services
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 96 96

Gross private domestic investment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 349 191

Fixed investment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 224 66

Nonresidential . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 206 51

Structures
.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .
17 17

Producers’ durable equipment
.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 189 34
Residential . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . 18 15

Change in business inventories . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . 125 125

Net exports of goods and services . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Exports . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Imports . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .I 181 39

82 19
89 20

Government purchases of goods and services.............. 17,095 795

Federal 17,000. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 700
National defense . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .15,000 500
Nondefense . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2,000 200

State and local . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 95 95

Addenda:

GNP excluding Federal Government purchases of
goods and sewices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 811 511
changes, reflecting smaller weights as-
signed to these components in the
1987-doHarmeasurethaninthe  1982-
dollar measure.3

In each of the last three quarters
of 1988, the 1987-dollar measure in-
creased more rapidly than the 1982-
doHarmeasure. The sources of the dif-
ference between these two measures
vary by quarter. In the second quar-
ter, most of the difference can be traced
to the decumulation of inventoties—
largely inventories of food and energy.
In the third quatier, most of the dif=
ference reflects food components that
registered declines. In the fourth quar-
ter, the difference is largely due to de-
clines in computers and in energy com-
ponents. (It is likely that the pattern of
the previous three quafierstill be re-
versed in the first quarter of 1989, and
the 1982-dollar measure will increase
more than the 1987-dollar measure.)

GNP components

Table 4 shows the effect of restat-
ing the components of real GNP in
1987 dollars. For the major compo-
nents, the tendency is widespread for
the growth in the l-987-dollarmeasures
to be less thantheflowthinthe  1982-
dollar measures. The exceptions are
nomesidential structures and residen-
tial fixed investment, change in busi-
ness inventories, and Federal nonde-
fense purchases. Much the same pat-
3. The energy components and food components of
GNP refer to all the components for which separati  es-
timates are prepared. The major energy components
that are not included are We xportsofenergY,  (Z)the
gasoline and motoroilpo~ions  of inventories of gasoline
service stations, and (3) the energy portions of invento-
ries of businesses that do not produce energy for sale.
The major food component that is not included is pur-
chases of food by the Federal Government other than
transactions by the Commodity Credit Corporation that
are treated like purchases.
tern occurred in the comprehensive re-
vision in 1985, when real GNP was
restated from 1972 dollars to 1982
dollars.

The more rapid growth in nomesi-
dential structures in 1987 dollars re-
flects the depressed level of oil and
gas drilling in the 1980’s. In terms of
both quantities and prices, oil and gas
drilling increased less than other types
of construction. Thus, the smaller-
than-average growth of this type of
construction was assigned less weight
in the 1987 -dollar measure than in
the 1982-dollar measure. The more
rapid growth in Federal nondefense
purchases is largely due to purchases
by the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion, which increased more slowly than
other components in terms of both
quantities and prices.

As expected, growth in producers’
durable equipment (PDE) in 1987 dol-
lars is substantially less than in 1982
dollars. Because of the smaller price
weight assigned to business expendi-
tures on computers, growth in PDE is
reduced from 8.4 percent in the 1982-
dollar measure to 5.9 percent in the
1987-dollar measure.

The slower growth in exports and
in imports in the 1987-dollar measure
reflects the smaller weights assigned
to computers in that measure. For
Federal defense purchases, the slower
growth in the 1987 -dollar measure is
due partly to computers and partly to
compensation of employees; the latter
component increased less in quantity
and more in price than the other types
of purchases.

How the estimates were computed

For most of the major components
of GNP, the 1987-dollar estimates
were obtained by deflating the current-
dollar estimates at the same level of de-
tail used for the 1982-dollar estimates
(see table 5). For some components,
however, it was not practical to carry
out the computations at this level of de-
tail; less detail was used for produc-
ers’ durable equipment, exports, im-
ports, and Federal Government pur-
chases. For Federal defense purchases,
BEA uses itiormation from the De-
partment of Defense on the prices paid
for 15,000 commodities in the deflation
of cument-dollar  expenditures. In cal-
culating the 1987 -dollar estimates) it
was necessary to summafize this infor-
mation into 500 categories. For Fed-
eral nondefense purchases, it was nec-
essary to summatize  2,000 categories
into 200 categories. Excluding Fed-
eral Government purchases, about 500
components were used to derive the
1987-dollar measure of real GNP, com-
pared with about 800 for the 1982-
dollar measure. The net effect of carry-
ing out the deflation of the 1987-dollar
estimates in less detail is judged to be
very small for total GNP. For each of
the major components, it is likely that
the net effect is small relative to the
difference in the change between the
1987- and 1982 -dollar measures.
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