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                                                                           Abstract 
This paper seeks to proffer itself as a one-stop body of work for historical lineages and conceptual underpinning of national income accounting, with a special emphasis on the flow-of-funds. The flow-of-funds hold a sacred, albeit limited, presence within the United Nations System of National Accounts..
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1 Historical Overview of National Accounts in India 
In tracing the macroeconomic history of nation-states, national accounts feature as an essen tial analytical tool and lend itself to international comparisons of economic performance. By tracking economic transactions constituting the flow of output, income and expenditure at the aggregate level, national accounts reflect the stock of wealth of nations. Moreover, as a prac tice of macroeconomic bookkeeping, national accounts collate mass primary statistics relating to individual households, firms and governments that are integrated into a unique statistical scaffolding. The motivation behind national accounting underwent changes across time- from being rooted in taxable capacities and redistribution issues of the nation-states around the end of the 17th Century to addressing planning and policy requirements by mid- 20th Century. 
During its nascent stage, a crucial contribution towards national accounts came from Sir William Petty around mid-17th Century; he conceptualised a framework consisting of the Annual Value of the Labour of the People or income, Annual Proceeds of the Stock or Wealth of the Nation or simply, capital on one side of his accounts, and Annual Expense of the People or expenditure on the other side. Gregory King made an addendum to Sir Petty’s conceptualisation in 1688 by adding the excess of income over expenditure, resembling national income accounts as we know it today. 
National accounting saw a paradigmatic shift only in the twentieth century, decisively so in the post-World War II era. Zoltan Kenessey identified certain movements within national account ing in this era, most noteworthy among which were the application of macroeconomic – mainly Keynesian- theories in the national accounts system, the enforcement of a double-entry system in bookkeeping, policy orientation for post-war reconstruction and finally, the internationali sation of national accounting methodologies in the form of the System of National Accounts coordinated by the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development, United Nations and Eurostat (Mokyr, 2003). 
In India too, the modus operandi of compilation of national account statistics is consonant with the System of National Accounts (MoSPI, 2012). Interestingly, it was only Post-Independence that due attention was directed towards national income and associated aggregates. The Pre Independence era saw individual economists and researchers grappling with the question of national income in the face of a dearth of official statistics, as discussed in the following sections. 

2 Congruities and Incongruities : National Accounts Statistics (NAS) and National Sample Survey (NSS) in India 
The external validity of the National Sample Survey’s dataset pertaining to the estimates of household expenditure has been a subject of extensive discourse, especially with regard to their comparability with the National Accounting System’s data on private consumption. The case for comparability between these two distinct databases lies in an assumption of a relative lack of sampling and non-sampling errors between them. The NSS’s large sample size seemingly assuages a systematic bias in survey results; while on the other hand, it is assumed that sources from which NAS indirectly derives its componential figures suffer only negligible bias or variance. 
There exist, however, considerable points of departure between NSS and NAS estimates of household consumption expenditure and private consumption respectively. Key anomalies sur face along the lines of procedure for collection/compilation of data, periodicity and coverage as espoused in the two databases, as have been outlined below. 
National Sample Survey consumption data is garnered in terms of value and quantity as recorded 30 days prior to the survey in the sample household. The survey period of a round of NSS is generally one year; a single round is divided into four sub-rounds during which sample house holds are canvassed in across the sub-rounds to rid the estimates of seasonality. The survey is based on a stratified two stage sampling design; villages and wards/urban blocks are first-stage units and households are second-stage units, both of which are selected through separate strata within rural and urban sectors. The first stage units are generally selected from within the strata in the form of two independent sub-samples. The first stage units are chosen either with replacement or by systematic selection with probability proportional to size. The second stage units are selected, either linear or circular, systematically. 
Given the large sample sizes operational in NSS data, sampling errors at an all-India level, or even at the state-levels does not amount to much, although sampling errors relating to item-wise expenditure relating to quality food, clothing, footwear etc. usually run higher at the state level than at the national level. 
Sampling errors apart, NSS data may also be subject to other non-sampling errors. One such is the procedural expectation of respondents to recall values and quantities of consumption of items such as food grains/spices/etc. in the 30 days prior to the inquiry; respondents may fail to recall such information, leading to an incorrect apportionment of consumption expenditure. Secondly, certain consumption expenditures are socially condemned and may go unreported or underreported in fear of backlash, especially, patterns relating to liquor consumption; purchases relating to gold and jewellery might go underreported too. Facets relating to the design of the survey might also aggravate some shortcomings. Some scholars, for example, maintain that consumption of consumer durables by the affluent strata of the society are underestimated in 

NSS estimates. 
While the NSS consumption data is a primary data set generated by a large scale sample survey, the Central Statistics Office’s (CSO) National Accounting System (NAS) estimates on private consumption is based on the production data of goods and services obtained from sources outside the CSO. The data hence sourced undergoes adjustments like deduction of exports, intermediate uses, net increases in stocks and addition in imports to arrive at the availability of various goods and services for domestic consumption and capital formation. The value and volume of all such goods or services available for domestic consumption are relevant to CSO’s apportionment for government, business and private purposes; the last category, i.e., private consumption is often compared to NSS’s household consumption expenditure estimates. 
The NAS’s methodology evaluates consumer expenditures separately into home-produced or market-purchased in accordance with producer’s prices or retail price. Further, private con sumption expenditure is derived by deducting government consumption expenditure from the final total consumption expenditure. CSO uses the income approach to estimate values of out puts of consumer services like recreation, and then apportions it to the private, government or intermediate uses; under the income approach, CSO utilises Census data on total number of persons engaged in service and their average earnings. 
Since CSO uses data from other agencies, NAS data on private consumption might be bogged down by poor availability of reliable, observed data on intermediate uses, production etc. Fur ther, data relating to stocks held by households and businesses, data relating to the production of consumer goods in the unorganised sector are few and far between. In addition, there are certain clear discrepancies that arise by virtue of NAS data being dependent on official records instead of direct observation/ directly reported consumption. Official data pertaining to exports and imports might be misreported to evade excise duty; further, certain transactions escape offi cial notice, for example, in cases of cross-border movement of goods and services without official traces. 
Fallacies in collection methodologies are reflected in certain categories of consumption expen diture. For example, CSO derives expenditure on education and medical services from NSS in addition to other administrative reports, risking duplication or overestimation. The CSO also subjectively assumes fixed proportions of production of durables in the economy as con sumption by households, which is not an ideal provision. In addition, sampling error in NAS estimates manifest in the form of built up sampling errors from myriad reference sample surveys. 
Apart from procedural differences, there is a stark difference in the time periods of the NSS and NAS. The frequency and commission of the NSS is subject to technical and logistical consider ations such as the availability of field staff. In this sense, the NSS isn’t a regular, annual feat; it is presented once in a quinquennium. The NAS estimates, on the other hand, are synchronised 

with the financial year. For the NAS, the agricultural year, July to June is accounted for in a 12-month period, ending on 31st March. The irregularity of the NSS means that reported current consumption by households is not very likely to have been concurrently produced. NSS data exempts goods and services produced outside the survey period; since the production of goods does not follow a steady-state flow in time, the product flow data of any particular year is likely to be affected by vagaries of the weather over a longer time, not captured in the NSS estimates based on direct observations in the nearest survey period. 
The coverage of consumption expenditure as espoused in the NSS and NAS datasets vary considerably. A major disparity is that NSS aligns itself with solely private households; the houseless population and population residing in institutions such as prisons, orphanages etc. are exempted from the NSS estimates. On the other hand, NAS estimates include all such insti tutions in addition to private households. It also includes consumption expenditure of non-profit and charitable institutions that provide welfare and other services to households (Minhas, 1988). 
To make NSS and NAS estimates on consumption expenditure truly comparable, certain ad justments have to be made, chief among which is the adjustment of coverage. The item-wise NSS per capita expenditure data can be used in conjunction with the total population of the country to measure up to the estimates of NAS’ private consumption data. Further adjustments could be made to this, by, for example, adding government expenditure on consumer items such as food grains/fruits etc. provided to certain individuals, free of cost or at subsidised prices, to NAS consumption data. Comparability between the 2 would also be subject to aligning price sets that differ for NSS and NAS datasets; NSS consumer prices for most foodgrains consis tently run higher than that of NAS estimates which are better for consumer welfare and in determining costs of living. A reconfiguration and matching of the classification schemes of the two datasets would also be required to render them comparable; for example, while NAS considers expenditures on hotels and restaurants as a non-food expenditure, NSS includes it in the food group. Such classification, hence, needs to be straightened out. 






3 Genealogy of National Income Accounting in India
 3.1 National Income Accounting in Antiquity: The Pre-Independence Era 
National Income Estimates have enjoyed easy popularity with statisticians and economists in the past, as they do at present and probably still will, in the future. V.K.R.V. Rao, in his sem inal work titled “An Essay on India’s National Income 1925-29” points to a “definiteness” and “completeness” to the calculation of national income that is absent in other forms of economic interrogations. The relevance of such estimates lies in providing an exhaustive summary of a country’s entire economy and in chronicling various participating populations, from producers to income receivers (National Income Committee, 1954). However, the quest for this exhaus tiveness has been challenged by difficulties in developing sound methodologies, especially since this activity involves the assembly of large amounts of data (Desai, 1953). The characteristics of challenges, however, could vary widely across timescales, with the availability and compara bility of data plaguing earlier attempts of estimation of national income, and the sophistication of estimates plaguing the more recent ones. 
Perhaps the earliest, most renowned estimate of India’s National Income was proffered by Dr. Dadabhai Naoroji in 1871. Dr. Naoroji, presenting his paper on “The Wants and Needs of In dia” before the East India Association, derived his estimates of the country’s per capita income from revenue figures such as land revenues. This work was followed by a deeper investigation into official data on revenues, culminating in his next celebrated work- “Poverty of India”, pub lished in 1876 (Rao, 1939). 
Dr. Naoroji’s methodology remains a laudable effort to this date, given the paucity of reliable data to facilitate an exercise such as the estimation of national income. Nevertheless, Naoroji made use of data pertaining to price, yield per acre and area under cultivation of principal crops in each province, arriving at average income per acre and subsequently of that province. From the resultant figure, he deducted 10 percent to accommodate the lower valuation of non-principal crops. Naoroji’s estimates were comparable to those reported by provincial governments to the Famine Commission in 1880. Although Naoroji’s national income estimate of Rs. 340 Crores was an underestimate, the Famine Commission’s findings might have been an overestimation too, especially in relation to the estimates for the North-West Provinces and Madras. 
However, Naoroji’s methodology in relation to the evaluation of non-agricultural output wasn’t as well received as that of his estimates of agricultural outputs. Some of the biggest criticisms were his gross underestimation of the values produced from meat, milk and industry. First, Naoroji pitched the output of milk and meat at Rs. 15 Crores; however, Rao points out the logical incongruence of this number given that the 1875 cattle census enumerated 27 million buffaloes and cows in the country. The number, therefore, was inadequate to capture not only the yield of milk, but also the output from meat and fish. Second, Naoroji put industrial output at Rs. 2 crores – at less than 6 percent of the agricultural output; given that the number of 

people employed in industry was 25 percent of agriculture, and given further that, intuitively, industrial output per head would be greater than agricultural output per head, this figure, in Rao’s analysis, is a misnomer. Finally, Naoroji’s estimates neglected to take into account the value addition from transport, public force and administration, professions and domestic ser vants. In defence of the latter criticism, however, Rao offers that Naoroji must have followed the school of thought of materiality of income, as opposed to that of utility wherein material goods are only as useful as the utility they furnish. 
In concluding his evaluation of Naoroji’s estimates, Rao iterates that the former’s per capita income figures for 1867-68 were an underestimation of the real figures, correcting Naoroji’s per capita estimate of Rs 20 to be at least Rs 23-24. Rao’s suggestion for future income estimations from Naoroji’s exercise was increased caution in assessing the value of non-agricultural output. 
Following Naoroji’s attempt in 1876, numerous other attempts of note were made. In 1882, Baring and Barbour estimated the per capita income of India to be Rs. 27 and the total na tional income to be Rs. 525 crores. Baring and Barbour calculated the agricultural income of the country at that time at Rs. 350 crores and the non-agricultural income at Rs. 175 crores. Lord Curzon’s 1901 contribution to the topic pertained to an estimate of British India’s income for the years 1897-1898. Pegging the per capita income at Rs. 30 and the national income at Rs. 675 crores, Lord Curzon’s figures conveyed a 11 percent increase over the per capita income of Rs. 27 calculated in 1882. 
However, a study which closely followed Lord Curzon’s proposition -that of William Digby’s a year later, in 1902- debunked the former’s findings. Digby’s exercise valued the per capita income at Rs. 18, a figure substantially lower than Curzon’s Rs 30. Digby’s methodology of calculating agricultural income differed from that of his predecessors’ attempts; instead of mak ing calculations based on the area under cultivation under different crops, yield per acre and their prices, Digby mobilised the ratio between the land revenue collected by the Government to the assumed productivity of the soil over the years. It is interesting to note that Digby’s proposed agricultural income for India for the year 1899 was even lower than that of Naoroji’s in 1876. Digby’s computation of the agricultural income had failed to take into account the provincial differences in land revenue assessment and the differential assessment of different settlement types. Digby’s computation of non-agricultural income was criticised for its omis sion of the evaluation of outputs from services such as professions, government and domestic servants. Digby’s attempt, therefore, although distinctive, was discarded for misrepresenting and underestimating the country’s economy. 
F.J. Atkinson, an important functionary in the Government of India at that time with a safe claim to knowledge of field realities, drafted a paper titled “A Statistical Review of the Income and Wealth of British India”, in which he scrutinised Digby’s propositions and made his own estimates. Although his own calculations, for the years 1875 and 1895, were overestimations, his 

methodology was a striking improvement over his predecessors. He had categorised the working population of the country into two- agricultural and non-agricultural; the latter was further sub categorised into the highly paid bankers, merchants, civil/military officials and low paid workers in industry, government servants and miscellaneous. For calculating agricultural income, Atkin son used data on area, yield and prices, dividing the resultant figure by the share of population engaged in agriculture. For calculating non-agricultural income, Atkinson came up with the idea of figures representative of wages of the different occupations and then multiplying it with the number of persons employed in that group; where he failed to garner data on wages, he would assign persons to ‘skilled’ or ‘unskilled’ groups and earmark for them wage-rates pertaining to these groups in accordance with official estimates. Although novel, Atkinson’s methodology too had some fundamental flaws. As regards the agricultural income, he had taken an inflated yield per acre, assuming an improvement in the art of agriculture through expansion of irrigation; not only is this assumption dubious, it possibly also amounted to an overestimation of the yield per acre of unirrigated land. Even his computation of non-agricultural income was thwarted by his faulty scope of the working population; in his conceptualisation, the working population comprised all males above 15 years of age, discounting women and children under 15 and over counting for men who aren’t disposed to work or are physically challenged. Hence, Atkinson’s estimate of per capita income of Rs. 30.5 in 1875 and Rs. 39.5 in 1895 are exaggerations that, when corrected for the abovementioned inadequacies, would amount to Rs 31.5 in V.K.R.V. Rao’s estimates. 
Post Atkinson, Sir B.N. Sarma estimated per capita income of British India in 1911 at Rs 50; for 1913-14, Wadia and Joshi computed national income per capita to be Rs. 44.3; Findlay Shirras pegged the number at Rs 107 for 1921 and for the same year, Shah and Khambatta pegged it at Rs 74. The latter duo wrote an elaborate account on the topic of national income in “Wealth and Taxable Capacity of India” in 1924. 
In Shah and Khambatta’s work, agricultural income far exceeded non-agricultural income, an attribute which may be challenged following the logic that industrial workers are better paid than agricultural workers. Further, Shah and Khambatta distinguish between a ‘national divi dend’ and a ‘national income’, the former only extending to commodity income and the latter extending beyond commodity income, to income from abstract services; what this essentially entailed was that, on account of materiality of income from services not resulting in material commodities, services such as Public Administration with sizeable incomes were discounted. In connection to income from cattle, the value from production of milk per annum was under exaggerated and the number of milch cows/cow-buffaloes was way below the actual numbers, yielding an underestimation. Shah and Khambatta also underestimated the output from hand icrafts. Therefore, their estimate of Rs. 74 for the year 1921 was an underestimate. 
2 years after Shah and Khambatta, in 1926, Vakil and Muranjan estimated the per capita in come of India in 1925 at Rs. 74. The Govt. of India in the Central Banking Enquiry Committee 

Report, 1931, computed the national income for the agricultural population only for the year 1928 and estimated the per capita income for the same population to be Rs. 42; another Govt. of India publication was the Simon Commission Report which put the per capita income for the whole of India for the year 1929 at Rs. 116. 
Another noteworthy contribution is that of V.K.R.V Rao for the years 1931-32, computing per capita income as Rs. 62. Drawing data from the Occupational Census of 1931-31, in 1940, Rao used an “inventory method” to compute the income of earners hailing from agriculture, pasture, mines, forestry, fishing and hunting and used the “income method”, with the help of income tax statistics, to adjudge separately the income of tax-paying and non-tax-paying non-agricultural earners. To the figures hence arrived at, Rao added income from property and other miscellaneous sources, deducting money value for goods and services consumed in the process of production or for the maintenance of equipment. From the net totals, Rao adjusted for the country’s indebtedness and estimated the national income. R.C. Desai had criticised Rao’s methodology for its insufficient accounting of errors; while Rao had accounted for errors relating to his estimation of agricultural output in average prices, he hadn’t done the same in case of his estimation of non-agricultural outputs which he had operationalised through average earnings. 
What emerges from the detailed account of estimates presented above is the lack of uniformity in methodology and estimates. Even estimates computed for the same year substantially from each other; for the same period of 1931-32, wheraras, V.K.R.V. Rao pegged the per capita national income at Rs. 62, R.C. Desai pegged it at Rs. 72, and so on. The non-comparability of national estimates is evident from the table attached below on national income estimates pre-independence. 
However, national income estimation is an exercise that reveals not only the present economic status of the country, but hints at potential economic growth trajectories and trendlines. Such calculations then become instrumental in informing policy. If ‘detailed and consistent’ national income estimates are computed across years, it will allow the analysis of trends in economic growth, changes in outputs, inputs and responses to such changes. Not to mention, such exer cises mitigate prejudices that surface are prone to surfacing in policy decisions. The recognition of this marked need for regular estimates of national income materialised in Independent India in the form a High Powered Committee named ‘National Income Committee’ chaired by Prof. Mahalanobis, with Prof. Gadgil and Prof. V.K.R.V. Rao as its members in 1949. The present National Accounts Division in the Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation (MoSPI) traces its legacy to this Committee. 
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3.2 National Income Accounting in Contemporary Times : The Post-Independence Era 
The trajectory of regular and standardised estimates of national accounts owes significantly to this milestone constitution of the National Income Committee in 1949. With the assistance of a National Income Unit - established by the Ministry of Finance to aid the operation of the Committee- reports recommending annual estimation of national income were published in 1951 and 1954. Actioning on this recommendation, the task of annual estimations was entrusted to the National Income Unit, which was transferred from the Committee to, first, the Ministry of Finance, second, the Central Statistical Organisation and finally as a separate National Income Division under the CSO. The CSO published “Estimates of National Income” in 1956 with base year 1948-49 at constant prices, in keeping with the recommendations of the Committee. Later, the series - which continued to be published up until 1966- was to be known as the ‘conventional series’. 
The dearth of available data, which had hindered development of robust income estimates pre independence, was no longer proving to be an issue. In the face of improving data sources and their availability, the exercise of estimation started undergoing revisions in the form of base year updation and methodological sophistication. The first such revision was personified in the “Na tional Income Statistics-Proposals for a Revised Series for national Income Estimates, 1955-56 – 1959-60”, published by CSO in 1961. Later, in 1967, the methodological proposals of 1961 were further revised and the base year changed from 1948-49 to 1960-61- in “Brochure on the Revised Series of National Product, 1960-61 to 1964-65”- with inputs garnered from a seminar of the Indian Association for Research in National Income and Wealth. Constant updation of the scope of national income estimates were underway. Aggregates like capital formation and savings were being studied for the years 1960-61 and found mention in “National Income Statistics - Estimates of Capital Formation in India, 1960-61”. 
The coverage of the annual publication underwent a sea of changes - from inclusion of estimates of private consumption expenditure, factor incomes, consolidated accounts of the nation and detailed accounts of the public sector. The publications, earlier called “Estimates of National Product”, got their present name “National Accounts Statistics” (NAS) in 1975 to reflect the expanded coverage. By this time, the publications were responding to their various audience’s needs; CSO published a special supplement in 1975 called “National Accounts Statistics, 1960- 61 to 1972-73 - Disaggregated Tables” which subsequently became a regular feature of the NAS. 
The base year was revised from 1960-61 to 1970-71 in NAS, 1978. Both the 1960-61 and 1970-71 came to be known as the “Revised Series”. These estimates made use of data from sources like livestock census, population census, various sample and ad-hoc studies. Detailed description of changes in methodology were outlined in a special publication titled “National Accounts Statistics: Sources & Methods” in April 1980; however, later such methodological revisions were mentioned as ‘Notes on Methodology’ in NAS publications. 

The 1980-81 series (NAS with base year 1980-81) incorporated a lot of conceptual improvements drawing from a range of studies undertaken by Reserve Bank of India (RBI), and Directorate of Economics & Statistics (DESs) of the State Governments and the estimation of Consumption of Fixed Capital (CFC) based on the estimates of fixed capital stock using Perpetual Inventory Method (PIM) carried out by the NAD. Updated data sources like the Population Census, Livestock Census, All India Debt & Investment Survey (AIDIS), the Economic Census (EC) and its follow-up surveys to bridge the gap in data pertaining to the unorganised segments of the non-agricultural sectors, Cost of Cultivation Studies (CCS) etc. were made use of. Some noteworthy methodological improvements were the revised procedure of estimation of paddy, value added for textile group in unregistered manufacturing, domestic product from Public Ad ministration and Defence at constant prices, consumption of fixed capital (CFC), consumption of textiles and other items of private final consumption expenditure, change in stocks, losses of the departmental enterprises of the government etc. These estimates were expanded to cover the newly created State of Sikkim. 
The base year for NAS was revised to 1993-94 in the year 1999. The NAS were till 1999 a decennial affair, synchronised with the publication of the Population Census which it relied on heavily for data; then it would follow that the base year should have been 1990-91 in line with the 1991 Census. However, in light of better estimates, especially of the Workforce Participation Rate, captured by the National Sample Survey Organisation, the base year revision was made to match the quinquennial publication of the 50th Round of NSS IN 1993-94. The 1993-94 revisions further bore sophistication of concepts used in methodology; estimates of workforce by economic activity was mobilised through the worker-population ratio and workforce partici pation rate in the Census and the NSS, the National Horticulture Board’s horticulture statistics were used, agricultural coverage in the backyard/foreyard, floriculture, deep sea fishing, valua tion of prawns and shrimps, tailoring services, contribution of the Employees Provident Fund Organisation in the GDP. The 1993-94 revision also actioned some recommendations of the 1993 SNA. It allocated FISIM to all user industries and estimated outputs from insurance services in line with the recommendations. 
Next, CSO revised the base year to 1999-2000 in 2006. For meaningful analysis that captured structural changes in the economy, a more recent year was taken, the choice of methodology, aggregates, data sources were reviewed and as far as possible, the 1993 SNA recommendations were implemented. The revision was concurrent with the quinquennial 1999-2000 NSS publi cation, and used complementing data from the Census as well as the NSS, as in the case of the 1993-94 series. The 1999-2000 series also used findings from the Directorate of Economics and Statistics, Department of Agriculture and Cooperation, DESAg, Socio-Economic Research Centre etc. More recently, India has aligned its national accounts statistics with the United Nations-System of National Accounts, 2008 (UN-SNA 2008). 
In January 2015, the Base Year was revised to 2011- 12 to accommodate the 2008 SNA recommendations. Data sources were revised, coverage of activities was expanded and methodological improvements were made. Financial corporations, local bodies and autonomous institutions recorded better coverage; the Ministry of Corporate Affairs supplied corporate sector data whereas studies were commissioned to understand data gaps and gauge the utility of available data in the Annual Survey of Industries, NSS and others (MoSPI, 2019). 
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estimating the value of output of construction sector; (i) netting the retained
reserves and dividends paid from the property income of mutual funds for the
purpose of estimating the output of banking sector: (iv) aligning the estimates
of capital formation by industry of use with those of assets/institutions; (v)
‘adjusting for reinvested earnings in India of foreign companies in the estimates
of saving of private corporate sector and the consequential changes in the
external transactions account (vi) including in the private corporate sector’s
GFCF, the domestic consumption of software (net of public sector purchases)
and the expenditures on construction of assets by the newly set up companies
before they commence production: and (vii) treating the operating losses of
departmental commercial undertakings as imputed subsidics, in line with the
‘practice followed for irrigation departments.
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Tmplementation]
of the 1993
SNA  Recom-
‘mendations

i) valuation of non-market agricultural crops on the basis of prices of s
ilar products made by market producers and their inclusion in the produc-
tion boundary (i) inclusion of own-account production of housing services by
owner-occupiers and of domestic and personal services produced by employ-
ing paid domestic staff (iil) inclusion of premium supplements in respect of life
‘and non-life insurance ontput estimates (ii) inclusion of reinvested carnings of
forcign direct investors in the rest of the world account. (iv) imputed value of
own-account labour treated as mixed income of self-cmployed (v) expenditures
on mineral exploration treated as capital expenditure (vi) allocation of finan-
cial intermediation services indirectly measured (FISIM) to the users of these
services, as intermediate consumption to industries and as final consumption
to final users (vii) inclusion of expenditures on valuables, which are held as
stores of value, and are treated as Gross Capital Formation; (vii) treatment of
expenditures on software as Gross capital formation; (ix) inclusion of natural
srowth of livestock as Gross capital formation (x) inclusion of expenditures
made on few tree crops during the gestation period as Gross capital formation;
(xi) addition of capital expenditure incurred on installing the wind energy sys-
tems in the Gross Fixed Capital Formation: (xii) estimation of consumption
o fixed capital of all fixed assets including government buildings, roads, dams
ete. by Perpetual Inventory Method (PIM); and (xiii) adopting the practice
of changing base year every 5 years.

Source: Compiled from Kolli, 2007




