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DIRECTOR’S PREFACE

How does a socialized agriculture work? What of its organ-
ization, controls, output, labor productivity, and product dis-
tribution? The time is not ripe for any general or definitive
answer to these imperious questions, but Soviet experience
affords a challenging opportunity to dig out partial and tenta-
tive answers relating specifically to that experience.

Typically glowing accounts by Soviet spokesmen are punc-
tuated from time to time by wholesale charges and occasional
purges, as in 1946. From visiting journalists, other foreign
visitors, and recent emigrés come widely divergent answers.
Initial prejudices, partisanship, differences in range of observa-
tions, and variations in degrees of credulity and competence
help to account for such divergences. The subject demands
skillful and intensive research, with the maximum use of the
considerable though inadequate information that Soviet policy
permits, sometimes unwittingly, to become available to the
public at home and abroad. It is this kind of research that is
embodied in the present work.

The writer of this book lived in Russia until after the Bol-
shevik Revolution. In World War I he worked on food prob-
lems as a member of the staff of the Economics Division of the
All-Russian Union of Cities. Under the Kerensky regime of
February—October 1917 he was an associate member of the Su-
preme Food Council and one of the advisers of the Supreme
Economic Council. Later he served the Soviet government in
Western Europe as a grain expert in trade representations in
Germany. To the official Encyclopedia of Russian Exports (pub-
lished in Russian, Berlin, 1st ed., 1926, 2d ed., 1928) he
contributed the long section on “Grain,” writing most of it and
editing the rest.

During the last few years of his residence in Germany, he
served as a foreign correspondent of the Food Research Insti-
tute, preparing memoranda on grain developments in Germany
and the USSR. Since he came to the United States in 1933, he
has written for the Institute two issues of Wheat Studies—
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viii THE SOCIALIZED AGRICULTURE OF THE USSR

“Wheat Problems and Policies in Germany” (November 1936),
and “Wheat Prices and Milling Costs in Classical Rome”
(March 1944)—and one book, Competition among Grains (Jan-
uary 1940). He has also made important contributions to the
study of tractors and, more recently, to the understanding of
wheat, flour, and bread in classical antiquity. In our judgment,
based on an association covering about twenty years, he is a
thorough, ingenious, and trustworthy scholar.

The Institute has done its utmost to facilitate his completion
of this extraordinarily difficult task. As the writer himself
brings out in his Introduction, it is too much to expect that any-
one, anywhere, can present a perfectly true picture of the evo-
lution and results of the Soviet agricultural system. Some errors
of fact and interpretation are inevitable in such a work, and we
hope that subsequent research will correct any that the book
contains. Yet we are satisfied that it constitutes a major contri-
bution toward reliable understanding of a highly important
subject that has been obscure and confused.

In the production of this book the Institute has been sig-
nificantly aided by grants from the Rockefeller Foundation.

J. S. Davis
July 1949



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

When this study reaches the reader, the necessity of thorough
research on the Soviet economy will not need emphasis. It
was different early in 1946 when the Food Research Institute
decided to help me to go on with the project. A share of any
credit that may be forthcoming goes to the Institute and its Ex-
ecutive Director, Dr. M. K. Bennett.

Mr. P. Stanley King, of the Institute, did a big job on the
study, going over the whole manuscript thoroughly and check-
ing computations, the argument, and so on. Much of the final
wording is his. The charts and maps are entirely his work.

The manuscript, when first submitted, consisted of two parts.
At the suggestion of Dr. J. S. Davis, the material was rearranged
into five parts. Many other improvements were made as a result
of his scrutiny.

Dr. V. P. Timoshenko, who is in the first rank among stu-
dents of Russian and Soviet agriculture, took pains to read the
study from beginning to end. No manuscript could fail to
profit substantially from the suggestions of such an expert.

This study, like most of my others, is based primarily on
material in the library of the United States Department of Agri-
culture. But it is not the books used there that one recalls after
the burdensome job is done. It is the friendly atmosphere of
the place. Names cannot be given; there are too many. But
everywhere—in the reading room, in circulation, in the cata-
logue section—everybody is helpful, and helpful in such a way
that it is pure pleasure to go there, to be there.

N.J.






CHAPTER

I

II.

III.

Iv.

VI.

VII.

VIII.

CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION . e e
Aims of this study, 3—The approach 5——Handlcaps,

6—Character of the results, 15—The USSR vs. the United

States, 16—Plan of the book, 17

PART I. A SUMMARY VIEW

THE SOCIALIZATION DRIVE AND THE PROCUREMENT
SYSTEM

Conditions leading to collecnwzatlon, 23—F alth in the bxg

enterprise, 26—Compulsion, 30—The results, 33—A glance

into the future, 37—Five-Year Plans in operation, 38

THE SociaLizep FArMs

Sovkhozy, 43—Kolkhozy, 49—The new territories, 59

PropucTiON AND INCOME: GoALs AND RESULTS

Investment, 61—Mechanization, 62—OQOutput, 64—Produc-
tion by commodities, 70—Income, 73

. MARKETINGS AND CONSUMPTION

Marketings, 77—Consumption, 84

PART II. BACKGROUND

NATURAL RESOURCES AND POPULATION

A general view, 103—Climate, 108—Soils, 112—Natural
conditions of the USSR and the United States, 113—Land
utilization, 115—Land reserves, 118—Agricultural regions,
122—Land resources and population, 129

LAND TENURE AND DE-STRATIFICATION .
Pre-Revolution land tenure, 134—The “Russian way,” 139
—The Stolypin reform, 141—Pre-Revolution drift in land
tenure, 143—Stratification in agriculture, 146—Post-Revo-
lution land tenure, 151

PRE-COLLECTIVIZATION PEASANT FARMING

“Class” composition: an over-all view, 161—The 1927 sur-
vey of peasant economy, 163—Family size, 165—Means of
production, 166—Land tenure, 171—Sale and hire of labor,
173—Income and wealth, 176—Per capita data, 177—Re-
gional variations, 179

xi

PAGE

23

61

77

103

133

161



THE SOCIALIZED AGRICULTURE OF THE USSR

xii
CHAPTER PAGE
IX. PrE-REVOLUTION INCOME AND PRODUCTION . 183
Incomes, 183—Farm machinery and fertilizer, 184—Pro-
duction, 187—Marketings, 191—Exports, 193—Rigidity of
production, 196—World War I, 198
X. DECLINE AND RECOVERY AFTER THE REVOLUTION 200
Decline, 200—Recovery, 202—Technical factors, 203—
Price relationships, 205—Production, 213—Marketings and
peasant consumption, 222—Exports, 231
PART III. SOCIALIZED ORGANIZATION AND CONTROL
XI. SovkHOZY . . 235
Before the drive, 235—lst Plan Perlod goals, 237—lst
Plan Period: failure and its causes, 246—2d Plan Period,
252—3d Plan Period, 259—The prewar status, 261—War-
time and postwar developments, 267
XII. MACHINE-TRACTOR STATIONS . 269
Forerunners of the MTS, 269—Early experience w1th MTS
273—The MTS as mature institutions, 280
XIII. EARLY KoLKHOZY AND THE Bic DRIVE . . 296
The early period, 298—The drive, 304—Kulaki and mdx-
vidual peasants, 311—Kolkhoz enlargement, 315—Kolkhoz
specialization, 319—The end of the commune and TOZ,
320—The cost of collectivization, 322
XIV. KoLkHOzZY: ORGANIZATION . 325
The charter, 327—Membership, 327—Management, 329
—Labor force, 334
XV. KoLkHO0zY: PROPERTY COLLECTIVIZED AND
OPERATIONS . . . 338
Land, 339—Machinery, 342——L1vestock 343——0peratlons,
358
XVI. OBLIGATORY DELIVERIES AND KOLKHOZ MARKETS 363
The first commandment, 363—Delivery techniques in gen-
eral, 366—Delivery techniques for specified products, 371
—Kolkhoz markets and government commercial stores, 383
XVII. MAN PoweR: UTILIZATION 389

The central problem, 389—The obhgatlon to work and the
work itself, 391—Trudoden, 401—Premiums, 405—Tru-
dodni statistics, 410—Trudodni and workdays related to
output, 413



CHAPTER

XVIII.

PART IV. SOCIALIZED PRODUCTION:
XIX.

XX.

XXI.

XXII.

XXIII.

XXIV.

XXVIL.

XXVIIL.

CONTENTS

Man Powker: ProbucTIvVITY .

Labor productivity before collectivization, 420——-Kolkhozy,
423—Kolkhoznik enterprises, 433—Sovkhozy, 436—Social-
ized agriculture as a whole, 438—The USSR and other
countries, 441

MECHANIZATION

General: goals and attamments, 450—Total power, 4-55—
The tractor, 460—Rural electrification, 475—Grain harvest-
ing, 475

TECHNIQUES OTHER THAN MECHANIZATION

Land improvements, 483—Various techniques, 485—Fer-
tilizer, 494—Improvements in livestock, 501

TotaL Crop PRODUCTION .

1st Plan Period, 502—2d Plan Perlod 516——-—3d Plan
Period, 520—War, 522—4th Plan Period, 523—Changes in
regional distribution of cropped plowland, 526—Cropped
plowland by crop groups: recapitulation, 529

GRAIN .
Acreages, 532—Y1elds and outputs, 538»—-—Ut1hzatlon, 550
—Procurements, 561

TecHNICAL CROPS . .
Fibers, 562—Oilseeds, 573—Sugar beets, 580—Tobacco,
585—Rubber, 586

PotaTOES, VEGETABLES, AND FRUITS .

Potatoes, 587—Vegetables, 595—Potatoes and vegetables
for large cities, 603—Fruits and berries, 604

. FEED

Total feed, 607—-—Hay, 612——Straw and chaﬁ 618—-Feed
roots and silage, 618—Pasture, 619

LIVEsTock .

1st Plar Period, 620—2d Plan Penod 623—3d Plan
Period, 625—4th Plan Period, 630—Regional variations,
632

ANIMAL ProbucTs .

Meat, 638—Milk, 648—Eggs, 652——-—Wool and dees, 653
—Total Animal Products, 653

xiii
PAGE

415

PLANS AND RESULTS

449

483

502

532

562

587

607

620

638






THE SOCIALIZED AGRICULTURE OF THE USSR






CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The socialization of Russian agriculture is a unique phe-
nomenon. The huge size of the country and the brief span of
time in which its agriculture was socialized make the experience
peculiarly intriguing to study. By and large over the world, the
family-operated general farm has proved the most economic
form of agricultural production. Yet thousands of large state-
owned farms, the sovkhozy, were brought into existence in the
USSR. Initially operated on a factory-like basis for the pro-
duction of single commodities such as wheat, cattle, or hogs,
they still preserve this character to a large extent. Outside the
USSR, furthermore, attempts to combine small farms into large-
scale production co-operatives have thus far proved even less
successful than have the efforts of the large farms to resist the
encroachment of the family -farm. Yet almost overnight in the
Soviet Union some 20 million small family farms were merged
into approximately 200,000 large collective farms, the kolkhozy.

Those 20 million peasant households, poorly supplied with
the means of production and with technical knowledge, were
certainly a weak sector of an economy striving for rapid ad-
vancement. There is no question that improvement was needed.
But was the chosen method—that of replacing the backward
peasant farming system by state and collective farms—superior
to the customary one, by which the farmers would have been
provided with an abundance of technical information, credit to
acquire the means of production at low prices, and, most im-
portant, a rapidly expanding market for their produce at favor-
able prices?

AIMS OF THIS STUDY

When the present study was started early in 1945, the writer
cherished the hope of contributing toward an answer to the
question of the relative advantages of large-scale state and col-
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lectivized peasant farming. So far as concerns collectivized
farming, however, the hope dwindled as his researches gradually
clarified the picture. Collective farming was introduced and
has developed under such adverse conditions in the Soviet Union
that it would have failed even if it were, per se, a perfectly
sound undertaking. The only conclusion that can be reached
on the basis of Soviet experience is that collectivization of agri-
culture should never be attempted by the methods resorted to
in the USSR.

Excessive speed in collectivizing, and state appropriation of
a large part of the kolkhoz (collective) output at inadequate
prices, were the two principal factors that prevented the Soviet
experiment in collectivization from constituting a fair trial.
The adverse effects of the first of these had been largely, though
not fully, overcome by the end of the ’thirties. The second
handicap, however, has persisted; indeed, its detrimental effects
increased as the state’s grip on the operations and output of
the kolkhozy was strengthened. As for the sovkhozy, only the
undue haste with which they were established hampered their
development. They were given every opportunity to eliminate
the resulting weaknesses, but in vain.

If the purpose of the study were only to appraise the results
of the operations of state and collective farms as an experiment
in socialization of agriculture, a great deal of space would have
to be devoted to the state farms. Actually, analysis is focused
primarily upon the kolkhozy. The major purpose of this study
is not to discuss the more or less theoretical question of the
superiority of socialized agriculture, but to analyze the develop-
ment of Soviet agriculture as a very important link in the na-
tional economy, indeed as the foundation on which industrial-
ization at previously unheard of rates was and is being based.
Since the sovkhozy were relegated to a secondary role in Soviet
agriculture a few years after the start of the socialization drive,
space could be saved by dealing cursorily with them.

In spite of the rapid expansion of industry and of the urban
sector, almost two-thirds of the population is still rural in the
USSR. Soviet indusiry reveals no great ability to sell its
products competitively in foreign markets. The USSR has to



INTRODUCTION 5

depend entirely on its agriculture for all food and for practi-
cally all industrial raw materials of agricultural origin. Soviet
agriculture still is and will continue to be, at least for a consider-
able time, the foundation of the country’s economic structure.
The success of her huge reconstruction drive will depend to a
large extent on the results of the reconstruction of agricilture.
Should the agricultural foundation fail, the industrial super-
structure, however sturdy in itself, will fall with it.

The larger purpose of this study is to provide a careful
analysis of Soviet agriculture, especially during and since the
socialization drive, as a major component of the Soviet economy.
Such an analysis is urgently needed, now that the USSR is play-
ing so important a role in world affairs. Additional importance
attaches to the analysis because of the widening of the area over
which the socialization of agriculture is being undertaken. That
state and collectivized farming will be adopted in the Baltic
states and in other recently acquired territories is a foregone
conclusion. But collectivized farming has even become an ex-
port commodity and is being transplanted farther west into the
zone of Soviet special interests.

THE APPROACH

Much has been written on the great Soviet reorganization
drive in general and the collectivization of peasant farming in
particular. The appraisals range from enthusiastic acclaim to
prophecies of complete failure, with extreme views greatly
predominating. The present writer cannot deny having an ap-
praisal of his own, but this study has not been prepared to
expound that appraisal. Rather, its purpose is to give the reader
an opportunity to form his own opinion. To do this intelli-
gently, one needs all the relevant facts and figures—particularly
figures critically examined and sifted. It is these facts and
figures that the writer has done his utmost to bring together.

Ideas and philosophies played an important role in the post-
1917 reorganization of Russian agriculture. The Russian peas-
ant’s concept—that the land is God’s, and that only those who
are willing to work it with their own hands and who need its
yield should be permitted possession of it—was decisive in the
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agrarian revolution of 1917, has influenced the peasant’s be-
havior ever since, and will do so for a long time to come. In
a similar way, the establishment of large-scale state farms and
the collectivization of peasant farming were undoubtedly the
outgrowth of the Marxian idea that large-scale farming is much
superior to small-scale farming, just as large-scale industry is
superior to small-scale industry. This is an idea to which com-
munists of all shades and, indeed, many socialists continue to
adhere firmly. Philosophies pertaining to or involving agri-
culture played a great role also in the intra-party struggles,
between the Stalinists on the one hand and the Trotskyites and
the right wing on the other. The outcome of these is clearly
reflected in the government’s actions, especially in the pre-
collectivization and early collectivization periods.

Despite the importance of the various philosophies, little
space is devoted to them in this study. The intra-party fights
are almost entirely ignored. Whatever may have been the
guiding principles, the results have either justified them or
proved them false. The writer is primarily interested in these
results.

HANDICAPS

Many obstacles lie in the path of the investigator of the gen-
eral reorganization drive and the socialization drive in agri-
culture. The first difficulty arises from the abnormal conditions
under which the drives proceeded. Intentional concealment of
information and distortion of basic statistics further handicap
the researcher.

Violent and confused changes—The great expansion of
state farming in the late 1920’s, and especially the collectiviza-
tion drive of 1928-32, constituted nothing short of a terrific
avalanche. The establishment and operation of the sovkhozy
suffered heavily from the lack of such elementary knowledge
among their officials as the fact that a cow or a sow has to be
bred and fed. The kolkhozy were similarly handicapped, but
other difficulties hampered their progress even more. Not only
were the peasants forced into the kolkhozy, but this was done
in a very unjust and, in the final analysis, uneconomical way.
Although the kolkhozy were not intended to serve the interests
of the collectivized peasantry, the unfortunate members of the
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new collective farms were called upon to surrender, along with
their other capital goods, all their workstock and a large por-
tion of their productive livestock. Rather than comply, the peas-
ants sold, consumed, or destroyed the livestock, even their
horses, which, in the Soviet Union as a whole, declined from
33.5 million in 1928 to 16.6 million in 1933. Very little
mechanical power could be procured in such a short time. Thus,
instead of being based on mechanical power, as was the design,
the collectivized economy suffered for years from a very inade-
quate supply of any draft power.

For years the collectivization drive was conducted without
any plan, even without a clear idea as to how the work in
the collectives should be organized. Individual responsibility
of each member for assigned work, and organization of small
squads for performance of specific operations or for care of a
specified number of livestock, are now the basic principles of
labor organization in the kolkhozy. These principles, however,
were only gradually translated into practice, and were not in
universal operation until after nearly every peasant had become
a kolkhoz member. The squads, as one of the standard forms of
labor organization in collective (and state) farms, were not
established until 1939. In the beginning the kolkhozniki (col-
lectivized peasants and their families) were nothing but a huge
herd; most of their leaders were inexperienced, and many were
drawn from the ranks of city workers.

The soil was so poorly cultivated in the first years of the
collectivization drive that weed infestation became a critical
problem. This drawback was not fully eliminated when war
came in 1941. In certain important areas, moreover, the great
depletion of livestock herds was not made up until then.

By 1939 the early effects of the manner in which the collec-
tives were brought into being had not been fully overcome, and
such advantages as collectivization might offer had not been
fully displayed. In a similar way the negative features inher-
ent in collective farming, as organized in the Soviet Union, had
not reached full strength. In other words, the grand project had
not come to fruition. While the Soviet Union was not actively
involved in war until mid-1941, the fulfillment of the 3d Five-
Year Plan (1938-42) was to some extent affected by the speed-
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ing up of war preparations after mid-1939. Because of the
vast war destruction, abnormal conditions may now be expected
to prevail for a number of years. Socialized farming and its
results must therefore be analyzed in a state of movement,
indeed, of rapid change. This alone would have made the
task difficult even if reliable, unbiased statistics were at hand.

The blackout.—Surprising as it may seem, old Russia might
have been proud of her agricultural statistics. Statistical work
indeed flourished in Czarist times—to a very small extent in
central-government institutions, but mainly in the statistical
organizations of the zemstva, the elected governments of the
gubernii or provinces. The ablest of the Russian intelligentsia,
deprived by the Czarist regime of the opportunity to participate
in the political life of the country, sought refuge in these sta-
tistical organizations. Zemstvo statistics were almost exclusively
agricultural, or at least rural. The zemstva had their own crop
data, which differed considerably from one set of official sta-
tistics (see pages 725-27). Surveys of all phases of peasant
life were started by the zemstvo statisticians in the 1880’s, and
thereafter were conducted regularly on a large scale.” A feature
of these surveys, of particular significance for this study, was
that they included data on consumption, though generally of
grain only. With the help of these consumption data, rough
grain balances were made up which served as forecasts of prob-
able surpluses and deficits in specific areas, as well as checks
on the production statistics.

The Revolution permitted the zemstvo statisticians to expand
their activities to a country-wide basis. To name only a few,
P. 1. Popov, chief statistician of the Tula zemstvo, became chief
of the Central Statistical Board; V. G. Groman, chief statistician
of the Ryazan zemstvo, became chief economist of the Gosplan;
and N. D. Kondratiev, staff member of the economics section
of the Union of Zemstva who is internationally known for his
work on “long cycles,” became chief of the Institute of Business
Research.

The period 1921-29 was indeed the golden age of Soviet

1E. S. and W. S. Woytinsky, “Progress of Agricultural Statistics in the World,”Jour-
nal of Farm Economics, November 1939, XXI, 777-78.
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statistics. The three-volume publication of the Gosplan on the
1st Plan, and the Statistical Handbook, USSR, 1928, a product
of the Central Statistical Board, are great statistical achieve-
ments. One experiences no difficulty whatsoever in gathering
and using the statistical material of that period, or even in criti-
cizing it since the degree of reliability of the data is made clear
and the method of arriving at conclusions is usually explained
in detail.

Hardly an issue of an American daily paper appears without
mention of the “iron curtain.” It is not generally realized, how-
ever, that the Soviet iron curtain was created about two decades
ago. It has been used not only to black out the Soviet Union
from the foreigner, but to black out all the world including the
USSR from Soviet citizens. The only difference between the
Soviet people and foreigners in getting information on condi-
tions in the USSR is that the outsiders are expected to swallow
even more misinformation than those on the spot, who are be-
lieved capable of absorbing it in large doses. The intensity of
the blackout of the Soviet Union from the foreigner has a full-
fledged parallel in the blackout of foreign countries from the
Soviet people.

In the short period between 1929 and 1937 the statistical
work in the USSR was repeatedly subjected to more or less
fundamental reorganizations, accompanied by thoroughgoing
shakeups of personnel. “Neutral” statistics, i.e., statistics of
the usual type which present nothing but facts, were officially
replaced by “Marxian” or “class statistics.” Instead of per-
forming the function of statistics in nontotalitarian countries,
Soviet statistics have been assigned the job of aiding in the
“socialist construction.”

The first step toward this end is the withholding of informa-
tion. The publication of price indexes was discontinued after
April 1930. Socialist Construction USSR, 1936, the statistical
yearbook, does not contain the word “prices” in its index; its
only item on prices is a table (p. 627) showing “the decline of
retail prices [of many foodstuffs and six other consumer goods]
in the state and co-operative trade in 1935” in percentages;
the prices from which the percentages had been computed
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are not given. No price data are given in Socialist Construction
USSR, 1933-38, the last available statistical yearbook, nor in
Socialist Agriculture USSR, 1938, nor for that matter, in its
predecessor, Agriculture USSR, 1935. The publication of sta-
tistics of births and deaths was discontinued even before the
price statistics. The data on the population census of 1939 were
released in such abbreviated form that they give no answer to
the simple question: How many persons were engaged in agri-
culture in that year?

Distortions.—But the help of statistics to socialist construc-
tion of the Soviet economy is not limited to omissions and con-
cealment. One of their most important roles is to demonstrate
the great successes of that economy. Since 1938, tables in So-
viet statistical publications have displayed “leaders” that point
out the conclusions to be drawn from the data. Two examples
of tables with leaders, taken from Socialist Agriculture USSR,
1938, are shown on the following page. Of the 151 tables in
this publication, no less than 38 have such leaders. Sixteen of
these are quotations from Stalin, six from Molotov, and two
from Lenin.

Much more important than this obvious device, however, is
the deliberate selection of unrepresentative, manipulated, or in-
accurate data to present a favorable picture. The grain produc-
tion estimate for 1913 in the lower table, for example, had
long been recognized as an understatement. On the other hand,
the estimate for 1937, which is in “biological crop” terms, over-
states the “barn crop” by about 25 percent (see discussion on
pp. 548-49, 728 ., and 740-42). Only about one-fifth of the
50 percent increase from 1913 to 1937, claimed in the leader,
remains after both estimates have been adjusted to be com-
parable. Otherwise it would not be possible to account for the
fact that, in the last years before World War I, Russia exported
about one-eighth of her grain output, while in the late 1930’s
the USSR could not provide enough white bread for her own
population. In the upper table, the non-comparable crop sta-
tistics of 1913, 1928, and 1937 are also used without any
adjustments. The success of the project was by no means as
unqualified as claimed in the leader to the table (see p. 722).
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REPRODUCTION OF PAGE 60 OF SOCIALIST AGRICULTURE USSR, 1938,
THE OFFICIAL STATISTICAL HANDBOOK, WITH TRANSLATED TEXTS

Socialist Agriculture successfully
solved the problem of creating a new
wheat base in the non-Chernozem zone.

TABLE 70

WHEAT ProbpucTION IN THE NON-CHERNOZEM ZONE

Unit 1913 1928 1937
AcCreage .....ovvivinnnn. 1,000 hectares 321.3| 344.9| 2,730.0
Of this:

Winter ............... 1,000 hectares 63.9| 106.2 I 1,050.5

Spring ............... 1,000 hectares 257.4| 238.71 1,679.5
Yield

Winter ............... Quintals per hectare 11.1 11.0 13.3

Spring ............... Quintals per hectare 7.6 8.1 9.4
Output ................. 1,000 quintals 2,644 3,104 29,775

Share in the output
In the wheat output of
the Union ............ Percent 1.0 1.2 6.6
In the grain output of
the Non-Chernozem :
P70) + [ S Percent 1.7 1.9 13.9

At the end of the 2d Five-Year Period
the output of grains exceeded the out-
put in the best crop year of Czarist
Russia by 2,453 million poods.

TABLE 71

ComprosIiTION OF GRAIN ProDUCTION IN 1913 AnD 1937

1913 1937
1937 in
Million | Perecent | Million | Percent | percent
quintals | of total | quintals | of total | of 1913
All grains ......ccoovveeeennnnnn.. 801.0 | 100 1,202.9 | 100 150.2

Of this:

© Wheat ......covivvvviiiinnnan, 262.0 32.7 468.6 | 39.0 | 178.9
Rye ..cviviiiiiiniiiiiiannans 213.3 26.6 294.4| 24.5 |138.0
Barley .....ccoieiiiiiininnnnn 107.9 13.5 106.0 8.8 | 98.2
Oats ..vviviiiinieiennennnanns 154.1 19.2 218.6 | 18.2 | 141.8
Buckwheat ................... 10.5 1.3 13.6 1.1 | 128.8
Millet .....coovinnnnnnn P 26.2 3.3 25.3 2.1 96.5
(974 v « HE 11.8 1.5 38.9 3.2 | 330.3
Dry legumes .......cceeeeuenn 8.9 1.1 22.7 1.9 | 254.6
Rice ..occvviiiinenneannnanns 3.4 0.4 3.8 0.3 | 112.8
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It is interesting to note that the leader to the lower table
makes a point of the fact that 1913 was the best crop year in
Czarist times. It neglected to mention that 1937 was the most
favorable year on record in the USSR. Statistics for 1937 are
still widely used to show the achievements in agricultural output,
productivity per man, distributions to kolkhoz members, and
other matters; yet one wastes his time searching for similar
data for either 1936, 1938, or any later year.

A favorite means of indicating success is to use an excep-
tionally poor year as a starting point for comparisons. The
succeeding increases are naturally large, frequently over-
whelming—on a percentage basis. As a result of the collec-
tivization drive, almost half of the livestock disappeared be-
tween 1929 and 1933. Yet this very disaster must help prove
the great achievements of socialized agriculture. A widely
used comparison shows the growth of livestock herds in the
USSR and in capitalistic countries from 1933 to 1938, although
by 1938 the Soviet herds had made inadequate recovery from
the post-collectivization low.”

This and a great number of similar “analyses” are unfair
tricks, but the data used in them may be correct, as in the case
of the livestock. However, Soviet statistics are not content to
misuse correct data. So far as this study is concerned, the
most disturbing innovation is the so-called “biological-yield”
method of estimating crops (see pp. 728 ff.). Since 1933 it has
applied to grain, and since 1940 to all crops. The biological
yields are determined, as final, in the field some time before
harvest. It is officially stressed that they must include quantities
later lost, e.g., left on or in the ground or buried in the snow.
Such a procedure obviously gives higher figures (by about 25
percent for grain in 1933-39) than would the old method,
which aimed at determining only quantities harvested. Al-
though the records of state and collective farms provide Soviet
officials with much closer approximations to actual quantities
harvested than are obtainable in most other countries, these data

2 See, for example, Socialist Agriculture USSR, 1938, Gosplan (Moscow, 1939), Table
88, p. 72, in which the average increases in Soviet herds between 1933 and 1938 are compared
with those in the United States and Germany in the same years, and with those in Czarist
Russia from 1908 to 1913.
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are not released.’ By the order of the government and Party of
December 6, 1942, it was forbidden to collect data on the quan-
tity of grain actually threshed “as distorting the picture of actual
condition of the crop.”*

The merits or demerits of the new system of estimating crops
are irrelevant at the moment. It is relevant, however, to observe
that the official estimates which include unharvested portions
of the crops are time and again compared, without the slightest
adjustments, with official estimates for years when only the
harvested portions were included. These comparisons are
used to show the great superiority of socialized agriculture over
the old Russian system (see reproduction of Table 71 from
Socialist Agriculture USSR, 1938, on p. 11). In a similar man-
ner, comparisons of unadjusted biological yields in the USSR
with actual yields in foreign countries are made to demonstrate
the superiority of the Soviet socialized agriculture over agri-
culture in capitalist countries.

It will be shown in chapter xxviii (p. 670) that the value of
the output of feed, used in the computations of the value of total
agricultural production, income from agriculture, and total
national income, is determined in an entirely arbitrary manner
without any accompanying explanations. Of more interest,
however, is the fact that after having overestimated the value
of feed produced in the later years, the statisticians failed to
deduct those values in full in the computation of income from
agriculture (pages 676-80). In a similar manner, the value
of the investment in agriculture is greatly overstated (Appendix
Notes B and C), but in the computation of income from agri-
culture no adequate allowance is made for depreciation of the
investment, even on the basis of a correct appraisal.

A recent illustration of the unreliability of Soviet informa-
tion may be cited. A report by the Technical Committee on Ag-
ricultural Production, submitted to the United Nations Interim
Commission on Food and Agriculture on February 7, 1945,
contained the following statement: “By contrast, in the United

31In Socialist Agriculture, December 1939, p. 61, A. Arina said: “We have the data for
238,817 kolkhozy, i.e., 99.1 percent of the total.”

¢ S. V. Sholts, Course of Agricultural Statistics (Moscow, 1945), p. 37.
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Kingdom, North America and unoccupied parts of the Soviet
Union [agricultural] production was greatly expanded [dur-
ing the war].”” That by “greatly expanded” the Committee
meant something really exceptional is obvious from the state-
ment on the following page: “Elsewhere in the world changes
in volume of production were less considerable.” Yet the pres-
ent writer, after having completed this extensive study, is cer-
tain that the agricultural production of the unoccupied part of
the Soviet Union declined considerably during the war. He is
only unable to say by how much it declined. It is definitely
known that vegetables are the only farm product which may
have shown an increase. QOutput of all other products went
down; that of cotton, flax, hemp, all livestock products, and
even wheat declined sharply during the war. Total agricultural
production of the unoccupied zone fell by more than 30 percent,
possibly by more than 35 percent.

One can better understand why the Soviet members of the
Committee acted as they did if he familiarizes himself with
what is expected of Soviet agricultural economists. At about
the time the Technical Committee was working in Washington,
a Special Committee in the USSR was assigned the task of pre-
paring a program for a course in farm economics which, when
prepared, was duly approved by a competent government agency.
I. Laptev, one of the most influential agricultural writers in
the USSR, thus commented upon it in an article entitled “Lenin-
Stalin on Agricultural Science”:

In the programs on farm economics, the study of agriculture as a branch
of the economy of the USSR is put in the first place. Agriculture of course
is one of the necessary branches of our economy. But the inadequacy of that
definition is at once apparent from the fact that agriculture as such, as a
branch of the economy, is made the subject of the science, rather than the
study of the socialist system of agriculture, and its advantages. Agriculture
in the USSR was a branch of the national economy also before complete col-
lectivization, even when we had a multitude of individual peasants, some of
which were kulaki. With the victory of the kolkhoz order, however, this
branch of the national economy became a universal system of kolkhozy, MTS,

and sovkhozy. It is evident, therefore, that agriculture simply as a branch
of the national economy should not be regarded as the subject of farm

8 “Agricultural Production,” in Five Technical Reports on Food and Agriculture . . . .
(Washington, D.C., Aug. 20, 1945), p. 118. Two professors of the Moscow Agricultural
Academy served on this Committee.
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economics. The agriculture of the USSR has been transformed into the most
advanced, the most progressive system of production. In accordance with
this there is created a science of the socialist system of agriculture as the
best and most progressive form of development and organization of agri-
culture.®

And further on:

The new program on “Economics of Socialist Agriculture,” approved by
the VKVSh [All-Union Committee for College Education] in 1945, puts an

end to that harmful confusion.”

In most other countries numerous instances of careless or
deliberate omissions, distortions, and misrepresentations can
be found in documents of governments or governmental agencies.
But these are open to criticism by government personnel, pri-
vate scholars, and others, without jeopardizing the careers or
safety of the critics. Not only is this freedom among those
lacking in the USSR, but everyone is supposed to repeat the in-
correct statements.®

CHARACTER OF THE RESULTS

While the study of current problems in contrast to historical
research, normally involves thorough analysis of data that are
relatively easily accessible, the quest for appropriate data domi-
nates research on the USSR. One looks for data everywhere—
in extremely technical publications, between lines, in what was
not said but would have been said, and so on.

In spite of prolonged efforts, the iron curtain could not be
lifted entirely. Many questions cannot be answered. Some of
these are quite fundamental: Do the state farms, without having
to pay rent for the land or interest on the investment, at least
make both ends meet? How much, approximately, is the profit
that the state-owned MTS (machine-tractor stations) make on
their operations? The question of the share of the state in the
income from agriculture can be answered only very roughly.

8 Socialist Agriculture, September 1945, p. 8.
71Ibid., p. 12.

& According to the order of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet USSR of June 9, 1947,
disclosure of any information of an economic nature which is declared secret by the Council
of Ministers USSR is punishable by 8 to 12 years in concentration camp. Under Soviet con-
ditions everything not permitted specifically for disclosure is certainly treated as “‘declared
secret.”
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It is impossible to avoid some errors in estimates, statements,
and conclusions. For reasons which need not be mentioned, the
writer, when in doubt, has chosen to err on the conservative
side and to select the interpretation more favorable to the Soviet
Union. In the process of his work he has come to a strong and
growing conviction that human consumption, feed use, and the
grain crop were less in 1932 than they are estimated here, and
to a lesser degree the same holds for the period from 1933-34 to
1936-37; but he could not bring himself to make further cuts
in the official estimates. Livestock figures for the end of 1940
were not published until 1945. The writer’s estimates preceding
their publication turned out to be somewhat too high.

Although there are strong indications that the upward trend
in agricultural production did not continue in 1939 and 1940,
the writer has assumed a relatively large rise.® The intensified
blackout during and after the war misled him into stating, early
in 1946: “The guess should be chanced that the prewar level
of production [in Soviet agriculture] may be reached in
1950.””*° This cautious prediction must have seemed heretical
to the Soviet authorities, in view of statements such as those
in the above-mentioned Agricultural Production and the opti-
mistic goals of the 4th Plan. Yet it would not have been made
had the writer then known the facts later disclosed in the Party
decision and Andreev’s report of February 1947.

THE USSR VS. THE UNITED STATES

An American observer visiting the USSR during the war
complained, with poor taste, that the theatergoers were not
dressed properly. Soviet officials themselves, however, tempt
such comments. They boast a great deal about overtaking Amer-
ica, and point triumphantly to certain instances in which the
Soviet Union already surpasses the United States, such as the
yearly performance per tractor, truck, and combine in terms

° The preliminary findings were utilized in an article published in mid-1947 (“Intri-
cacies of Russian National Income Indexes,” Journal of Political Economy, August 1947,
LV, 320). Additional information subsequently necessitated a downward revision of the
estimates (for 1940) of gross production, volume available for sale and consumption in the
farm home, and income from agriculture (Chart 3 and pages 673 ff.) just before going
to press.

19 Naum Jasny, “Decline and Recovery of European Agriculture: World War I and II,”
Foreign Agriculture (U.S. Dept. Agr., Off. For. Agr. Rel.) May 1946, X, 75.
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of hours operated or acres covered. By thus placing the two
countries on an equal basis they encourage other comparisons
between them.

The United States is much better endowed with material re-
sources than the USSR, especially when resources are related
to population. It is also more advanced technologically. The
fact that Soviet agriculture surpasses American agriculture in
the number of hours that tractors, trucks, and combines are op-
erated per year is evidence not of superiority but of poverty.
The rich United States can afford to leave the machines idle in
order to attain a high performance per man consistent with the
comfort of the man. The poor USSR has to strive for maximum
utilization of her machinery, even with great sacrifices of
human labor and comfort.

A few comparisons between the USSR and the United States
are made in this study. The first of these (in chapter vi) has
the purpose of demonstrating the much smaller agricultural
resources of the Soviet Union relative to its population. The
only other important comparison between the two concerns the
productivity per man in agriculture. This comparison is not
made in order to show that productivity is greater in the United
States—this needs no proof. The comparison is made for the
purpose of ascertaining to what extent the productivity of labor
in the Soviet agriculture is inferior to that of the United States.
The finding is that in this country the productivity per man in
agriculture is about four and one-half times as large as in the
USSR. It puts in true perspective the official Soviet contention
that “Soviet agriculture is the most mechanized agriculture in
the world,” and similar claims which many ill-informed per-
sons take seriously.

PLAN OF THE BOOK

The inherent complexity of the subject made it impossible
to cover adequately all pertinent problems. Of two approaches
—discussing all of them more or less cursorily, or concen-
trating on a certain few and dismissing the rest with, at most, a
mention—the latter was chosen. The study is primarily con-
cerned with production and the factors directly connected with



18 THE SOCIALIZED AGRICULTURE OF THE USSR

it, such as land tenure, farm organization, mechanization, labor
productivity, and so on. It contains no rounded-out discussions
of prices (except in one of the two background periods—chapter
x) or foreign trade. Part I, “A Summary View,” includes brief
discussions of some subjects, such as marketings and consump-
tion, which are not comprehensively treated in the rest of the
book.

The study deals primarily with the period 1928-40, which
for simplicity is sometimes referred to as “the ’thirties.” This
was the hectic peacetime period of the first three Five-Year
Plans. Only minor attention is given to the war and first two
postwar years or to the 4th Plan for the period 1946-50, which
in substance is limited to restoration of war losses. Less than
a page is devoted—in the Summary View—to the outlook for
the future, and little attention is given to the territories acquired
by the Union since 1939.

While the Summary View contains a considerable amount
of material not covered in the main body, by no means all ma-
terial contained in the latter is recapitulated in the Summary
View. Still, it is hoped that this part, in the form in which it
is presented, provides what the title indicates—a summary
view of the whole subject.

It is the writer’s profound conviction that the socialization
drive that characterized Soviet agriculture in the central period
of this study was, politically and economically, an inevitable
consequence of the triumph of the Bolshevik Party on November
7, 1917, rather than a deus ex machina that emerged in 1928 as a
result of the victory of one wing of the Communists over an-
other. While no extended consideration is here given to ideo-
logical developments and struggles, it seemed essential to tie
in the collectivization era with its economic background by a
rather detailed analysis of the preceding developments, starting
with the beginning of the present century (Part II).

Part III treats of the various phases of socialized organiza-
tion and control. The first chapter is devoted to the sovkhozy.
Most of the others deal with the kolkhozy, which became the
predominant form of socialized agriculture, and with the MTS
which serve the kolkhozy. Particular attention is given to labor
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productivity, the crucial problem of the reorganization of Soviet
agriculture (chapter xviii).

Part IV is devoted to techniques (chapters xix and xx) and
outputs (chapters xxi—xxvii). Mechanization (chapter xix) is
dealt with at great length because it is officially given a very
great, indeed exaggerated, importance in the reorganization of
Soviet agriculture. So far as the present writer is aware, grain
is the only farm product of Russia or the USSR that has been
treated at length in English or any other non-Russian language.”
A rather detailed product-by-product analysis seemed therefore
indispensable.

The titles of Part V and chapter xxviii may easily mislead
one to expect a full summary of output. Chapter xxviii is, how-
ever, concerned only with the values of the output, devoting con-
siderable attention to the methods of estimating them. For an
over-all picture of output in physical terms, the reader may
turn to chapters xxi (Total Crop Production) and xxvii (Ani-
mal Products) in Part IV. Chapter xxix attacks the extremely
difficult subject of the distribution of the income from agriculture
among the various participants. In other countries this analysis
is made by permanent staffs on government payroll.

The book is long and ponderous, contrary to the preference
and earlier practice of the writer. It could not be otherwise in
view of the size and complexity of the subject, the limitations
of available information, and the intricacies of Soviet statistics.
Moreover, in so far as the conclusions reached are out of har-
mony with impressions conveyed by Soviet writers and speakers
and rather generally accepted, it seemed essential to set forth
at length the procedure by which they were reached. On the
other hand, many of the figures presented here and cited from
Soviet sources were implied in those sources rather than frankly
stated. They have been derived by comparison with other evi-
dence in the same or other sources or by computation. Since the
resulting figures are as reliable as if they had been printed they
have not been qualified as “implied,” for the term would have
had to be repeated endlessly.

1Y, P. Timoshenko, Agricultural Russia and the Wheat Problem (Stanford University,
Calif., 1932).
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To shorten the main body of the study much of the discussion,
mostly of more or less technical matters, is given in a series of
Appendix Notes. The data underlying the charts are presented
with their footnotes in a separate Appendix. The footnote cita-
tions, other than individual articles in periodicals or collections,
appear as a bibliography classified as to Soviet or non-Soviet
origin.



PART 1

A SUMMARY VIEW






CHAPTER 11

THE SOCIALIZATION DRIVE AND
THE PROCUREMENT SYSTEM

While the writer does not agree with much in the official
history of the Communist Party, he subscribes fully to the
characterization of the full collectivization of peasant farming,
undertaken in the early ’thirties, as a “profound Revolution, a
leap . . . . equivalent in its consequences to the revolution of
October 1917.””* Since the October Revolution was the second
revolution, the collectivization was the third. In retrospect, the
periods after the first two revolutions appear almost as previews
of the real drama.

CONDITIONS LEADING TO COLLECTIVIZATION

In the USSR the period since the beginning of the collec-
tivization drive is referred to as that of the Stalin Five-Year
Plans. The peaceful period of the functioning of the prewar
Plans (October 1928 to June 1941) was one of industrialization
at a rate without precedent, of industrialization full blast. As
shown for a few basic products in Chart 1, industrial produc-
tion had increased very rapidly in the preceding six or seven
years, but this represented chiefly recovery to the level of output
reached before the Revolution. Many plants, shut down during
World War I and the Civil War, could be brought back into oper-
ation at a relatively small outlay. During the recovery period it
was therefore taken for granted that the rate of increase in pro-
duction would slow down as the revival of existing plants grad-
ually gave way to the expansion of these and the construction of
new ones. The slowdown was expected to be very marked when
additional production would have to come mainly from new
plants. A special term was coined for it—“the extinguishing

1 History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Bolshevikss, ed. by a Commis-
sion of the Central Committee of the CPSU(B) (Moscow, 1946), p. 291.

23
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curve.” The Party decided, however, not to permit the extin-
guishing curve to become a reality.

When the Communist Party grasped political power in 1917,
it found itself in an awkward position. The city proletariat, its
ideological foundation, constituted only a small minority. It
was confronted by an ocean of individual peasants, all of whom
were small producers, largely of the self-sufficient type. This
status had dominated Russian agriculture in Czarist times. The
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agrarian revolution of 1917 made it practically the exclusive
form of farming.

The Bolsheviks gave their blessing to the agrarian revolution
not as an act of good will but simply out of political considera-
tions. Their distrust of the small peasant is indeed part of the
official faith. The following quotations are standard in Soviet
publications:

The small enterprise creates capitalism and the bourgeoisie perma-
nently, daily, hourly, inescapably, and on a mass scale (Lenin).?

3V. 1. Lenin, Works, XXV, 173; quoted by Joseph Stalin, Problems of Leninism (9th
ed., Moscow, 1934), p. 349. ’
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The Soviet power cannot long be based on two contrasting foundations—
on large-scale socialist industry which eliminates the capitalist elements, and
on small-scale individual peasant economy which creates capitalistic ele-
ments (Stalin).3

A most rapid socialization of all economic enterprises ap-
peared the only means of building a strong foundation for the
Party. Practically all industry proper was socialized at once,
but it was almost at a standstill (Chart 1). It seemed, therefore,
advisable to concentrate on the rehabilitation of industry. For
the time the peasant was left to his own devices, while his need
to produce regardless of conditions was used as a foundation
for industrial reconstruction. But the government’s distrust of
“capitalist elements” was not propitious for the emergence of
a peasantry with adequate means of production and initiative—
a slow process under any condition. The prohibition to buy
and sell land was an effective barrier on the legal side, but the
unfavorable price relationship between goods the farmers sold
and bought constituted an even more serious handicap. This
unfavorable price relation was the result of the fact, unforeseen
by the Party, that socialized industry and socialized trade op-
erated at high costs, while the type of private trade tolerated by
the Soviets also had high costs and would not have existed
without large profits (chapter x).

After an initial rapid recovery, effected mainly for pur-
poses of self-supply, Soviet agriculture could not and did not
show the rate of growth needed by the economy as a whole.
Especially deficient were the marketings of farm products, yet
their expansion was sorely needed for the rapidly growing city
population and for industry. Inadequacy of voluntary mar-
ketings led to requisitions, referred to at that time as “extra-
ordinary measures.” These in turn brought the expansion of
agricultural production almost to a dead stop. Industry rapidly
expanding and agriculture moving at a snail’s pace—this was
the situation around 1927, when both industry and agriculture
had regained the prewar level (chapter x).

The decision not to permit “the extinguishing curve” to be-
come a reality after industry had reached the prewar level im-
plied a much heavier investment in industry than during the

8 Stalin, op. cit., p. 362.
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recovery period. Indeed, it called for enormous sacrifices on
the part of all, and especially from that most passive component
of the national economy and its producers—agriculture and the
peasants. Under the conditions of a superrapid expansion of
industry beyond the prewar level, the price relationship between
the goods peasants sold and bought could not possibly be main-
tained at even the unsatisfactory level of the recovery period.
Since this price relationship had to become even more un-
favorable, the agricultural output of the sorely pressed peasants
would inevitably have failed to expand in proportion to the
rapidly growing requirements of the urban population and in-
dustry for food and raw materials. There was even good reason
to fear that the output would decline. A drop in marketings
would certainly have come. There was no point in retaining
any longer an individual peasantry that was distrusted, and
whose existence was only tolerated.

The solution was sought in socialized, large-scale, mechan-
ized agriculture, tied in with a peculiar system of distribution
of the produce. Soviet or state farms (sovkhozy) had to be en-
larged in scope many times and collective farms (kolkhozy)
made the only form of peasant farming. It was expected that
the new agricultural system would produce greatly increased
quantities at greatly reduced costs. The system of distribution,
however, was to insure food for the urban population and raw
materials for industry, at any production level and without re-
gard to the consumption requirements of the producers them-
selves—at low prices and regardless of actual production costs.
To make possible the planned “mad” tempo of industrial ex-
pansion, the reorganization of peasant farming into large-scale
socialized enterprises had to be pushed with corresponding
speed.

FAITH IN THE BIG ENTERPRISE

The distrust with which the Party regarded small peasant
farming was closely connected with its faith in the great supe-
riority of large-scale production, not only in industry but in
agriculture as well. The Bolsheviks enthusiastically followed
the rapid development of farm machinery abroad, especially
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in the United States. They believed that this development added
further to the superiority of large farms. Since the steam engine
had brought about the Industrial Revolution, the Communists
were especially interested in the mechanization of farm power.
Because the tractor was relatively new in the first years of the
Revolution, Lenin’s enthusiasm was first directed toward rural
electrification, but the progress of the tractor in the United
States was eagerly watched. The less familiar the Soviet leaders
were with its actual development, the greater was their admira-
tion.* Lenin thought, or at least said, in 1919 that “if we could
only provide agriculture with 100,000 tractors the peasants
would turn Communists.”®

Mechanical power based on the internal-combustion engine
appeared to the Communists the panacea for all their agricul-
tural troubles. Hubbard correctly stated: “The tractor is to
the Russian Communist something more than a machine; in his
heart of hearts he regards it as in some way a mystical symbol
of the new faith.”® Again, Chayanov wrote in 1929:

This triad of American machine techniques—the crawler, combine, and
truck—Dbrings into the present techniques of agriculture, so far as we can
judge from the available material, and in the organization of grain produc-

tion, a technical revolution which in importance must be compared with the
appearance of the steam engine in industry.”

The opinion was unanimously stressed that the tractor and truck
virtually eliminated the factor of distance from farm center to
field, which in the horse-and-ox era had greatly limited the
profitable farm size.

Chayanov, who was well known abroad as the author of a
standard work on farm sizes,” was chosen to expound the new
ideas. In this early study, he masterfully elaborated the idea—
accepted throughout the world—that agriculture differs greatly
from industry in optimum size of enterprise because of the great

¢ On blunders in choosing types of tractors adapted to Russian conditions, see page 460.

5V. I. Lenin, Report to the VIIIth Party Congress, Mar. 23, 1919.

°L. E. Hubbard, Economics of Soviet Agriculture (London, 1939), p. 260.

7A. V. Chayanov, “Today and Tomorrow of Large-scale Farming,” Economic Review,
September 1929, p. 39.

8 A. V. Chayanov, The Optimum Size of Agricultural Enterprises (Moscow, lst ed.,
1922; 2d ed., 1924; 3d ed., 1928).
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role of transportation from field to farm center, and also because
of the great variety of interconnected enterprises that a successful
farm has to conduct simultaneously. These considerations had
led Chayanov to accept the family farm as the most economic
unit. He wrote: “As the ideal we think of the family peasant
farm.” In 1929, however, one year after the publication of the
third edition of his standard treatise, he stated:

This triad of American machine techniques [crawler, combine, and
truck] gives large-scale mechanical farming an overwhelming superiority
over all other forms of organization of agriculture.'®

In another 1929 article, Chayanov advocated for special-
ized wheat farms an optimum size of 100,000 hectares in
crops, this being equivalent to a total crop area of about 400
square miles and a total farm area of 600 square miles or more."
Moreover, he expressed the opinion that the technical revolution
in agriculture should not be confined to farms producing one
crop only:

This . . . . technical revolution is not limited to grain production but
yields a strong position to large-scale farming also in those very intensive
agricultural enterprises which were always believed the domain of the small
family farm.12

Other writers put the same ideas in even stronger words.
The following quotation from a leading article by Svetlov, the
editor of the Economic Review, may be a revelation to Ameri-
cans and West-Europeans:

The experience of America [i.e., the United States] and western Europe
shatters in a most unmistakable manner the archaic ideas of a certain “or-
ganic” nature of animal husbandry, allegedly requiring a kind of individual
treatment. The experience also with reference to livestock proves the su-
periority in all respects of large-scale production over small-scale production,
the large productivity of large farms . . . .13

® A. V. Chayanov, The Optimum Size of Agricultural Enterprises (2d ed., Moscow,
1924), p. 3.

10 Jdem, in Economic Review, September 1929, p. 39.

1 Idem, “The Technical Organization of Grain Factories,” Economic Review, Decem-
ber 1929, p. 101. It is noteworthy that in the foreword to the German edition of his standard
study (Die Optimale Betriebsgréssen in der Landwirtschaft, Berlin, 1930, p. v) Chayanov
suggested 40,000 to 80,000 hectares as the optimum size of such farms. A few months may
have elapsed between the writing of the Russian article and the German introduction, but
the time factor certainly was irrelevant. Nobody knows what Chayanov really believed. The
present writer hopes that proof will appear that he was as sincere in these quoted opinions
as the accused were in the “confessions” in the sabotage trials of the ’thirties.

12 A. V. Chayanov, in Economic Review, September 1929, pp. 39-40.

13 F. Svetlov, “A Bolshevist Sowing Campaign,” Economic Review, January 1930, p. 10.



SOCIALIZATION DRIVE AND PROCUREMENT SYSTEM 29

Referring to an experience which at that time was little more

than one year old (see the description of the Shevchenko ma-

chine-tractor station on pp. 271-73), Stalin proclaimed:
Broken down and disappeared in the blue air are the objections of

“science” against the possibility and practicability of large grain factories
of 50,000 to 100,000 hectares.!*

Agriculture was furthermore considered to be as well adapted
to specialized output as industry. Socialized state farms were
established in physical environments similar to those in which
specialized enterprises are found abroad, such as wheat farms
in semiarid climates or sheep ranches in semideserts. But the
list also included sugar-beet, flax, beef, pork, and many other
specialized sovkhozy. The Party even ordered the organization
of specialized kolkhozy along the same lines. The term “fac-
tory” began to be applied not only to single-crop farms but to
any socialized farm of the present or the near future. Such
serious scholars as Lyashchenko spoke of the kolkhoz as a
“transition to a large collectivized agricultural factory.””*

Hopes ran high; indeed, nothing seecmed out of reach of
large-scale socialized agriculture. A book by Nikulikhin, pub-
lished in 1931, is symptomatic. After stating that per capita
consumption of dairy products other than milk in the USSR
was less than 20 percent of that in Denmark and Switzerland,
he went on to say that he did not anticipate any difficulty in
exceeding the level of these countries by the end of the general-
plan period in the early ’forties. He stated his opinion as fol-
lows:

The per capita rates of Denmark and Switzerland are not a limit for us
(it is known that the workers and a large part of the peasants in Denmark

reduce their butter consumption by using substitutes for it). A higher per
capita rate of dairy products is possible in the USSR than there.1¢

Simultaneously butter exports would be increased several times,
according to the author. All this would be feasible because in
the short span of little more than ten years (from 1931, when

14 Stalin, op. cit., p. 438.

15 P, Lyashchenko, “Certain Problems of Investigating the Organization of the Kol-
khozy,” Economic Review, January 1930, p. 75.

16Y. Nikulikhin, Industrialization of Soviet Agriculture (Moscow and Leningrad, 1931),
p. 363.
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he wrote, to the “early ’forties”) the number of milk cows would
be increased 2 to 2% times, the milk yield per cow at least
3 to 4 times, and milk production 10 to 15 times. Similar
prophecies for meat and all other farm products were ad-
vanced by the same author. Nikulikhin’s predictions are worth
citing because his book was published by the Scientific-Research
Kolkhoz Institute of the Agrar Institute of the Communist Acad-
emy, and because lack of enthusiasm for such ideas was dan-
gerous at that time."

COMPULSION

A vast expansion of the state farms was mainly a problem of
government action. The decidedly greater expansion of col-
lective farming involved the attitude of more than 20 million
independent producers who had clearly shown that they did
not believe in the great advantages of large-scale farming.

Lenin correctly appraised the possible results of compulsory
collectivization when, many years before the big drive, at the
VIIIth Party Congress in 1919, he said: “There is nothing more
stupid than the idea of compulsion with reference to economic
relations with average peasants.” Stalin’s thoughts ran along
the same lines for years. However, there was no choice for the
Party; collectivization of the peasants was predetermined by
its taking over the power in 1917 (chapter x). Compulsion,
previously condemned, had to be resorted to. Collectivization
was carried through in open fight against the most successful
peasants (kulaki), who were correctly expected to be the most
violent objectors. Large numbers of kulaki were exiled; many
perished. Such action against the kulaki had the not unim-
portant additional advantage that their property, confiscated in
favor of the kolkhozy, served as bait for the poorer peasants.
The bulk of the latter were simply herded into the kolkhozy,
although their final submission did not come before the man-
made famine of 1932 swept away millions of lives.

17 Curiously enough, the same Nikulikhin published an article in the leading Soviet
agricultural journal (Socialist Reconstruction of Agriculture, July 1935, pp. 37-49) on the
need for great improvements in the qualifications of agricultural experts—the old story of
being unaware of the beam in one’s own eye. With another dangerous and influential fanatic,
D. Lurie, Nikulikhin published The Party Policies in the Village (Moscow and Leningrad,
1934), a textbook for Communist agricultural colleges.
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Officially, however, the kolkhozy were brought into existence
as voluntary organizations. The Resolution of the XVIth Party
Congress (June—July 1930) declared emphatically: -

. in contrast to the sovkhoz, which is a state institution, the kolkhoz
is a voluntary social union of peasants, organized with the capital of the

peasants themselves, with all consequences arising therefrom. [Italics of the
source. ]

The compulsory way in which the kolkhozy came into exis-
tence would have affected their functioning adversely for years,
even if the idea itself were perfectly sound. As the kolkhozy
actually developed, even the small minority who had favored
them—aside from those who succeeded in climbing to privileged
positions—became disillusioned.

There is little doubt that from the very start a certain degree
of hypocrisy was involved in all the enthusiasm for large-scale
farming. To be sure, the inability of such farms to hold their
own against small farms in other countries the Communists could
dismiss on the grounds that experience in capitalist countries
has no validity for the Soviet socialized economy. But the fact
could not have been entirely ignored that socialized industry
and trade were operating at higher costs than the by-no-means-
efficient pre-Revolution industry and trade. The functioning of
the Soviet state farms likewise gave no grounds for enthusiasm
(chapter xi), while the collective farms, highly subsidized and
otherwise encouraged, did not show any substantial superiority
over average individual peasant farms. After its inauguration
in the early post-Revolution years, the kolkhoz movement fell
into a state of stagnation (pp. 298-304). Furthermore, if faith
in the immense advantages of large-scale farming had been
entirely sincere, the tie-in with the elaborate system of procure-
ments would not have been needed. But nobody knows how
much of the enthusiasm was hypocrisy and how much genuine
adherence of a sect to a theory having no support in fact.

The fact is that the procurement system was developed
simultaneously with the big drive for collectivization of peasant
farms. It was, indeed, an inseparable part of collectivization.
Its main feature was that the producers had no say as to how
much of their produce they could retain. Their “surpluses”
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were fixed by the state and were determined without regard for
the minimum requirements of the producers themselves.

The kolkhozy were obliged to deliver to the state their entire
output of cotton, sugar beets, and some other technical crops;
most of their wool, hides, and skins; and substantial portions
of the other produce, especially grain. All deliveries had to
be made from the first proceeds, i.e., directly from the combine,
threshing floor, and so on. Strange as it may seem, the religious
term, “First Commandment,” was introduced by the unbelieving
Communists, and is universally used in the Soviet Union, to
apply to the obligation of the kolkhozy to deliver all the state’s
due out of the first returns.

The already low prices paid by the state for all deliveries
were effectively cut further by the inflation. The prices of prod-
ucts only part of which went to the state, including the all-
important grain, in time became almost nominal (p. 369).

To insure the smooth functioning of the kolkhozy, their re-
quirements for seed, feed, and other purposes, such as reserve
funds, were given second priority. The fulfillment of these re-
quirements was indeed designated the “Second Commandment.”
Only the remainder went to the kolkhoz peasants (pp. 363—-66).

It was proclaimed—perfectly in line with the delivery regu-
lations—that only the small individual enterprises of the kol-
khozniki serve their own needs first. (These enterprises are
nevertheless subject to obligatory deliveries.) The kolkhozy
in the first place serve the state. In a famous speech at the
Second All-Union Congress of the shock-kolkhozniki in 1935,
Stalin formulated this idea without the qualification “in the
first place™:

It is better to proceed on the assumption that there is a kolkhoz economy,
social, large, and decisive, needed for the satisfaction of social needs, and
there exists along with this a small individual ecconomy, needed for the satis-
faction of the personal needs of the kolkhozniki.

Since the kolkhozy were established on land formerly held in
free permanent tenure by the peasants and in large part owned
by them even under the Czar; since, furthermore, they are oper-
ated with machinery and livestock of which a part was owned
by peasants before the drive; and since all kolkhoz labor is that
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of the kolkhozniki, collectivization meant not only compulsion
in the matter of joining, but expropriation of the property of
millions of small peasants, owners of one-horse and one-cow
farms.

To insure fulfillment of their obligation to deliver the state’s
due out of the first proceeds, the kolkhozy have been subjected
to the strictest regulation in every detail of their activities, even
such as the choice of barley or oats to be sown in fulfillment of
the spring-sowing plan. An elaborate Party and government
apparatus with the center in Moscow was charged with seeing
that all programs, and especially those pertaining to the First
and Second Commandments, are fulfilled completely and on
schedule. Chief among the measures taken were the trans-
ferring of tractors and most other machinery from the kolkhozy
to the MTS (state-owned machine-tractor stations; see pp. 277—
79), and the organization of sections of the political police in
each MTS (p. 280). The self-governing rights of the kolkhozy
are a fiction. The boards and the chairmen of the kolkhozy are
merely cogs in the vast machine.

THE RESULTS

The socialization drive was proclaimed an amazing success,
a brilliant victory. After a few years some 250,000 state and
collective farms came to dominate the agricultural output, and
a great deal of mechanization was introduced. Only about five
percent of all peasants’ holdings remained outside (pp. 304 fI.).
Along with its political purpose of eliminating individual enter-
prises which, however small, were believed inimical to the Soviet
system, the socialization drive in agriculture achieved to a
large extent its major economic purpose of serving as a basis
for the industrialization drive (Chart 1, p. 24). But this is about
all it did achieve, and everything developed in a distorted way,
under conditions incompatible with a permanent sound economy.

Socialized agriculture failed to produce either abundantly
or cheaply (chapter iv and others). After an initial severe
setback in the early ’thirties, which brought death to millions
and extreme suffering throughout the country, agricultural pro-
duction finally exceeded the pre-collectivization level in 1937.
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But the increase was only a fraction of what was expected and
needed; on a per capita basis, indeed, the pre-collectivization
level was barely regained (chapter xxviii). Moreover, inedible
goods comprised about 40 percent of the additional output.
The level of per capita food production of pre-collectivization
years was never again reached. Since the moderate increase in
output was associated with a great increase in the utilization of
non-agricultural materials and machines by agriculture, and
also required the employment of an army of highly skilled
technicians and highly paid administrative personnel, the cost
of production actually increased.

The sovkhozy absorbed unexpectedly large investments and
turned out such costly products that they soon had to be rele-
gated to a minor role. The kolkhozy had to be made the perma-
nent mainstay of socialized agriculture. They, however, were
granted this role not because of their ability to produce abun-
dantly and cheaply, but because through the procurement sys-
tem the peasants were made to shoulder the consequences of
the lack of abundance and cheapness.

The new procurement system, though shaky in the beginning,
was rapidly expanded and consolidated. The concentration of
millions of peasant households into a relatively few kolkhozy,
which are directed and supervised at every step and are prac-
tically compelled to use state-owned machinery, made possible
an all-penetrating control that has been used to extract from
the farm population much heavier deliveries of agricultural
products than could have been obtained at the same level of pro-
duction from independent producers (chapters xvi, xxix, and
others). This heavy flow of farm goods, which was expected to
proceed from a greatly increased output, had to be extracted
from total supplies that were only slightly increased, or even
reduced. Large-scale farming, though it failed to enlarge the
surpluses of farm products significantly, provided a successful
means of extorting nonexisting surpluses.

There is no end to the boasting that in 1938 grain marketings
were almost double those in 1913 and more than four times
those in 1928. That collectivized peasant farms could have
been made to deliver so heavily has even been proclaimed a
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specific advantage of socialized agriculture. In his report to
the XVIIIth Party Congress in 1939 Stalin said: “The large
marketings of the sovkhozy and kolkhozy are their specific pe-
culiarity.”*®* N. Anisimov, the editor of the daily of the Commis-
sariat of Agriculture, went so far as to claim as one of the re-
sults of “the victory of the kolkhoz system, the organizer of
which was comrade Stalin,” that “Soviet agriculture became
the one with the highest proportion of marketings in the world.”*’
The exultation over the success of the procurement system really
implied an acknowledgment of the failure of the socialization
drive to meet its production goals.

While the deliveries of farm products were large in relation
to output, they were small compared with requirements. In
spite of overwhelming pressure on the producers, marketings of
farm products in 1932 were, at most, 20 percent above those of
1927-28, whereas the approved plan had called for an increase
of 119 percent. The goal of the 2d Plan for marketings of farm
products in 1937 was also missed by a wide margin.

One can hardly overestimate the shock that the whole econ-
omy suffered through these failures. In the USSR, as in every
poor country, the urban population consumes much more food
per capita in terms of value than the rural population. Since
the urban population almost doubled in 1928-38, there actually
was an immense decline in food available per capita of popula-
tion reduced to a uniform basis.

Instead of improving as planned, the poor diet of the people
deteriorated substantially (pp. 84 f.); this resulted in lowered
efficiency of labor and other adverse conditions. Furthermore,
exports of farm products, which were supposed to expand so
greatly as to pay for large imports of industrial equipment, de-
clined from a level already low.

The cutback in prices for which provision was made in every
Plan did not materialize. Instead, the persistent food shortage
led to an inflation which, in size and duration combined, has few
parallels in history. Even a socialized economy cannot fail to

18 Joseph Stalin, Problems of Leninism (11th ed., Moscow 1947), p. 583.
1 Socialist Agriculture, Jan. 20, 1946. See also Stalin, op. cit., p. 63.
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suffer greatly under a price system in which the currency varies
widely, and in certain periods enormously, in value, depending
on the commodity, place, seller, and buyer.

The necessity of permitting the kolkhoz peasants, workers,
and employees to have their own enterprises was equivalent to
renunciation of the original idea that all production would occur
in socialized enterprises. It was a particularly great retreat
that the peasants, workers, and employees had to be permitted to
produce surpluses, and that special markets (the kolkhoz mar-
kets) had to be organized where those surpluses are sold at free
prices by the producers direct to consumers. This arrangement
involved extreme price differences from market to market,
violent fluctuations from day to day, and inordinate waste of
the time of both sellers and buyers. Such an ugly institution
would not be tolerable in even the most primitive economy.

Last but not least comes the adverse effect of collectivization
on the labor supply. The rural areas had a huge surplus of
population before the collectivization drive. Reliable computa-
tions indicate that a little more than half of the farm popula-
tion would have sufficed for the pre-drive output level if pro-
ductivity in all agriculture had been as high as in the strata of
the higher peasants, operating 35 to 40 acres of land with 2
to 4 small horses and a little hired labor. The All-Union Migra-
tion Committee estimated the surplus in the rural areas of
European Russia in 1926-27 at 23,417,209 persons, almost one-
third of the rural population of all areas with surplus popu-
lation.”* The lowest estimates run as high as 6 to 7 million
workers immediately available in agriculture for outside em-
ployment (pp. 420-24). It was confidently expected that the
merging of the small-scale peasant farms into large socialized
units would not only vastly expand the farm output but also
release an abundant flow of labor to industry. Actually, the
large increase in farm output failed to materialize and yet a
real shortage of labor ensued.

The delivery to the government of a large part of the kolkhoz
output without adequate recompense, in the face of only a mod-

2 M. I. Latsis, “The Basic Problems of Migration,” The Ways of Agriculture, May
1927, p. 6.
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erate increase in production and no improvement in the produc-
tivity of labor, necessarily led to a very low return to the kol-
khoznik for his work in the kolkhoz. In the last prewar years
his daily reward averaged roughly six pounds of grain, a few
pounds of potatoes and vegetables, and a little forage (mostly
straw), and the equivalent of about one kilogram of coarse
bread or half a kilogram of white bread in money. By 1946
it had dropped to possibly one-half of this. Low remunera-
tion is always associated with extensive waste. Whatever the
reason, labor productivity in the kolkhozy on an hourly basis
did not measurably exceed that of the pre-collectivization peas-
ant, and may have been even less. The approximately 20 mil-
lion individual enterprises of the kolkhozniki, workers, and
employees are necessarily operated by the most primitive meth-
ods, typically with spade and watering can as the only imple-
ments of production, while the selling of their tiny surpluses in
the kolkhoz markets requires a vastly disproportionate outlay
of their time. State farms utilize their labor more effectively
than the kolkhozy, but their share in total output is small and
their saving in labor cannot sensibly affect the labor productivity
in agriculture as a whole (pp. 436-38).

The release of labor from agriculture for industry could
not but fall short of requirements, especially as the population
growth also turned out much below expectations. Ultimately,
labor had to be drafted from the kolkhozy for industry in the
same way as for military service, while peasants had to be tied
to the kolkhozy by such measures as obligatory minima of work
for the kolkhoz and even limitation of free movement. But at
best this insured hours of work, not quality. In no part of the
world and at no time in history has compulsory labor proved
efficient. Soviet socialized agriculture presents no exception.
The economy based on such a foundation is neither efficient
nor stable.

A GLANCE INTO THE FUTURE

The main body of this study does not discuss the future. A
few words here may be in order.
The present economic structure of the Soviet Union is greatly
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unbalanced. The agricultural potential is far too small to sup-
port the present industrial output and the large urban population
associated with this. A semblance of balance is brought about
by ever-increasing compulsion. It is difficult to conceive the
present set-up as a permanent one. The collective-farm system,
as it is organized and operated in the Union, is certainly incom-
patible with any other political system. No other regime would
have the military-economic power to enforce it. Even a weaken-
ing of the political power would inevitably disturb the balance,
if not lead to the collapse, of the collective-farm system.

The reduction in the number of work horses in the present
territory to about one-quarter of those in agriculture before
the pre-collectivization drive precludes a return to the pre-col-
lectivization pattern in the foreseeable future. The pre-collec-
tivization pattern of farming could, in any case, support only
half as large an urban population as the present one, and a sim-
ple return to this pattern would be an enormous catastrophe.
Some new organizational forms would have to be found for
agriculture, with the collective use of machinery preserved in
one form or another, and with the balance between agriculture
and industry perhaps halfway between the pre- and post-collec-
tivization patterns. The finding of that pattern and its practical
realization will be an extremely painful and prolonged process.

FIVE-YEAR PLANS IN OPERATION

The aims pursued in the years between the end of the post-
Revolution recovery period and the Soviet Union’s involvement
in World War II are laid down in the first three Five-Year
Plans. A brief review of the plans gives a bird’s-eye view of
the developments in the dozen years that elapsed before the
USSR was invaded.

The amount of detail given in the published Plans shrank
greatly, from three volumes for the 1st Plan to a pamphlet for
the 4th Plan. The 4th Plan does not even state the goals for
acreages in all major crops, while information on progress ex-
pected during the 4th Plan Period, especially in individual areas,
is even more scarce and vague, because it was desired not to
reveal the situation in 1945, the base year of the plan.
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The Five-Year Plans were preceded by yearly plans, pub-
lished under the title Control Figures of the National Economy
USSR. After the inauguration of the major plans which speci-
fied the goals year by year for at least the principal items, draft-
ing of the yearly plans continued. They repeated or, when
necessary, modified the corresponding goals of the Five-Year
Plans. No attention can be given to the yearly plans in this study.

Some of the goals of the Soviet plans were merely promises
given because they were believed necessary. Whatever the moral
appraisal of such unfulfillable promises may be, an economist
does not need to take them too seriously. Even the normal goals
are largely established in the Soviet Union as something to
drive at. They are not, or are not always, anticipations of
what is most likely to happen. Moderate failures in reaching
the goals are therefore not real failures of the plans and are
not treated here as such.

Some specific information on each of the Five-Year Plans
seems appropriate at this point.

Ist Plan.—The lst Plan was prepared by the Gosplan in
1928 and, after prolonged discussions, was approved by the Vth
Congress of the Soviets in April 1929. The plan was scheduled
to operate during the five years beginning with October 1928
and extending through September 1933. The original plan had
two variants, a basic and a maximum. It was approved in the
maximum variant, and the official English translation of the
first volume of the plan contains only this variant.*

The expansion of industry proceeded with such rapidity
that it became possible to fulfill the goals for the output of
heavy industry and for the transportation of goods in less than
five years. Although many items such as construction and light
industry were far behind the goals, and some others, especially
agriculture and consumption levels were complete failures, the
1st Five-Year Period was proclaimed successfully accomplished
in four years, and the last three months of that year were made
into a special period. The economic year was shifted forthwith
from October—September to a calendar-year basis.

N The Soviet Union Looks Ahead: The Five-Year Plan for Economic Construction,
Gosplan (New York, 1929).
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The portion of the 1st Plan pertaining to agriculture was
largely scrapped as soon as it was approved,” indeed in part
before its approval. The rates of expansion of state farms were
to be increased many times and a drive for the collectivization
of all peasant farming had been decided upon. The goals for
the output of crop products were boosted substantially above
the levels provided by the 1st Plan. However, nobody knew how
far they would or could go. For the state farms a sketchy plan
for the remaining years of the 1lst Plan Period was finally
worked out in 1931. The collectivization drive proceeded with-
out plan. As far as production goals are concerned, the kol-
khozy operated on yearly plans which, however, hardly deserve
this name.

Although even the maximum goals of the 1st Plan for agri-
culture were for the most part scrapped because they were too
modest, both variants of the 1st Plan are presented in the pres-
ent analysis. Millions of people were dying from hunger at the
end of the 1st Period when, according to the Plan, the whole
population should have enjoyed a substantially improved diet.
The actual accomplishments in agriculture give even the basic
goals an other-worldly aspect.

Perhaps an even more important reason for including the
basic goals of the 1st Plan is that one may be reasonably certain
that the Gosplan (the central planning agency) itself placed
more reliance on the basic than the maximum variant. The
Gosplan’s appraisals are certainly a better guide to what would
be attainable under proper conditions than the decisions of the
Party, enacted by the Congress of Soviets.

2d Plan.—The 2d Plan, covering the five calendar years
1933-37, was approved by the XVIIth Party Congress in Janu-
ary 1934 and by the government on November 17, 1934. Thus
the forecasts for 1937 were actually made not five but four years
ahead, and the great discrepancies between plan and fulfillment
weigh the more heavily. This was also true of the 1st and 3d
Plans.

2 Sce especially the resolution of the XVIth Party Congress, June 1930, in Most Impor-

tant Decisions on Agriculture, State Publishing Office of Kolkhozy and Sovkhozy Literature
(1st ed., Moscow, 1933), pp. 32-41.
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While the 1st Plan had been approved in its maximum vari-
ant and many agricultural goals of this variant were later
raised, the XVIIth Party Congress accepted the draft of the 2d
Plan with reductions in the goals for the output of several im-
portant farm products.” The goal for grain, for example, was
cut from 110. 6 million tons to 104.8 million. '

The reduction in certain goals decided by the Party Congress
tended to make the 2d Plan less unrealistic, but there was no
intention to follow these cuts through. Real magicians were busy
patching up the draft to cut the ingredients and yet obtain the
same amount of brew. While the output goals for several major
products were curtailed, the goal for the national income from
agriculture remained untouched at 17.6 billion 1926-27 rubles.
Among the means by which this miracle was to be attained
were the boosting of the value of unfinished production, a vague
item, from 335.1 million to 529.3 million 192627 rubles,
and the assuming of a fantastic increase in livestock herds by
924..4 million 1926-27 rubles in one year.*

There was no “mad” resistance of the kulaki nor upheaval
of war, as in the 1st and 3d Plan Periods, to account for the
non-fulfillment of almost all of the agricultural-production goals
of the 2d Plan.

3d Plan.—The 3d Plan, for 1938-42, was approved in the
spring of 1939. War broke out in Europe a few months later.
Still, the first year and a half of the 3d Plan Period were fully
normal. Moreover, in some reliable quarters it is doubted that
the Soviet Union greatly speeded her own war preparations as
soon as hostilities began abroad. But the Soviet economy was
operating under such strain that relatively minor disturbances
affected it considerably. The army was notably expanded. The
draft of men from the farms would not have imposed a severe
strain on agriculture if at least an appreciable part of the
planned improvement in labor efficiency had materialized, but
its effect was disruptive under the conditions that actually ex-
isted. That the production of tractors and other farm machinery

3 See 2d Plan, 1, pp. vii and xiii, and Draft of 2d Plan, 1, $60-61.

2 Draft of 2d Plan, 1, 460-61; 2d Plan, I, 464-65. The expression “1926-27 rubles” is
used as an abbreviation for “rubles at 1926-27 prices.”
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was considerably behind schedule in the immediate prewar years
was due partly to increased production for war. Considerable
numbers of farm horses were drafted. The accumulation of
stocks of grain may have been accelerated with an eye on the
war, and this may have had repercussions on livestock, mainly
hogs. Still, for Soviet agriculture, the crop years 193940 and
194041 were years of peace rather than war. In the Soviet
Union itself the time from January 1, 1938 to June 1941 is
referred to as the three and one-half peaceful years of the 3d
Plan Period.

4th Plan.—The war necessitated the scrapping of the unfin-
ished portion of the 3d Plan. The 4th Plan, approved in March
1946 for the years 1946-50, is called the Law for Restoration
and Development of the National Economy. But so far as agri-
culture at least is concerned, incomplete restoration is about all
that can be expected.



CHAPTER III

THE SOCIALIZED FARMS

The big drives for the vast expansion of state and collective
farms which started in the late ’twenties may properly be con-
sidered a unit and are so treated here. A slight lag, however,
can be observed between the initiation of the big programs for
state farms and the launching of the all-out drive for collec-
tivization of peasant farming. This was not accidental. Only
the state farm operated with hired labor was recognized as the
true form of socialism. Even a large collective farm was ac-
cepted merely as a stepping stone toward the real thing. This
attitude was strengthened by the fact that the commune, the
form of kolkhoz most acceptable to the Party, was both unen-
forceable and ineffective, and acceptance of a kolkhoz farm
containing bourgeois elements became inevitable in the big drive.
Even when collectivization was proceeding at a furious pace,
the sovkhozy continued to get the lion’s share of the funds that
the state was putting into agriculture.’ Actual experience with
state farms on a very large scale was required to show that they
could not justify the high expectations of them. Only after
that experience did the kolkhozy become the basic form of
socialized agriculture; their conversion into state farms was
postponed until the Union should surpass all other countries of
the world in productivity—{for all practical purposes forever.

SOVKHOZY

Ist Plan Period.—Since the activities of the small number
of farms operated by the state before the big drive were nothing
to boast about, the Gosplan displayed obvious and considerable
misgivings in scheduling for the 1st Plan Period a nearly four-

1 My friend V. P. Timoshenko thinks that the sovkhozy were established ahead of the
kolkhozy primarily to provide a source of supplies that would free the state from dependence
on kulak surpluses, and enable it to launch its decisive attack on the kulaki in order to
foster collectivization.

43
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fold expansion of sovkhoz cropped plowland and a somewhat
greater expansion of their output. The goals that superseded
these ‘“very inadequate goals” specified a 16-fold increase in
cropped plowland, a 22-fold increase in grain marketings, and
so on (Chart 2 and pp. 237-39). In the huge burst of enthusiasm

CHART 2.—F1vE-YEAR PLANS: SovkHozY*
(Million hectares; million head: note different scales)
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and ignorance, all land reserves, including a great deal of sub-
marginal land, were mobilized for the undertaking; even land
held by peasants was invaded. The whole output was to be
produced in huge, narrowly specialized establishments, all of
which were to be highly mechanized or, in the case of grain
sovkhozy, fully mechanized.

They learned in the Soviet Union that economic laws are
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largely the same, whatever the political superstructure. The
sovkhozy did not prove a success even in areas relatively well
adapted to the production of one product (wheat) by fully
mechanized methods. The grain sovkhozy were unsuccessful in
combatting weeds. The residuals of grain production were
wasted and the country could not afford the loss. Nor could
it afford to leave unused the meadows and pastures interspersed
among the arable lands of the sovkhozy. The cotton, sugar-beet,
fiber-flax, hog, and other one-product sovkhozy failed partly
for the simple reason that they were highly specialized: indis-
pensable rotations were inadequate or completely lacking; the
produce of the farm was not fully utilized; feed was not suffi-
ciently varied. None of these enterprises was adaptable to full
mechanization, and the sovkhozy were particularly weak in con-
ducting those that required great labor inputs. This was espe-
cially true in such cases as livestock raising, where individual
attention is crucial. The large overhead costs were the most
important adverse factors of sovkhoz economy. All in all the
sovkhozy proved expensive producers.

But this presentation partly anticipates the developments.
During the 1st Plan Period sovkhoz activities reached 75 percent
of the goals for cropped plowland and 40-50 percent of the
goals for livestock numbers. The goals for marketings, how-
ever, were fulfilled only to the extent of one-third for grain
and about one-fifth on the average for other products. The
great disproportion between the degree of fulfillment of the goals
for acreages and numbers, on the one hand, and that for mar-
ketings (i.e., output) on the other, implies an enormous amount
of inefliciency and waste.

In 1932, 29.5 percent of the calves born on the dairy-beef
sovkhozy of the Commissariat of Sovkhozy® died within the year.
The cows of the same sovkhozy averaged only 505 liters of milk
per year, or little more than half the pre-collectivization aver-
age of the cows of individual peasants. Unbelievable as it may
seem, the hog sovkhozy of the Commissariat delivered only 108
kilograms of pork and fat per sow per year. No better proof of
the waste and inefhciency is needed than the fact that the 2d Plan

2 The Commissariat directed the most important group of sovkhozy.
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called for a cut in production costs of the sovkhozy of the Com-
missariat of Sovkhozy by 63.3 percent.

2d Plan Period.—Even before the expiration of the 1st Plan
Period a fundamental reorganization of the sovkhozy was de-
cided upon. All things that had been particularly emphasized
before, of which, indeed, they were especially proud, had to
be abandoned. The sovkhozy had to be “de-enlarged” (see
p. 254), despecialized and, to some extent, even demechanized.

The output goals of the 2d Plan were moderately below the
revised goals of the 1st Plan, but nevertheless implied a trebling
or near-trebling of the 1932 figure. Great boosts in yields per
acre and per animal, decreased mortality of livestock, and
speed-up in feeding were to be the major sources of that increase.

The sovkhozy were de-enlarged according to orders—with
great losses in investment, of course. But they were not suffi-
ciently elastic to make much headway with the introduction of
side lines. Practically nothing came of the prescribed substi-
tution of animal power for part of the tractor power, although
under other conditions this certainly would have been profitable.

The policies toward state farms were changed during the
2d Plan Period. About 1935, the idea of making the sovkhozy
a great factor in production and marketings was abandoned,
and part of the land assigned to the sovkhozy was even turned
over to the kolkhozy.

The gross value of the sovkhoz output rose from 1,390
million rubles in 1932 and 1,587 million in 1933 to only 1,865
and 1,631 million in 1937 and 1938 respectively. Although
the most glaring inefficiencies were eliminated, production costs
remained high. The large increase in milk yield per cow, the
goal for which, as an exception, was almost reached, was at-
tained by heavy feeding of purchased concentrates. The large
administration was, however, the principal factor responsible
for the high costs. Although the 1937 costs were kept down
by excellent growing conditions in that year, the 3d Plan called
for a 27 percent cut in the production costs of the Commissariat
of Sovkhozy from 1937 to 1942.

The share of the sovkhozy in gross agricultural production
amounted to 9.3 percent in 1937, according to official data, as
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against 10.6 percent in 1932 (Table 1; see also Table 2 and
Chart 3, p. 55, for the share of the sovkhozy in cropped plow-
land and livestock herds). But by 1937 they were more or less
reconciled to having sovkhoz output at that moderate level.

TABLE 1.—GRross AGRICULTURAL PropucTtioN, 1937, CLASSIFIED BY
Propucer Grour*
(Million rubles at 1926-27 prices)

Sovkhozy ! ' Other
Ttem Totale and Kolkhozye : Kolkhozniki¢ individual
koopkhozy® ! producersd
| .
Gross production ....... 20,123 | 1,865 | 12,669 | 4,318 | 1,271
Vegetable products ..... 15,069 1,342 11,445 | 2,035 | 247
Grain ................. 6,352 588 5,653 | 63 48
Technical crops ....... 1,746 87 1,622 | 25 12
Feederops .....oovvnnnn 1,782 ] 1,319 168 !
Potatoes and ! ;
vegetables .......... 2,949 +. 667 } 2,851 . 1,780 { . 186
Others® ............... 2,240 )
Animal husbandry ...... 5,054 523 1,224 ' 2,288 1,025
Output ................ . 913 . 1,931
Increase in herds ...... 311 - 352

* For needed adjustments of official data used in this table sce pp. 657-66 and 668-74.

@ 3d Plan, p. 68.

® Socialist Agriculture USSR, 1938, Gosplan (Moscow, 1939), p. 87.

¢ Kolkhozy in the 2d Stalin Five-Year Period, Gosplan (Moscow, 1939), pp. xi and 81.
Data for kolkhozniki implied in the source.

4 Determined as residuals. The gross production of this group amounted to 6.3 percent
of the total; 4.8 percent was the share of workers and employees, and 1.5 percent that of
the individual peasants.

¢ Includes fruits, improved-seed production, unfinished production, and other items.
Sce pp. 656-57.

3d Plan Period.—Gross production of the sovkhozy was to
be nearly doubled during the period of the 3d Plan, but most
of this rise was to come from increased yields per acre and
especially per animal. The 3d Plan (as indeed the 4th Plan
and the extremely important Party decision of February 1947)
continued to decry specialization as one of the major weak-
nesses of the sovkhozy. The shortcomings of specialization
were stressed almost as vociferously as its advantages had been
in the late "twenties and early ’thirties.

More diversification than was available in 1937 or is avail-
able now would not bring about a fundamental change. Some
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of the efficiency goals of the 3d Plan, such as an increase of
milk yield per cow from 1,422 liters in the year 1937 to 2,500
liters in 1942, or a large output of pork per sow, could be at-
tained only at unreasonably high cost. The fact would remain
that the sovkhozy are high-cost producers, largely because of
the expanded managerial superstructure.

Absence of reliable data for 1939 and 1940 precludes the
possibility of close appraisal of the developments in the sov-

TaBLE 2—CrorPEp PLowrLAND, 1938, CLAssIFIED BY Propucir Group®
(Thousand hectares)

Sovkhozy | | Work- | Indi-
Crop Total and | Kol- Kol- | ers and | vidual
koop- i khozy | khozniki; em- peas-
khozy | i ployeese , ants
Grand total .............. 1136,943} 12,411 | 117,227 | 5,337 | 1,113 | 856
Grain, total ............. 102,411, 8,496 | 91,920 | 1,189 214 | 592
Wheat ................. 41,512 3,688 | 37,557 133 18 | 116
Rye ..oivviiiiiiiat, 21,451 777 | 20,200 245 31 98
Barley ................. 9,213 1,404 7,534 196 14 65
Oats .vvviiiiinnnnnnn, 17,882 2,140 | 15,638 26 6| 73
Corn ....ovvvvvivnnnnn. 2,609 110 1,920 391 117 61
Millet .....oovviveniaet. 3,924 109 3,689 88 13 25
Buckwheat ............. 2,085 19 2,040 4 21 20
Rice ..., 164 9 146 7 1 1
Dry legumes ........... 2,519 | 98 2,337 56 | 13 15
Technical crops, total ...| 10,560 338 | 10,362 201 23| 36
Cotton ................. 2,083 83 1,992 0 0 7
Fiberflax .............. 1,882 3 1,836 31 1 12
Oil-flax ................ 352 8 333 9 0 2
Hemp .....covvvvinn. 654 8 542 97 2 6
Sunflower .............. 3,145 69 3,006 47 18 4
Minor oilseeds ......... 937 31 894 5 0 1
Sugar beets ............ 1,231 104 1,127 . .
Tobaceco and makhorka 200 8 182 5 0 5
Medicinal crops, etc. ... 171 6 165
Potatoes ................. 7,365 263 3,314 | 2,942 660 | 186
Vegetables ............... 2,020 176 963 670 181 30
Feed crops .......cvveen.. 14,1021 3,137 | 10,586 335 31 10
Silage crops ........... 643 208 425 9 1) ...
Feed roots ............. 774 111 452 185 22 4
Rotation grass ........ 12,685|! 2,818 | 9,709 | 10| 11| 6

* From Cropped Plowland USSR, 1938, Gosplan (Moscow, 1939), pp. 21-22.
@ Private enterprises of laborers and administrative employees of sovkhozy and MTS,
and of urban workers.
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khozy during the first three and one-half years of the 3d Plan
Period, i.e., before the Union entered World War II. However,
if there was an increase in their output, it was insignificant.

4th Plan.—Some of the goals of the 4th Plan for the sovkhozy
are apparently below those of the 3d Plan but above the prewar
level. The goals for livestock are utterly unrealistic, but those
for acreages, which are relatively modest, may be reached if
great efforts are made.

KOLKHOZY

Ist Plan Period.—With possibly even greater reluctance
than in the case of the sovkhozy, the Gosplan provided for a
twelve-fold increase in the number of collectivized households
during the 1st Plan Period. However, the fulfillment of the goal
would have resulted in a total collectivization of little more
than 10 percent of all households. But this scheduled rate of
collectivization was soon scrapped. In the avalanche-like drive
of a few weeks in the late fall and early winter of 1929-30
about half of the peasant households of the RSFSR were addi-
tionally herded into the corrals. By the end of the Plan Period
almost two-thirds of the households and about four-fifths of
the peasant acreage were collectivized (pp. 304—09). The col-
lectivization of the peasant livestock, not indestructible like
the land, proved far more diflicult, as we shall see.

Three forms of kolkhozy were distinguished before the drive
—communes, arteli, and co-operatives for common cultivation
of the land (TOZ). In the communes the members had every-
thing in common, for the most part even their meals. In the
TOZ the livestock remained outside of the kolkhoz and not
even all of the arable land, draft power, or machinery were
collectivized. The members of the arteli were left small plots
for their vegetable gardens and they also owned some livestock;
but most of the enterprises were in the hands of the kolkhozy.
While the Party preferred the commune and took the artel as
the second choice, the peasants favored the TOZ as interfering
least with their activities (pp. 320-22).

The communes—a heavy burden on the budget—were soon
recognized as an unsuitable form of kolkhoz in the big sweep,
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intended to get rather than to give. The TOZ, which collectivized
only part of the output, could likewise not be used to extract large
quantities of farm products. Besides, they were inacceptable
politically. With minor exceptions in special areas, the old kol-
khozy were therefore converted into arteli and the new kolkhozy
organized in this form.

Although the artel form was forced upon the peasants, it
was by no means settled throughout the 1st Plan Period that
the kolkhozniki would be permitted to retain some livestock in
individual possession. The uncertainty in this matter, together
with the extreme disorganization which led to a critical feed
shortage, brought about the loss of roughly half of the livestock.
In some areas as much as 85 percent disappeared.

The pre-drive kolkhozy were tiny affairs, averaging 12.5
households and 41.7 hectares of cropped plowland in 1928.
Unsuccessful attempts were made in the big drive to bring
the kolkhozy to the size of the new sovkhozy. The Party had
to be satisfied with a six-fold increase in the average number of
households and more than an eleven-fold increase in average
cropped plowland (pp. 315-19).

Most of the forcibly enlarged kolkhozy—in contrast to their
pre-drive predecessors—were large enough to use modern ma-
chinery. In spite of this, not only were the new tractors and
machinery used with them concentrated in special organizations
—the machine-tractor stations or MTS—Dbut the small numbers
of such machines already owned by the kolkhozy were taken
away from them. Although the unions of co-operatives owning
the MTS were so heavily controlled by the state that they were
practically state institutions, they were ultimately transferred
entirely to state ownership. The MTS had to play an important
role in physically assuring fulfillment of the “First Command-
ment.” For them to perform this function successfully, every
semblance of influence of the peasants on their management
had to be removed.

In contrast to the pre-drive machine-lending points which
loaned their machinery to peasants, the MTS had to perform
the various operations for the kolkhozy. A passive operation
was replaced by an active one. Among other means to induce
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the kolkhozy to use the services of the MTS, the obligatory
deliveries to the state were made higher for those kolkhozy that
preferred doing all their own work. The payments for the serv-
ices of the MTS, like the obligatory deliveries, had to be in kind
and constituted part of the “First Commandment” (pp. 285-93).

Labor was made the only recognized basis for the distribu-
tion of the share of the kolkhozniki in the kolkhoz proceeds.
Emphasis was laid on the fact that payment did not have to be
related to need. Stalin declared: “Each works according to his
ability and receives consumers’ goods not according to his needs
but according to work for Society.””” The “trudoden” was es-
tablished as a unit of payment for this labor. Literally, trudoden
means workday, but a day’s work at different tasks is rewarded
differently in terms of the trudoden. All operations except
tractor-driving were divided into 7 groups. A day’s work in
each was declared to be equivalent to from one-half to two tru-
dodni. The payment of tractor drivers was subject to special
regulations. So far as possible, the number of trudodni due to
each kolkhoznik was to be established on the basis of piecework.
The total share of all members in the proceeds of the kolkhoz
was divided by the number of trudodni earned by all of them
during the year, and the “value” of the trudoden was thus estab-
lished (pp. 363-66 and 402-03). The trudoden was pro-
claimed the tie between the kolkhoz and its members.

When hundreds of peasants were herded into one kolkhoz,
the resemblance to a herd lay not only in the circumstance
that their joining was not voluntary, but also in the fact that
nobody knew anything about how the kolkhoz should be organ-
ized and run. Even the payments in trudodni and on the basis
of piecework did not assume reasonably definite forms before
the end of the 1st Plan Period. By that time it was also decided
that the field work of the kolkhoz was to be entrusted to one or
more special brigades and that the livestock enterprises were
also to be taken care of by segregated units (the livestock fermy;
see p. 353). All the organizational efforts did little to alter the
fact that, so far as peasant farming was concerned, the 1st Plan
Period was one of vast destruction and disorganization.

3 Joseph Stalin, Problems of Leninism (11th ed., Moscow, 1947), p. 495; see also pp.
515-16.
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The goals of the 1st Plan for kolkhoz output were discarded
along with the rate of collectivization provided by the Plan.
Efforts to attain the revised production goals turned out on
the whole a great failure, especially in the case of animal prod-
ucts. Even so far as certain goals were reached or exceeded,
failure of a sort was generally implied. The expansion of
cropped plowland occurred largely at the expense of an unde-
sirable cut in meadows and pastures. The overfulfillment in
acreages under certain crops was offset by an undesired cur-
tailment in others. Yields per acre and per animal deteriorated
throughout—to three-fifths of the former level in some crops.
The culmination was the great famine in the winter of 1932-33
(pp. 551-55), when millions died of starvation. A considerable
increase in the death rate and a substantial decline in the birth
rate were also observed in the preceding years and were not
overcome before 1937 or 1938.

2d Plan Period—The goal of the 2d Plan Period was to
reach 100 percent in collectivization of peasant farming. This
was virtually fulfilled. Only 0.9 percent of the peasant cropped
plowland remained outside of the kolkhozy at the end of 1937.
This later collectivization was achieved, not by direct compulsion
as before, but by discrimination against individual peasants in
obligatory deliveries, taxes, premium rates for obligatory in-
surance, receipts from insurance—indeed in everything (pages
312-15). In spite of the further expansion of the degree of col-
lectivization, the 2d Plan Period, so far as the kolkhozy were
concerned, was primarily one of consolidation within the modest
limits attainable under Soviet conditions.

The 2d Plan sought an increase of almost 150 percent in
kolkhoz output.* However, when allowances are made for the
effects of favorable weather in 1937 and statistical exaggera-
tions, less than half the desired increase is shown to have been
attained.” Except for cotton, a few percent over the pre-collec-

4 This rate is implied in the figure for output of the kolkhozy of 6,676.7 million rubles
in 1932 (Socialist Agriculture USSR, 1938, p. 88) and the goal for total agricultural output
in 1937 (26.2 billion rubles), as well as in the statement of the Plan that three-quarters of
the total output in 1937 should be produced by the sovkhozy and kolkhozy.

5 The official computation, which makes no adjustment for favorable weather conditions
in the last year of the period and is otherwise biased, claims an increase of not quite 90
percent.
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tivization level of yields was the best that could be reached, and
in certain crops even that level was not attained. While certain
sources of inefficiency and waste of early collectivization years
were eliminated, the increases in yields were to a large extent
attained by disproportionately large labor inputs. .

Since the above-stated increase in kolkhoz production between
1932 and 1937 was accompanied by an increase in the num-
ber of collectivized households by 24.2 percent, there was
an increase in output per collectivized household and per able-
bodied person by about 25 percent. It is, however, extremely
significant that the number of trudodni earned per able-bodied
person increased by much more—as much as 60 percent—in
the same period (Table 28, p. 411). The productivity per
workday declined by about 25 percent.

Improbable as it may seem in view of the backwardness
and scale of pre-collectivization farming, the productivity per
man-hour in the kolkhozy at the end of the 2d Five-Year Plan
was no higher than that of the average pre-collectivization indi-
vidual peasant household and consequently was considerably
below that of the more productive individual peasants. Only in
the output of small grains and similar crops did the kolkhozy
show a substantial superiority over the pre-collectivization aver-
ages. The labor inputs in technical crops,’ potatoes, vegetables,
and especially livestock were no less than the respective pre-
collectivization averages, and in some cases were even greater.
A substantial use of labor for administration, guards, and other
non-productive tasks in the kolkhozy offset whatever saving
could have been made as compared with individual enterprises
(pp- 423-33).

With the state taking away without adequate pay a consider-
able portion of the kolkhoz produce and with the productivity
per hour no higher than in individual farming, the reward of
labor for a day’s work was necessarily far below the pre-collec-
tivization level. An itemized computation for 1937 (an excellent
crop year) and 1938 (a poor crop year) indicates an average

6 “Technical crops” in Soviet statistics comprise sugar beets, oilseeds, fibers, tobacco,
rubber-yielding plants, and some other crops. Since the group includes some food crops the
term “technical,” though a not entirely appropriate adjective, seems preferable to the more
specific term “industrial,” used by the International Institute of Agriculture.
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per-day reward only some 40 percent of that attained by the
population engaged in agriculture before collectivization (chap-
ter xxix). The reward per trudoden, the declared tie between
the kolkhozy and kolkhozniki, failed to function adequately.

The low wages paid by the kolkhozy for ordinary labor
(apart from their tendency to weaken the kolkhozniki’s will to
work and thus to increase the labor-time needed for a given
task) led to a more lavish use of manpower than would have
been required under another system, simply because men were
so cheap. The work of the peasants, paid for in trudodni, con-
stituted relatively the lowest cost-of-production item in the kol-
khoz economy. It was not the kolkhoz land that was squandered,
as had been asserted by the famous order of May 27, 1939 and
again by the order of September 19, 1946; it was the trudodni
and the work of the kolkhoz peasants. These were and are still
squandered in the most prodigal way. Gleaning the fields, for
example, may yield about 5 kilograms of grain a day. Farmers
of the poorest European countries find such labor input scarcely
worth while. But the kolkhozy can afford to follow this practice,
as they have long done and are still doing, because their gleaners
receive little more than half the value of the grain they salvage.
Their total daily reward has frequently been equivalent to only
2% to 3 kilograms of grain, and at present is even lower than
that.’

The distressingly low incomes of the kolkhozniki, attended in-
deed by frequent brushes with starvation, added to the fact that
the peasants do not look upon the kolkhoz property as their own,
leads to extensive stealing of that property. Theft from store-
houses and especially from the field, including unauthorized
harvesting of kolkhoz crops, and probably also theft of the
seed by those entrusted with seeding operations, is an inherent
part of the system. Because of this, the kolkhoz goods are
weighed and reweighed repeatedly, and since everything is
handled by hand the labor input in these operations is con-

7 A report from Stavropol in Socialist Agriculture, July 11, 1947, is devoted to achieve-
ments in gleaning grain by school children. The names of thrce children were given who
picked 15 to 20 kilograms of heads per day. For another kolkhoz the highest average of
three named children was 10 kilograms of heads per day. In a third kolkhoz three named
children were paid 23, 17, and 15 kilograms of grain for five days of work “‘starting early
in the morning.” The report described the payment as good.
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siderable. Even more labor is used for the providing of guards.
Guards are in the fields, at storehouses, at almost every live-
stock ferma—hundreds of thousands, perhaps more than a mil-
lion guards. The guards, of course, do not participate in the
agricultural operations. ‘

After the right of the kolkhoz peasants to own livestock was
definitely recognized in 1935 (although limited in the principal
agricultural areas to one cow and one sow, both with offspring,
and a few sheep and goats), their almost negligible holdings of
1932 expanded rapidly. The kolkhozniki were also eager to
utilize to the utmost their right to have individual gardens. Of
the total production of kolkhozy and individual kolkhoznik en-
terprises in 1937, the latter accounted for 25.4 percent.

The combined output of the kolkhozniki, workers and em-
ployees,® and individual peasants amounted to 27.8 percent of
the total USSR output in 1937 (Table 1, p. 47). This is slightly
more than the 25 percent which the 2d Plan set for them. Since
the total output goals of the 2d Plan were missed by a much
greater margin than the difference between these percentages
(Chart 3 and page 67), even this individual sector failed to
fulfill the goal set for it. Its degree of failure, however, was

CuART 3.—LivesTock NuMBERs BY OWNER GroUPS, JANUARY 1, 1938%
(Million head: note different scales)
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* Data in Chart Appendix.

8 The group, “workers and employees,” includes laborers and administrative employees
of sovkhozy and MTS, and urban workers who maintain gardens and keep livestock.
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considerably less than that of the kolkhozy and especially of
the sovkhozy.

3d Plan Period.—By 1938, the first year of the 3d Plan
Period, the kolkhozy had about finished digesting what was
digestible for them. They had reached yields which they were
not likely to exceed substantially; they possessed about all the
livestock they could maintain with the feed resources at their
disposal; the labor of the kolkhoz peasants was utilized almost
fully, indeed excessively in the case of women.

These circumstances were apparently more or less clearly
realized by those in power. The goal of the 3d Plan for the
increase in kolkhoz output was not as large as that of the 2d
Plan. Much more important was the fact that part of the sched-
uled increase in kolkhoz output was to come from inroads upon
the private economy of the kolkhoz peasants. This may not be
clearly apparent {from the rather indefinite statements of the 3d
Plan. However, measures taken simultaneously with or shortly
after the working out and approving of the 3d Plan, especially
by the order of May 27, 1939, leave no doubt on this score.
Thus the 3d Plan Period was characterized by a tightening up,
a further attack on the peasants.

The legal limits on the kolkhoznik gardens, which averaged
little more than one acre, were henceforth to be enforced strictly,
thus releasing for kolkhoz work part of the time formerly used
on private gardens. Even more important, the cut in their own
enterprises could be expected to increase the kolkhozniki’s need
to work for the kolkhozy. The further planned increase in kol-
khoz livestock was to have the same effect. To achieve this in-
crease, part of the roughage formerly distributed to the kolkhoz-
niki, and of the pastures they had used, were henceforth to be
utilized for the kolkhoz herds. Thus their increase would be
accompanied by a reduction in kolkhoznik livestock.

The problem of obtaining more work from the kolkhoz peas-
ants was also attacked directly by the above-mentioned order
of May 27, 1939, which established minima of work to be per-
formed by each kolkhoz peasant. Since the time of the men
was already about fully utilized, the measures aimed primarily
at the women. The peasant woman, declared liberated from
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family slavery by the kolkhozy, had to pay for her “freedom”
by earning, in the principal farm areas, at least 80 trudodni per
year in her kolkhoz. This was in addition to her heavy house-
work and practically the entire burden of maintaining the
family’s private garden and livestock. Eighty trudodni implied
60 to 65 workdays.

The punishment for non-fulfillment of the minima was to be
expulsion from the kolkhoz and—the principal threat—loss of
the gardenland. The analogy to serfdom had become increas-
ingly justified. The serf owner did not pay for the labor of his
serfs, but, on the other hand, he asked for much less labor
than the kolkhoz was actually getting, allowed the serfs several
times as much land, and placed no restrictions upon their live-
stock holdings.

As in the case of the sovkhozy, the increase in the kolkhoz
output in the peacetime portion of the 3d Plan Period cannot
be computed. But it certainly was only a fraction of the goal.
In the case of cattle and hogs, increases in kolkhoz herds did
not make up for the loss by the kolkhozniki. Generally, the gains
of the kolkhozy may have been about limited to the loss in
output of the kolkhoz peasants.

4th Plan Period.—In respect of the kolkhoz setup, the 4th
Plan Period may turn out to be merely a continuation of the
3d Plan, namely, one of even greater restraints on the kolkhoz
peasants.

Procurements had become much heavier, relatively, during
the war and remained heavier with the return of peace. Since
the total number of trudodni earned during the year did not
decline, and possibly even increased, the value of the trudoden,
very low before, dropped still further. To offset the inevitable
decline in the kolkhozniki’s will to work, premiums in kind are
being greatly stressed. They were introduced shortly before
the war but were not widely applied. Everyone, including the
personnel of the MTS, who is connected with the production of
certain products in one way or another, is now given the right to
a premium in case the goal is exceeded.

Ostensibly, the premiums come only from additional output;
actually they imply a further decline in the value of the tru-
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doden or, at least, hinder its increase. Whatever advantages the
premium system offers may be offset by its negative effect on
the value of the trudoden. Rearrangements in the manner of
rewarding the kolkhoz peasants may be empty gestures so long
as the amount available for the total reward remains inadequate.
This leads one back to the heavy government procurements.

While premiums are greatly stressed, the other measures
taken during the 3d Plan Period for insuring adequate work
of the kolkhoz peasants for the kolkhozy are strengthened. Rais-
ing the obligatory minimum for work of the kolkhoz peasants
to 100 trudodni in the principal agricultural regions in 1942
was explained by war conditions. But no explanation was of-
fered for the fact that those very war conditions were taken
advantage of to force drastic cuts in the kolkhoznik livestock,
while those of the kolkhozy were largely or fully maintained.
By mid-1947 none of the wartime regulations pertaining to
kolkhoz labor had been revoked, and no promises in this direc-
tion seem to have been made. While the 4th Plan foresees a
recovery in kolkhoznik livestock, all individual owners (kol-
khozniki, individual peasants, and workers and employees) are
expected to possess a considerably smaller proportion of the
total livestock at the end of the period than on January 1, 1941.
Moreover, there is little doubt that the kolkhoz herds will be
relatively closer to their goals by January 1, 1951 than the
holdings of individual owners.

By the order of September 19, 1946, the drought year with
very poor crops and much starvation, a renewed check-up of
the gardens of the kolkhozniki was ordered. The violations of
the corresponding regulations of the 1935 Artel Charter proved
on a very tiny scale; most excess holdings were probably below
one-quarter of an acre, for the total land excessively held aver-
aged less than one-tenth of an acre per kolkhoz household. In
any other country such victory or post-victory gardens would
be encouraged by all means. Yet the orders have been vigor-
ously enforced. Contrary to the situation in 1939, a special
permanent committee was organized by the government of the
USSR, with special agencies throughout the country, to see
that violations of the Artel Charter of 1935 were eliminated.
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THE NEW TERRITORIES

The analysis of the kolkhoz organization in this chapter, as
indeed throughout the whole study, pertains only to the pre-1939
territory.

The adding of new territories in the west, which started in
1939, was in the first place accompanied by measures resem-
bling the agrarian revolution of 1917 in the old territory. All
land was declared state property. A large part of the former
big estates was divided among landless and smallest peasants;
the balance was retained as state farms.

The organization of kolkhozy was favored, but no drive has
been made like that in the old territory in the winter of 1929-30.
It is even probable that the discrimination against individual
peasants in obligatory deliveries and other things has not been so
. pronounced as it was in the old territory. In contrast to the situa-
tion in the USSR in early years, when the commune was the most
privileged form of collective, the kolkhozy in part of the new
territories, at least, were permitted to limit their activities to
the cultivation of land, while all livestock remained in indi-
vidual ownership. Along with a limited number of MTS of the
usual type,” machine-horse lending points were organized on
the pre-drive Soviet pattern; they lend their machinery and
workstock to the producers rather than perform operations for
them. Moreover, individual peasants are to a large extent the
exclusive customers of the MTS and especially of the machine-
horse lending points. The usual “capitalist” forms of farmers’
co-operatives (credit, sales, purchases) have been preserved
and their spread encouraged. In mid-1947 an individual farmer
in the new territories was still treated as a lawful link of the
economic machine rather than as a pariah.

The new territories are all areas in which the individualistic
principle was fully established among the peasantry. Whatever
importance can be attached to the effect of the land commune
on the mentality of the Russian peasant, communal ownership
of land was a matter of the remote past west of the pre-1939

9 There were apparently little more than 300 MTS in those territories on Jan. 1, 1941
(see note ¢ to Table 22, p. 274) and not many more in mid-1947. Many if not all of these
MTS were small.
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boundaries. No evidence can be found in Soviet literature, how-
ever, that this different situation influenced the Communist re-
gime in its present policy. Moreover, it would be too optimistic
to believe that the deplorable results with collectivization in
the old territories taught a thorough lesson. The wish to acquire
the good will of at least a certain proportion of the population
in the new areas may have been a big factor in the postponement
of full collectivization. The unstable political situation in the
period between the acquisition of the new territories and the
entrance of the USSR into World War II may also have played
a role. The critical shortage of machinery after the war would
in itself be a sufficient reason for delay.

It is hardly likely that the contrast in the position of indi-
vidual peasants—i.e., the peasants remaining outside of col-
lective farms—in the old and new territories will be main-
tained long after the present acute shortage of machinery is
eliminated. The idea that “the small enterprise creates capi-
talism and the bourgeoisie permanently, hourly, daily, inescap-
ably, and on a mass scale,” seems as vigorous as ever. There
is no reason to expect a drive like that of the winter of 1929-30.
The discrimination against individual peasants which brought
millions of them into the kolkhozy during the 2d Plan Period is
a sufficiently strong weapon. It will probably soon be applied
with increased vigor in the new territories."

10 As of October 1948, the drive was in full swing.



CHAPTER 1V

PRODUCTION AND INCOME: GOALS AND RESULTS

The failure of the ambitious plans to boost farm output is
implied in the disappointing results of the activities of the two
forms of socialized agriculture, discussed in the preceding
chapter. Here the same will be shown with respect to the output
itself, as well as the incomes.

INVESTMENT

Instead of increasing by one-third, as planned, the investment
in means of production in agriculture declined by considerably
more, perhaps by as much as one-half, during the 1st Plan Pe-
riod, chiefly by livestock destruction in the collectivization drive.
This decline was not fully made up until 1938. No data
are available to show more recent developments. Livestock
herds declined in 1938—41. This decline may have been over-
compensated by increase in the investment in machinery and
buildings; but the net increase, if any, was small during the
peacetime portion of the 3d Plan Period (Appendix Note B).

Through destruction and surrender to the kolkhozy, the peas-
ants lost more than one-half of their means of production during
the 1st Plan Period, when the goals of the all-out collectivization
drive—ordered in disregard of the corresponding but less am-
bitious goals of the 1st Plan—were greatly exceeded. The
group of individual peasants continued to lose their property
through joining the kolkhozy during the 2d Plan Period, but
there occurred a large increase in livestock holdings of the kol-
khozniki, workers, and employees. In 1938 the investment of
the whole private sector (kolkhozniki, individual peasants,
workers and employees) in means of production amounted to
little more than one-quarter of the total investment in agricul-
ture.

Correspondingly, the means of production owned by the so-
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cialized sector increased from an insignificant fraction of the
country’s total in 1928 to nearly three-quarters in 1938. In
that year, more than half of the socialized means of production
belonged to the kolkhozy, their share being formed of contribu-
tions of members, confiscations from the better-off peasants, and
new acquisitions. Thus, if the kolkhozy could be regarded as a
special kind of peasant institution, considerably more than half
of all means of production remained the property of peasants.
Most of the strictly state-owned socialized means of produc-
tion was invested in sovkhozy. While the goals for sovkhoz
production were missed by wide margins, the needed invest-
ment proved considerably larger than expected. Provided the
means of production are correctly appraised, the state-owned
MTS rank far below the sovkhozy in size of investment. The
great power over the peasants that the possession of the ma-
chinery gives to the state is attained with but a small invest-
ment (pp. 716-17).

The composition of the means of production naturally
changed greatly during the prewar plan periods. Increased in-
vestment in tractors eventually compensated for the great decline
in draft animals. Large-scale machinery and large buildings
replaced small-scale machinery and small buildings.

Perhaps half of the prewar investment in agriculture was
lost during the war. Restoration to the prewar level will extend
beyond the 4th Plan Period. When it has been accomplished,
the share of the individual sector in the pre-1939 territory will
be even less than before the war. In the socialized sector, a
further relative strengthening of the investment in the MTS at
the expense of the kolkhozy will have taken place.

MECHANIZATION

When the avalanche-like drive started, the plan to base so-
cialized agriculture exclusively or mainly on mechanical power
could not be fulfilled. Although a real effort was made to speed
up domestic production of tractors and to provide the greatest
possible means for importing them, the supply of mechanical
power fell far behind the needs. The enormous losses of horses
long remained unreplaced by other sources of power, and short-
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age of draft power was a major factor in the decline of produc-
tion in the early ’thirties.

The efforts to speed up the output of tractors and other agri-
cultural machinery gained momentum in the 2d Plan Period.
In this respect the imposing goal of the 2d Plan was by and
large fulfilled. By the end of the 2d Plan Period a considerable
degree of mechanization had been achieved. The USSR could
truthfully boast that she exceeded the United States in the pro-
portions of land plowed by tractors and of grain harvested by
combines. In all other operations the degree of mechanization
attained in the USSR is generally much less than in the United
States, and many important tasks are still performed without
any machinery in the old-fashioned way. Although the change
in Soviet agriculture was very great, such boasts as the follow-
ing cannot, of course, be taken seriously:

Our agriculture is, consequently, not only the largest-scale and most
mechanized, and therefore most commercialized agriculture, but also is
equipped with more modern techniques than the agriculture of any other
country.!

For several reasons, mechanization in the USSR lacks many
of the advantages that it has in other countries. The number
of machines is very inadequate for the operations that have to
be performed with them. Even in the best years, various opera-
tions could not be performed at the most appropriate times, and
night work had to be resorted to, with adverse effects on the
quantity and quality of the output and with considerable incon-
venience to the workers (such a trifle as the latter, however, is
never mentioned in the Soviet Union). Since the selection of
operations to be mechanized is determined partly by political
considerations, some are mechanized that are not profitable for
such a poor country as the USSR, and some that should be
mechanized are not. The yield-raising power of machinery—be-
lief in which was a major factor in the planned great increase in
output—turned out to be largely a myth. Only a fraction of the
manpower that was expected to be released by mechanization
was actually set free (p. 389 and chapter xviii).

The lack of reserve capacity in machinery proved particu-

1 Joseph Stalin, Report to the XVIIIth Party Congress in 1929.
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larly injurious during the war. In spite of great drafts of man-
power and horses for military purposes, there was a consider-
able decrease in the rate of mechanization. By the end of the
war virtually all machinery had become obsolete. There had
been no replacement with new machinery. Existing equipment
was used very intensively by operators who, for the most part,
were inexperienced, and repairs were made by inexpert mechan-
ics using defective spare parts.

Owing to continued armament production after the end of
the war, reconversion of factories to the output of agricultural
machinery proceeded slowly until the end of 1947. The 4th
Five-Year Plan foresees no very large output of farm machinery
until the latter part of the Plan Period. The prewar level of
mechanization, however, will be restored before that of the out-
put of farm products.

OUTPUT

Soviet statistics include two measures, indexes, or indicators
of agricultural output: gross agricultural production and in-
come from agriculture. Both are commonly expressed in terms
of values in 1926-27 rubles, i.e., rubles at 1926-27 prices.
The first represents the sum of gross production of crops or
“vegetable products” (excluding pasture) and of gross produc-
tion of animal products (excluding farm-produced draft power),
and thus includes a considerable amount of duplication. The
second, sometimes referred to as net agricultural production, is
roughly equivalent to “value added in agriculture” as computed
in other countries. Three series of indexes, however, are dis-
cussed in detail on pages 657 fi. Two of these are the Soviet
series adjusted by the writer for duplications and omissions and
bear the same titles. The third, production for sale and house-
hold consumption, here presented for the first time, is an inter-
mediate step in the calculation of income from gross production.
In the following discussion the writer’s figures are used to show
actual developments.

1st Plan Period.—All indicators show substantial declines
from the pre-collectivization level to 1932 (Chart 4). Although
the basic and maximum variants of the 1st Plan ordered re-



PRODUCTION AND INCOME: GOALS AND RESULTS 65

spective increases of 44 and 55 percent in gross agricultural
production, it actually declined 23 percent during the period.
Production for sale and household consumption declined slightly
less (20 percent), but income from agriculture dropped even

CHART 4—F1vE-YEAR PLANS: AGRICULTURAL PrRODUCTION AND INCOME®
(Billion rubles at 1926-27 prices)
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more (24 percent), because mechanization raised the outlay for
non-agricultural materials and for the allowance for deprecia-
tion in the face of declines in investment and output. The enor-
mous losses resulting from destruction and obsolescence of
buildings and machinery of the private sector, and from the vast
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decline in livestock, were ignored in the official computations of
depreciation (see p. 665) and are not considered here.

Even before collectivization, the Soviet Union had little more
than the bare minimum of food. The 1932 agricultural produc-
tion was about 20 percent below the pre-collectivization level,
had been preceded by a small output in 1931, and was unevenly
distributed among an increased population. This spelled disas-
ter. Rationing had been restored as early as 1929, but the ra-
tions were very inadequate and the prices of unrationed food
soared. In 1928 a kilogram of rye bread had cost 9 kopeks in
co-operative stores throughout the USSR,” and 8 kopeks in those
of Moscow. In 1932 rye flour was sold at 320 to 390 kopeks per
kilogram in the kolkhoz markets of Moscow, and even the gov-
ernment charged 280 kopeks for it in its “commercial stores.”
Other foodstuffs commanded similarly exorbitant prices. Meat,
for example, sold in the kolkhoz markets of Moscow in Novem-
ber 1932 at 1,217 kopeks per kilogram as against 66 kopeks in
co-operative stores of the Union in 1928; and potatoes fetched
147 kopeks as against 6.9 kopeks.* Yet the average monthly
wage in industry increased by only 64.3 percent from 1928 to
1932.°

The situation of the hungry urban dwellers was, however,
enviable compared with that of the rural population. At the
end of the 1st Plan Period millions in the rural areas were
dying from starvation (see pp. 551-56). It is scarcely con-
ceivable that exultation could have been voiced under these
circumstances. Yet the fully reorganized Gosplan concluded its
appraisal of the results in agriculture in these words: “Such are
the brilliant victories of socialism achieved in the sphere of agri-
culture as the result of the fulfillment of the 1st Five-Year
Plan.”®

The following reprimand helps one to understand the nature

2 National Economy USSR: Statistical Handbook 1932, Central Office of National-
Economic Accounting (Moscow, 1932), pp. 348-49.

3G. M. Gorelik and A. I. Malkis in Soviet Trade, here quoted from Alexander Baykov,
The Development of the Soviet Economic System (Cambridge, England, 1946), p. 244.

¢ National-Economic Plan for 1936, Gosplan (2d. ed., Moscow, 1936), p. 334; National
Economy USSR . . . . 1932, pp. 348-49.

® Socialist Construction USSR, 1936, Gosplan (Moscow, 1936), p. 524.

® Summary of the Fulfillment of the Ist Five-Year Plan for the Development of the
National Economy of the USSR, Gosplan (English ed., Moscow, 1933), p. 22.
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of the victories referred to by the Gosplan. Victor Kravchenko,
having been sent to the starvation area on an official mission,
tried to help as much as he could. When he had returned, his
superior told him:

“You’re a future engineer, I'm told, and a good Party man. But I’m not
sure that you understand what has been happening. A ruthless struggle is
going on between the peasantry and our regime. It’s a struggle to the death.
This year was a test of our strength and their endurance. It took a famine

to show them who is master here. It has cost millions of lives, but the col-
lective farm system is here to stay. We've won the war. . . . . »1

The large increase in grain exports in 1932 as compared
with 1927-28, from 320,000 tons to 1,750,000,° fits well with
this attitude.

2d Plan Period.—In spite of the marked decline in produc-
tion during the 1st Plan Period, the 2d Plan (for 1933-37)
was not satisfied with the goals of its predecessor. It scheduled
for 1937 a level of gross agricultural production 18 percent
above the maximum goal of the 1st Plan and double the pro-
duction level of 1932.

About half of the increase in gross production planned for
1937 was achieved, the total being 53.4 percent above 1932
and 38.6 percent above the original estimate for 1927-28 ac-
cording to official computations. Even this not very favorable
showing was due in part to exceptionally favorable weather in
1937. The writer’s computation for 1938, made comparable
with that for 1928,° indicates an increase in gross agricultural
production of 12 percent over the decade 1928-38. The corre-
sponding figure for the volume available for sale and for con-
sumption in the farm home in 1938 was 15 percent above that
of 1928 (Chart 4, p. 65).

While gross agricultural production, according to official
data, increased 53.4 percent from 1932 to 1937, the income
from agriculture was boosted by 77.4 percent according to the
same source. The phenomenon is even stranger if it is stated in
absolute figures. The additional gross output of 7 billion rubles

7 Victor Kravchenko, I Chose Freedom (New York, 1946), p. 130. Chapters viii and ix
give a vivid picture by a participant.

8 See note 6, p. 86.

® Normal weather assumed, data adjusted for change in method of estimating grain
crops, and other revisions in both years. See chapter xxviii, especially pp. 673-74.
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is supposed to have been obtained with an increase in outlay of
only 0.5 billion rubles. The total outlay is assumed to have
declined from 36 percent of the value of the gross output in 1932
to 26 percent in 1937. According to the 2d Plan the percentage
was to be 33. All these computations were never supported by
any details and cannot be. The writer had to go independently
into the whole matter (see pp. 676-79).

Expenditures for goods of non-agricultural origin used in
agricultural production (motor fuel, lubricants, and fertilizers),
as well as depreciation of machinery, rose greatly during the
2d Plan Period; indeed, the total of these cost factors more
than doubled. According to the writer’s computations, income
from agriculture increased only 49 percent from 1932 to 1937
as against an increase in gross production of 55 percent. From
1928 to 1938, income from agriculture increased but slightly
if at all, the computed increase of around 2 percent being
within the limits of probable error.

3d Plan Period.—The 3d Plan called for an increase in gross
agricultural production in 1942 of 52 percent over the official
figure for the crop year 1937." Since the weather was very
favorable in 1937, the expected increase was actually larger
than this. The goal implied an increase of 16.4 percent over
the 1937 goal of the 2d Plan, to more than double the 1928
production level.

N. A. Voznesenskii, president of the Gosplan, in his speech
at the first session of the Supreme Council of the USSR, intro-
ducing the 4th Plan to the Congress of Soviets in March 1946,
gave as the official estimate for 1940 (in a single figure without
details or explanation) a gross agricultural production index
of 15.7 percent above 1937, as usual without stating the terri-
tory to which the 1940 estimate pertained. The writer’s compu-
tations are less favorable.

The rising trend of gross agricultural production came almost
to a standstill by 1937 or 1938. If weather conditions had
been average in both 1937 and 1940, gross agricultural pro-
duction would have been somewhat higher in 1940. The de-
tailed analysis summarized in chapter xxviii indicates for 1940

10 34 Plan, p. 68.
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a decline in gross agricultural production by about 3 percent
from the actual figure for 1937 (an excellent crop year). The
computation for 1940 is made on the assumption of average
weather conditions and unchanged territory. Voznesenskii’s
1940 figure was not comparable with the latter since it pertained
to a larger territory than the 1937 figure."* However, the exten-
sion of the method of estimating output in on-the-root terms to
practically all crops in 1939 or 1940 must also have been a fac-
tor in the overestimate.

While the aim of the 3d Plan to raise gross agricultural
production to 30.5 billion rubles’ was extremely optimistic,
indeed fantastic, the goal for income from agriculture of 23.4
billion rubles in 1942 may just as well be ignored. A gross
agricultural production of 30.5 billion rubles, if reached, would
have yielded a net income almost 10 billion less than that stated
in the Plan.

World War I1.—Agriculture suffered greatly in the war. In
1945 its output (postwar territory) was possibly 40 percent or
more below prewar. An area with more than a third of the na-
tion’s agricultural potential was invaded by the Germans. So-
cialized agriculture, disliked by the farm population, was an
easy prey to the enemy. Planned destruction and evacuation
by the Russians was apparently a minor fa¢tor in the losses
of the occupied territory. But agricultural output of the unin-
vaded territory also declined greatly. Even before the war
Soviet agriculture was operated on the principle of day-and-
night work of machinery and full utilization of the available
labor force, including all women and to some extent even chil-
dren 12 to 15 years old. The sudden removal of great num-
bers of men and of part of the tractors and horses at the start
of hostilities inevitably hurt it badly. Moreover, a blunder later
recognized and to some extent remedied was committed in stop-
ping the output of spare parts for the remaining tractors and
machinery by large factories. A marked decline in farm output
followed directly upon the first shot; one can even rightly speak
of “collapse.” The decline in the uninvaded territory during

11 But possibly not to the whole territory in possession of the USSR in 1940.
12 Jnless otherwise indicated, rubles referred to in this discussion are of 1926-27 value.
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the whole war (including 1945) was probably more than three
times as large, in percentage terms, as the decline in Russian
farm output during the war of 1914-18.

The goal for gross agricultural production in 1950 is given
in Voznesenskii’s speech, mentioned above, at 47.3 percent
above the gross production in the very favorable year 1937,
and at 26.4 percent above 1940. While the territory to which
his 1940 figure pertains is a matter of guess, the 1950 figure
obviously applies to the postwar territory. The prewar level of
agricultural production for the enlarged territory lies at 115
percent (or slightly more) of the 1937 production in the pre-
1939 territory.”® Hence the goal of the 4th Plan implies that
the prewar level is to be exceeded by more than 25 percent.

Owing to the delayed reconversion of the farm-machinery
industry and the slow release of men from the armed forces
after the end of the war, the recovery of Soviet agriculture was
slow in the first two years of the 4th Plan Period. It is extremely
unlikely that the prewar output level will be reached by 1950,
the last year of that period.

PRODUCTION BY COMMODITIES

Crops.—As is always the case in times of stress, a shift from
animal to vegetable products in the ultimate production of the
USSR took place during the decade 1928-38. While vegetable
products available for sale and consumption in the farm home
increased by 2.2 billion rubles in that decade, the value of ani-
mal products declined by 0.7 billion rubles. But even the
production of crops had been far from adequate; otherwise
this shift would not have occurred.

Since the plans for total crop output failed greatly, the same
was naturally the case with individual crops. With the single
exception of cotton during the 2d Plan Period, goals were one
thing and production quite another (Chart 5). If grain and
potatoes came within 10 percent of their goals in 1937, this
was to a considerable extent due to favorable weather. For

18 The figure is arrived at by assuming that the prewar level of output in the pre-1939
territory was slightly below that of 1937 and that the added territories, before they were

included into the Union, had an output of 18 to 20 percent of that of the Union in prewar
boundaries.
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some crops the discrepancies between goal and performance
were even considerably larger than for the total crop output.
The plans called, for example, for a large expansion in sun-
flower-seed production. The output, however, was not main-
tained even in the very favorable year 1937.

CHART 5.—F1vE-YEAR PLANS: MAJjor Crops*
(Million tons: note different scales)
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Developments in the output of individual crops were not
encouraging—even apart from the failure of the plans. As
Chart 5 indicates, fibers and sugar beets were the only major
crops in which large increases in production were attained dur-
ing the ’thirties. The USSR indeed changed from an importer
to an exporter of cotton. The increase in the value of fiber pro-
duction from 1928 to 1938 amounted to about 450 million
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rubles. There was a large increase also in castor beans, and
a start was made in the growing of kok-sagyz, a rubber-yielding
plant. About 40 percent of the increase in the total value of
products available for sale and for consumption in the farm
home from 1928 to 1938 was made up of inedible products.

Among edible vegetable products, only sugar-beet output
was greatly expanded during the decade. By 1937, production
of grain, the principal food and concentrated feed crop, had
increased by about 15 percent—not significantly more than
the growth of population. The increase was considerably larger
in potatoes (almost 5O percent), mainly because the inade-
quately provided kolkhoz and individual peasants and other
rural dwellers sought refuge in this crop. The production of
vegetables also rose more than moderately, and for a similar
reason; the statistics, however, are too uncertain to permit an
exact appraisal of the increase. However large it may have
been, it was only a fraction of the fantastic expansion planned
for these crops. A government order of November 23, 1929,
applying to the RSFSR, specified increases within five years of
75 percent in the acreage devoted to the principal group of
vegetables designated Type I (see page 595), and of 40-50
percent in yields (75 percent for kolkhozy and sovkhozy).

The situation was worst with vegetable oils. While output
of sunflower seed declined, no substitute crops were found.
Only because of an increase in oilseeds obtained as by-products
of fiber production could the total oil output be approximately
maintained. This was a very unsatisfactory solution in view of
the population increase, the shortage of animal fats, and indus-
try’s rapidly expanding demand.

It is significant that, aside from sugar beets, the food crops
that were increased the most—potatoes and vegetables—were
those in which the private producers, including the kolkhozniki,
produced and retained a large share of the total output.

Animal products—The plans for animal products failed
even more markedly than those for crops (Chart 6). Meat pro-
duction in both 1932 and 1937 was less than half the respective
goals. Egg production in 1932 probably was less than one-
quarter of the maximum goal of the 1st Plan. While the pro-
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duction of all important vegetable products, although falling
far short of the goals, more or less exceeded pre-collectivization
levels (with the exception of sunflower seed and probably hay),
poultry meat is likely to have been the only animal product
with an output greater at the end of the ’thirties than in 1928.
The output of principal meats, milk, eggs, wool, and hides and
skins had not reached the pre-collectivization level when the
USSR entered the war. The meat-output capacity in 1940 was
more than 20 percent below that of 1928.

CuART 6.—F1vE-YEAR Prans: OurruTr oF Principal ANiMaL Propucts*
(Million tons of meat and milk; billion eggs: note different scales)

MEAT MILK EGGS

6 ' 60 24
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4 H 40 16

fab
a b
2H 20 8 7

° 1927 1932 937 1942 °I927 1932 1937 (942 ° 1927 1932 1937 1942
-28 -33 -28 -33 -28 -33

* Data in Chart Appendix.
@ QOriginal official estimate.
® Later official estimate. ° Official revision.
¢ Estimated by the writer.

These developments in animal products were the natural
result of the failure of the ambitious plans for the development
of livestock herds, indeed, of the failure of the productive live-
stock to reach at least the pre-collectivization level after the
severe drop in the early ’thirties. Horses did not increase to
much above half of this level. For particulars on the changes
in herds, the reader is referred to pages 620-26, and especially
to Charts 36 and 37 (pp. 621 and 622).

INCOME

Except for taxes, nearly the whole income from agriculture,
as computed in the USSR, went to the agricultural population
in 1927-28. Following are the Gosplan’s estimates of the in-
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come from rural economy and income of the population engaged
in this in 1927-28, in million 1927-28 rubles:**

Million
rubles

Income from rural economy:
Agriculture .........iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiees 10,409
Forestry ....covviiniiiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiianns 1,459
Fishing ...ocvviiiiiimiiiiiiii it 360
Total rural economy........coovvvivennneennns 12,228

Income of the population engaged in rural economy:
0 7 Y 13,333
The same exclusive of receipts from the cities... 11,616

On this basis, about 95 percent of the income from the pre-
collectivization rural economy went to the population engaged
in it.

The situation changed substantially in the next few years, as
the state became an important recipient of income from agri-
culture. Since there was practically no increase in the total
in 1928-38 (Chart 4, p. 65), the portion of the income going to
the farm population declined materially over the period.

Theoretically, the state should receive rent for the land in
the greatly expanded state farms, as well as the profit from oper-
ating them; but the sovkhozy are high-cost producers (pp. 264—
66), and it is quite possible that, except perhaps in good crop
years, the rural population gets, in the form of wages, the whole
return from the operation of the state farms, except for such ex-
penses as fuel and depreciation.

The gross return of the state-owned MTS is largely absorbed
by depreciation of machinery and the cost of motor fuel and
lubricants, already deducted in arriving at the income from
agriculture, and, to a much smaller extent, by salaries and wages
which go to the farm population. The analysis in chapter xii
(pp- 293-95) does not indicate that large profits accrue to the
state after the expenses are met.

Although in normal years the state may not make any profit
on sovkhozy and the profit on MTS probably is not large, its
net gains from obligatory deliveries of the kolkhozy, kolkhoz-

1 Control Figures of the National Economy USSR for 1928-29, Gosplan (Moscow, 1929),
pp. 436-38.
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niki, individual peasants, and other producers of farm products,
and from the milling tax, are huge. According to the compu-
tations on pages 700-701, they amounted to a little more than 2
billion 1926-27 rubles on the average of 1937 and 1938. The
income from agriculture of the population engaged in agri-
culture did not exceed 7.2 billion rubles on the average of those
two years, as against 8.9 billion in 1928. Since the total popula-
tion depending on agriculture was estimated to have declined by
12% percent over the period (pp. 713-14), the per capita
income of that population was reduced by almost 10 percent.

But the changes in the distribution of income from agricul-
ture, from 1928 to 1938 and later years, were not limited to
the great increase in the share of the state and to a certain
reduction in the average per capita income of the population
engaged in agriculture. In 1927 only 3.9 percent of all peas-
ant households were classed as kulaki (well-to-do; see pp. 161—
62). Moreover, the wealth and income of this group were con-
siderable only in comparison with the distressing poverty of
the bulk of the peasantry.” In consequence of the thorough reor-
ganization of agriculture, the percentage of persons in agricul-
ture with higher incomes than that of the ordinary peasant was
greatly increased. The former kulaki, actually the more ener-
getic, harder-working peasants, are now replaced by the army
of chairmen of the kolkhozy, tractor drivers, combine operators,
and the like. These workers both number and earn relatively
more than did the kulaki.” The increase was particularly large
in the number of persons with incomes several times that of an
ordinary kolkhoz peasant. The directors, assistant directors
(those representing the political police and others), and high
officials of the MTS and sovkhozy, including the trained tech-
nicians, add up to quite a number. The computations in chap-
ter xxix indicate that the incomes of the rank-and-file peasants
were below the average by only 3 percent before collectivization
and by about 15 percent around 1938. Hence the total decline
in per capita income of the rank-and-file peasants in the decade
1928-38 was equivalent to about 20 percent.

15 The increased stratification in the village—both in numbers and incomes—is a phe-

nomenon the importance of which is by no means limited to its effect on the incomes of the
rank-and-file peasants.



76 THE SOCIALIZED AGRICULTURE OF THE USSR

The official appraisal of the changes in incomes of the peas-
antry as the result of collectivization is that an “immense
growth of well-to-do life and culture of the kolkhozy and kol-
khozniki” occurred, that the kolkhozy ‘“have brought the peas-
antry a joyful life.””® The unappreciative peasant weighs the
loss of his independence and the much greater work (pp. 417-
19) against his smaller income. The better schooling and medi-
cal help are not likely to be considered by him an adequate
compensation.

19 1. Benediktov, ‘“All-Russian Parade of Socialist Agriculture,” Socialist Agriculture,
July 1939, p. 3.



CHAPTER V

MARKETINGS AND CONSUMPTION

MARKETINGS

Normally, producers sell what they do not need for them-
selves; if some balance is left after the needs of the non-producers
are satisfied, it is exported. If a study of the agricultural econ-
omy of pre-Revolution Russia went so far as to deal with mar-
ketings at all, the author discussed not the problem of how to
induce or force the producers to sell more than they did but
the fact that they were compelled by heavy taxation and high
handling charges to dispose of more of their produce than they
could spare.

The socialized economy has thus far proved unable to stimu-
late output. This has given great importance to the problem
of marketings, as always occurs when any economy fails to in-
sure an adequate flow of farm products to the market. The ex-
traction of ever greater amounts of produce from agriculture—
with no hint as to whether or not the balance covers the mini-
mum needs of the farm population—is one of the most important
topics of speeches and writings of those in power. The ability of
socialized agriculture to insure the marketings is praised end-
lessly as one of its greatest advantages.

Ist Plan Period.—The increases in farm output scheduled
for the 1st Plan Period were so large that, in spite of the as-
sumption of a substantial improvement in the diet of the rural
population, they justified the expectation of an increase in mar-
ketings relatively much greater than in production. While gross
production was to increase in five years by 43.6 percent (basic
variant) or 54.9 percent (maximum), the expected increases
in marketings were 83.6 and 119.3 percent respectively (Table
3). Such greatly enlarged marketings would have permitted a
material improvement of the diet in the rapidly expanding cities
and a marked rise of exports as well.

”
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However, production actually declined substantially during
this period. The natural result would have been a more than
proportional decline in marketings. But the whole production-
marketing relationship was changed by the all-embracing con-
trol that the government obtained over the producers’ supplies.
The normal procedure, that of producers selling what they do
not want or need more or less urgently for their own use, was
done away with. The volume of marketings was increasingly
determined by the needs of the government for specific sup-
plies (pp. 362 ff.).

Unfortunately, the writer was unable to find an official com-
putation of total marketings in 1927-28 and 1932 in terms of
rubles of the same value. However, an analysis of the mar-
ketings of individual products leaves no doubt that the total
volume obtained from the farm population was not only main-
tained but actually increased. Although the increase was mod-
erate—probably about 20 percent; trifling, indeed, compared
with the goal—it enabled the cities and industry to survive.
Death by starvation of millions in the rural districts was the
price.

Marketings of animal products could not have been pre-
vented from declining during the 1lst Plan Period. With the
disappearance of chickens producing chiefly for the market,
sales of eggs dropped sharply. Eggs may, indeed, have repre-
sented the only important case of marketings declining rela-
tively more than output. Meat marketings also fell consider-
ably, though substantially less than output. Sales of milk and
dairy products declined relatively moderately, also much less
than output. Marketings of wool were greatly curtailed. Among
vegetable products, marketings of sugar beets, the crop com-
monly sold in full, fell as much as production.

State procurements of sunflower seed, the principal source
of vegetable oil in the USSR, declined to little more than half
from 1928 to 1932 (from 1,071,610 tons to 562,680 tons);
part of the deficit was offset by larger procurements of cotton-
seed and linseed.® Total marketings of oilseeds probably de-
clined moderately.

* Agriculture USSR, 1935, Commissariat of Agriculture (Moscow, 1935), p. 386.
2 ]bid., pp. 399 and 422.



MARKETINGS AND CONSUMPTION 81

Marketings of potatoes, however, rose sharply as the hungry
city consumers, greatly increased in numbers, turned to the
food most easily obtainable. Procurements of cotton and flax
in 1932 were much larger than the marketings in 1927-28.
Most important, the marketings from the 1932 grain harvest,
which was at least 10 percent below that of 1927 (pp. 539-40),
were almost two and one-half times those of 1927-28.

As the figures stand, deliveries of grain exceeded even the
very optimistic goal of the maximum variant of the 1st Plan,
but the situation was actually less satisfactory than this. The
marketing goals of the 1lst Plan did not include the require-
ments of any part of the rural population, even when they were
served through normal trade channels involving long railway
or water hauls. However, part of the rural population had to
be fed from the supplies procured by the state in 1932, and a
portion of the requirements for seed and feed for rural live-
stock was met from the same source. Furthermore, the urban
population in 1932 was larger than envisaged in the Plan.
While the 1932 grain marketings were not as large as the data
in Table 3 (p. 78) imply, the withdrawal of greatly enlarged
quantities from the considerably reduced crop spelled disaster
to the rural population, which was poorly fed even before the
Five-Year Plans were initiated.

2d Plan Period.—The increases in marketings of most prod-
ucts, demanded in the 2d Plan for 1937, again exceeded the
planned increase in production. This occurred in spite of the
fact that the supplies available to the rural population in 1932,
the base year of the 2d Plan, were below the minimum needed
to sustain life. When production fell considerably short of ex-
pectations, the goals for marketings in 1937 again could not
be even approximately fulfilled. It would, for example, have
been difficult for procurements and kolkhoz-market sales of
meat to reach the goal of 2.48 million tons in 1937 when total
meat production was only 2.37 million tons.® However, it was
planned that a very large portion of the expected increase in
meat production would be marketed. Actually, the producers

3 The goal for marketings included offal, possibly also poultry and rabbits. The figure
for output pertains only to the principal meats.
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were forced to market not only the total small increase in meat
output but much more, so that they retained for themselves less
than in the meager year 1932. The rural population in 1937
parted with greatly increased quantities of meat (1,400,000
tons as against 935,000 tons in 1932) from an output enlarged
only by 200,000 tons. The widely advertised and admittedly
vast improvement in the efficiency of procurements is also clearly
revealed in the fact that, while total meat production declined
from 3.6 million tons in 1928 to 2.4 million in 1937, the mar-
ketings were about the same in both years. The quantity of
meat which the rural population was permitted or contrived to
retain declined from about 2.2 million tons in 1928 to only
about one million in 1937 (pp. 646—47).

Great increases—relative to output, not to requirements—
were also achieved in marketings of most other products. Grain
marketings in 1937-38, as officially established, were almost
double those of 1932 and more than four and one-half times
those of 1927-28, thus exceeding the goal of the 2d Plan by
3.5 million tons or about 10 percent. It is proudly insisted in
the USSR that grain marketings in that year were almost double
those of Czarist times. The exceptional size of the 1937 crop
was to only a small extent responsible for the favorable show-
ing; the Plan would have been fulfilled or slightly exceeded
even with an average harvest. By 1937 the perfection of pro-
curement techniques had made the receipts practically inde-
pendent of the size of the grain crop.

As in the 1lst Plan Period, the requirements to be covered
by the procured grain were further expanded during the 2d
Period, not only through the rapid growth of the urban popu-
lation but also through the ever increasing dependence on gov-
ernment grain supplies by that part of the rural population
which produced insufficient grain for its own needs. In spite
of these increased requirements, however, the government was
able to enlarge its stockpiles greatly. A moderate additional
increase in per capita grain consumption by the urban popula-
tion was effected by releasing greater quantities of baked prod-
ucts made of lower extraction (higher grade) flour.

State procurements of oilseeds (including the cottonseed in
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seed cotton) in 1937 far exceeded total marketings in 1927-28.
As shown in Table 3 (p. 78) total marketings in 1927-28 were
estimated at 2.29 million tons. In 1937, large factories proc-
essed 2,190,000 tons of oilseeds, all of which were certainly
derived from centralized procurements. In addition, large quan-
tities of cottonseed were delivered by the state to cotton growers,
and a certain amount of sunflower seed was sold unpressed to
be eaten raw.

Marketings of potatoes, however, increased from 1932 less
than in proportion to the rise in output, owing in part to the
difficulties experienced by all branches of Soviet trade in han-
dling the bulky product. Still, even the marketings of potatoes
were more than four times as large in 1937 as in 1927-28, while
the output was only about 50 percent larger.

While the total marketings of vegetables increased perhaps
two and one-half times from 1927-28 to 1937-38, little head-
way was made with centralized state procurements and with
decentralized state and co-operative procurements from sub-
urban farms, which had been planned on a very large scale.

Marketings of milk and dairy products (in terms of milk)
in 1937, though about 25 percent short of the goal, were double
the quantities marketed in 1932. Although milk production
was less than that of 1927-28, marketings exceeded those of
1927-28 by more than one-third.

Eggs again proved an exception. Although marketings in-
creased greatly in relative terms from 1932 to 1937, absolute
quantities remained small—indeed a fraction of the pre-collec-
tivization marketings.

3d Plan Period.—Only the goals for centralized state pro-
curements were stated in the 3d Plan. As in the case of total
marketings in the 1st and 2d Plans, centralized state procure-
ments were expected to rise by more than the total output. The
increase was fixed at 65.6 percent, as against the 50 percent
expansion planned for gross agricultural production.

The increases in procurements planned for 1942 were rela-
tively small in the case of grain and cotton; part of the enlarged
output of grain had been scheduled for use as feed on farms,
and possible procurements of cotton were limited by the size of



84 THE SOCIALIZED AGRICULTURE OF THE USSR

the crop. The large production goal for vegetable oils in 1942
(850,000 tons, or 71.7 percent above 1937) indicated what
the producers of oilseeds had to expect with reference to sun-
flower seed. Moreover, the plan stated frankly that the propor-
tion of the total sunflower-seed crop delivered to the state was
to increase from 51 .7 percent in 1937 to 58.0 percent in 1942.*

Huge increases in procurements of animal products were
planned—almost triple for wool, more than double for meat,
and double for milk.

Practically nothing came of those goals in the period prior to
the Nazi invasion. The only available summarized data on mar-
ketings in the 3d Period are preliminary figures for vegetable
products in 1938-39 and for animal products in 1938 (Table 3,
p- 78). The most interesting figure is that for grain. Marketings
in 1938-39 are given at 36.6 million tons, only slightly less
than the 38 million tons marketed in 1937-38. Yet, according
to the official estimates, the 1938 crop was 26 million tons
smaller at least than that of 1937, and the barn crop was prob-
ably down 20 million tons (see p. 548). Thus the government
continued to force the peasants to bear the impact of the large
year-to-year variations in grain crops. Grain marketings in
1938-39 (almost entirely state procurements) exceeded those
of 1927-28 by 30 million tons, though the barn crop was only
3 million tons larger. The government also achieved the dubious
success of putting a large part of the burden of crop fluctuations
on producers of oilseeds, sunflower seed marketings having de-
clined only 10 percent in the face of a drop in production of
about 20 percent.

CONSUMPTION

Soviet publications devote a great amount of space to achieve-
ments in numbers of machines, rates of mechanization, pedigreed
livestock, number of experts in agriculture, and so on. The real
test of success of economic progress is consumers’ satisfaction,
but Soviet statistics are silent on such matters as per capita con-
sumption of food.

The following discussion is in general limited to prewar

4 3d Plan, p. 90.
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years. A great deterioration of the diet in the war years was
inevitable. No substantial recovery occurred in the first two
years after the end of the war. The meager diet of the late
’thirties will be a matter of pleasant recollection for some time
to come, replacing in the memory the consumption level of the
good old days before collectivization or the even more glowing
promises of the 1st Plan. Probably little more than 10 kilo-
grams of the principal meats were available per capita in 1947.
This figure is about half of what was available in the late "thirties
in the present territory, and compares even less favorably with
the 24 kilograms consumed in 1928, and the 33.8 kilograms
projected by the maximum variant of the 1st Plan for 1932-33
in the pre-1939 territory.

Grain.—With all the additional meat, milk, eggs, and other
preferred foods that the urban population was expected to con-
sume in 1932-33, under the maximum variant of the 1st Plan,
it was assumed that the per capita demand for cereal products
would be satisfied with about the same amount of grain as in
1927-28. In the basic variant of the 1st Plan, per capita urban
grain consumption was expected to increase but two percent.’
Similarly, the increase in per capita rural consumption of grain
was expected to be held to 5.9 percent if maximum food goals
were fulfilled, and to 7.7 percent if the basic variant was
achieved. In the light of subsequent developments, the very idea
seems strange that the peasants would increase their consump-
tion of bread less under the more favorable conditions implied
by the maximum variant of the plan or, for that matter, that the
urban population would voluntarily abstain from eating more
grain products.

The annual per capita food consumption of grain in 1932 is
estimated by the writer at 209 kilograms (probably too high)
as against about 250 kilograms in 1927-28. Other foodstuffs,
except potatoes and vegetables, were in even shorter supply,
and the situation of general scarcity was aggravated by the
uneven distribution of supplies. Whatever the decline in per
capita grain consumption, its effect was disastrous in spite of
the considerable increase in the flour-extraction rate. The ex-

5 1st Plan, 1, 106.
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orbitant prices that people in the cities were willing to pay,
and the starvation deaths of millions in the villages, are matters
of record (see pp. 551-55). So also are the grain exports in
these years of scarcity.’

The 2d Plan was satisfied to aim at restoring the per capita
consumption of grain products to the pre-collectivization level.
A substantial increase in the output of low-extraction flour
(whiter and more palatable) was also planned. In the light of
modern dietary knowledge, a high extraction of flour may seem
desirable, but nutritionists seldom recommend a rate of more
than 85 percent, as compared with the typical average of 70-72
percent in Anglo-Saxon countries in peacetime. In 1933 only
7.3 percent of the wheat and rye ground in large Soviet plants
was milled at rates below 85 percent; most flour was of 96 or
even 98.5 percent extraction. Furthermore, in countries where
bread is made of nothing but flour, water, and salt (and yeast
in wheat bread), where consumption of bread is large, and par-
ticularly if much of it is eaten without other foods, whole-grain
bread is deleterious to many consumers. Coarse whole-grain
bread, especially of rye, eaten at the rate of two pounds per
man per day, adversely affects digestion and work efficiency.
The 2d Plan contained a special table showing the large planned
increase in the production of finer flours.” It was, however,
believed impractical even to plan for a full return to practices
of the pre-collectivization era, when large mills had produced
practically no wheat flour with an extraction above 75-76 per-
cent. Only 41.3 percent of all wheat flour ground in large mills
in 1937 was specified by the 2d Plan to be of such low extrac-
tion.

Although the disastrous conditions of the winter and spring
of 1932-33 were somewhat relieved with the 1933 harvest, im-
provement was slow. As evidence of the continued tight food
situation in the whole Union, the following excerpt may be
quoted from the Order of the Soviet of People’s Commissars of

¢ Grain exports were huge in 1930 and 1931 (4.78 and 5.10 million tons respcctively),
and even in the desperate years 1932 and 1933 they far excccded the exports of 1927-28

(1.75 and 1.71 million tons, respectively, as against .32 million). See S. N. Bakulin and
D. D. Mishustin, Foreign Trade of the USSR during Twenty Years (Moscow, 1939), p. 35.

72d Plan, 1, 187-88.
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December 22, 1933, which was concerned with measures to
raise the very low labor productivity on state grain farms:

To increase for the time of field work (from March 1, 1934 in southern
areas and from April 1, 1934 in others) the daily [bread] ration of skilled
workers and employees (total not to exceed 100,000 persons) from 800 to
1000 grams. ’

To permit the People’s Commissariat of Sovkhozy to provide the stated
category of skilled workers and experts with 2 kilograms of meat and 800
grams of fats per month from the beginning of field work, on the condition
that . . . . the yearly and quarterly plans for deliveries of meat and milk
prescribed for the stated People’s Commissariat will be fulfilled in full.

Even those increased quantities of foods, restricted to a limited
number of adults and, moreover, allowed only during the field-
work season, certainly represent near-starvation rations by all
standards except such as prevail in India or China. But the
people of those countries are much smaller than the Russians.

Bread rationing was abolished on January 1, 1935, but this
act was accompanied by a price boost in regular government
stores which brought prices of grain products to 8-25 times the
pre-collectivization level.

Per capita consumption of grain around 1938 is estimated by
the writer (pp. 557-58 and 751-52) at 245 kilegrams—2 per-
cent below that of 1927—-28—in spite of the increased proportion
of adults in the population and the fact that consumption of
the other foods, except potatoes, vegetables, and the unimportant
sugar, continued below the pre-collectivization level and much
below the Plan. The considerably higher flour-extraction rate,
however, made a greater amount of grain products available
than in 1927-28. While the amount of lower-extraction flour
increased moderately during the 2d Plan Period, the modest
goal of the Plan was missed by a wide margin.

Grain products again began to grow scarce after 1938. Scott
reported that by 1940 bread rationing was restored in Magnito-
gorsk in the Urals, in spite of a law prohibiting it.* Numerous
letters found on the bodies of Soviet soldiers during the war with
Finland suggest that bread and fuel were the only real concerns
of the ordinary kolkhozniki. “We have nothing to complain
about; we have enough grain to last until the new harvest and

8 John Scott, Behind the Urals (Cambridge, Mass., 1942), p. 254.
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29

enough fuel for the winter.” This theme appeared over and
over again.’

About 60 percent of the grain scheduled to be used for feed in
the 2d Plan was actually fed in 1937, as compared with 40 per-
cent in 1932.

Potatoes and vegetables.—The 1st Plan so confidently ex-
pected a substantially improved diet for both the rural and urban
population that it displayed no interest in potatoes. It assumed
that the rural population would have the same per capita con-
sumption as in 1927-28, and that the urban population would
slightly reduce theirs (see page 592). The Plan went wrong even
in this. Per capita consumption of potatoes increased by per-
haps 10 percent, if the consumption of the rural and urban popu-
lation is duly weighted. It would have risen greatly had the
potatoes been available. Feed use of potatoes declined consid-
erably during the 1st Plan Period, instead of displaying the
great increase scheduled by the Plan.

An increase in per capita consumption of potatoes of 15.4
percent was specified for the 2d Plan Period.”® An increase oc-
curred, but the goal of 156.8 kilograms was probably not
reached. The great increase expected in feed use of potatoes
only partly materialized.

As prescribed in 1930, the per capita consumption of vege-
tables by city workers was to be more than doubled by the end
of the 1st Plan Period. The 2d Plan specified an expansion of
52 percent in the per capita consumption of vegetables by the
total population, thus bringing it to the high figure of 156. 8 kilo-
grams." The increase actually attained during the two periods,
while not inconsiderable, could not stand comparison with the
goals. Whatever the actual increase, all or most of it occurred
during the 1st Plan Period when food was particularly short.
During the 2d Plan Period the per capita consumption of vege-
tables may even have declined. A round figure of 100 kilograms
may still be an overestimate for the per capita consumption of
vegetables on the average in 1937 and 1938 as against the goal
of 156.8 kilograms for 1937.

®See the collection of such letters in V. Zenzinov, Rendezvous with the Fatherland
(New York, 1945).

10 2d Plan, 1, 390-91, 427. 1 Ibid,
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Sugar.—The following tabulation compares the annual per
capita consumption provided for by the 1st and 2d Plans with
actual consumption in 1927-28 and 1932 (in kilograms) :**

1927-28, actual .......ccoiiiiiiiiiiiii e 7.7
Planned for 1932-33: :
Basic variant . .......eeeeereneeenrneeeenenns 11.9
Maximum variant ........eceeeeeenneeenccens 13.9
1932, actual ....... ..ol 5.0
Planned for 1937 .. .vtivr ittt iieaae e 12.9

The production level reached by 1938 permitted a per capita
consumption not much below the goals of the 1lst (maximum
variant) and 2d Plans, but only on the basis of the total popula-
tion. Per capita consumption of sugar by the rapidly growing
urban population was three times as large as that of the rural
population in 1927-28." Hence the increase in per capita con-
sumption of each group separately from 1927-28 to 1938 prob-
ably amounted only to 35 or 40 percent. While the amount of
satisfaction from an additional two kilograms of sugar per year
for each rural dweller under Soviet conditions should not be un-
derestimated, the nutritive value of such an addition is negligible.
The 3d Plan scheduled an expansion in sugar production
from 2,421,000 tons in 1937 to 3,500,000 tons in 1942. Such
an increase would have permitted raising the per capita con-
sumption of sugar to more than twice the pre-collectivization
level, but little progress was made toward that end. The 4th Plan
called for only as much sugar (2.4 million tons) in the enlarged
territory in 1950 as the pre-1939 territory had before the war.
Vegetable oils.—Vegetable-oil production during the period
of the collectivization drive was also a great disappointment.
The 1st Plan called for an increase in oil production in large
factories from 342,000 tons in 1927-28 to 850,000 tons (basic
variant) and 1,100,000 tons (maximum variant) in 1932-33.
The 2d Plan scheduled an output of 750,000 tons, the 3d Plan
850,000 tons, and the 4th Plan (for the enlarged territory)
880,000 tons. The expected increases were to originate from
two sources—enlarged output of oilseeds and a greater share of

12 ]s¢t Plan, 1, 104, and 2d Plan, I, 391.

13 B, Grinberg and A. Kovner, “Food Problems in the 5-Year Plan,” Economic Review,
July 1929, p. 54.
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the large factories in the total processing. Only the taking over
of a larger proportion of the crops by the large factories material-
ized. The output of vegetable oil in large factories, instead of
reaching 1,100,000 and 750,000 tons, was only 410,000 tons in
1932 and 495,000 tons in 1937."" The total output of vegetable
oil in all factories in 1938 was only slightly larger than in 1928
(p- 575)," and no substantial change occurred in 1937—40.

Per capita consumption of edible vegetable oils and fats de-
clined not only because of the increase in population but also
because the industrial use of vegetable oils was considerably ex-
panded. The plans for making the people clean by a great ex-
pansion of soap production failed miserably, nevertheless.

Food consumption of vegetable oils, including margarine, in
1932 was officially reckoned at 2.8 kilograms per capita'’ (prob-
ably an overestimate)—certainly a negligible quantity for a
major source of fat in the peasants’ diet. That of 1927-28 may
have amounted to 3.5 kilograms. The 2d Plan aimed at raising
the per capita consumption of edible vegetable oils and fats to
4.2 kilograms in 1937, but the consumption in 1937 was prob-
ably less than in 1932. There are no indications of an improve-
ment in 1938 or subsequent years.

The 1st Plan prescribed an increase in the soap production
of large factories, from an annual level of .94 kilograms per
capita to 2.36 kilograms (basic variant) or 2.60 (maximum
variant), by 1932-33. Actually, 1.7 kilograms were provided
from this source in 1932. A large part of the increase from
1927-28 was merely a shift from home and small-plant produc-
tion to production in large state and co-operative factories, the
output of which had been very small in 1927-28. The goals of
the 2d, 3d, and 4th Plans for soap production in large factories
compare as follows with actual output in 1932 and 1937 (in

14 The figure was not stated frankly, but can be computed from a statement in 2d Plan,
1, 185. )

15 J, Zhukovsky, Rise in Material and Cultural Level of the People in the New Five-
Year Period (Moscow, 1946), p. 27.

19 Tn 1927-28 around one million tons of oilseed were processed by small factories
on custom account for producers or from seed purchased by the factories (Statistical Hand-
book USSR, 1928, pp. 254-55). About 250,000 tons of oil were obtained from that seed.
The production of these small factories declined considerably in later years.

17 Draft of 2d Plan, 1, 374.

18 2d Plan, 1, 391.
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thousand tons in terms of soap with 40 percent of fatty acids) :*

1932, actual ......coiiei ettt treneaanas 357
Planned for 1937 ...vvvieerrnnennnnnnenneneeens 1,000
1937, actual ...cvvveieinneretieneeeenrannonnnse 495
Planned for 1942 .........cciiiiiiievinnnnnnnn 925
Planned for 1950 (enlarged territory)............ 870

The draft of the 2d Plan had called for 1,300,000 tons of soap
in 1937.° The futility of obviously unattainable goals inspired
a reduction to 1,000,000 tons in the final text of that plan, and
the goal of the 3d Plan—925,000 tons for 1942—implied a
further cut. The plan for 1950—870,000 tons in the enlarged
territory—is still optimistic when related to the prospects for
supplies of vegetable oils.

While soap production fell far behind the plans during the
’thirties, there may still have been a large increase in actual
output. In appraising this, however, one must take into account
the vast difference between the soap consumption of the rapidly
growing urban population and that of the rural population. The
industrial use of soap also expanded considerably. As to the
1950 goal, one must consider that the populations of the added
territories are in the habit of using much more soap per capita
than the population of the pre-1939 Soviet territory.

Animal products as a whole.—With respect to consumption
of animal products, the differences among the individual items
were only in the degree of deprivation which marked the func-
tioning of all three plans. There was one aggravating factor to
the declines in output. As in most poor countries, the urban
population consumes much more meat and eggs and consider-
ably more milk products than the rural population. Owing to the
rapid increase in the proportion of the urban population, total
requirements for animal products would have expanded consid-
erably, even if the previous levels of per capita consumption of
both the urban and the rural population had merely been main-
tained; an unchanged output of animal products would neces-
sarily be accompanied by a substantial decline in the rates of
consumption both in cities and on farms. The same phenomenon

1 2d Plan, I, 431; V. Molotov’s speech to the XVIIIth Party Congress introducing
the 3d Plan (Planned Economy, 4th issue, 1939) ; 4th Plan, Section 2.

% Draft of 2d Plan, 1, 415.
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has already been mentioned in connection with sugar and soap,
and it also appears in textiles.

Since the production of the principal animal products never
again reached the pre-collectivization level, the consumption
rates of all animal products in the country and the cities re-
mained far below the pre-collectivization level, which was offi-
cially recognized as very inadequate. The Soviet Union indeed
provides a unique example of industrialization and urbanization
that not only lacked the normal accompaniment of a considerable
increase in average per capita consumption of animal products,
but actually showed a marked decline.

Meat.—The 1st Plan employed exaggerated per capita rates
of meat consumption for the base year 1927-28: 49.1 kilo-
grams for the urban and 22.6 kilograms for the rural popula-
tion (Chart 7). In spite of this, the approved variant of the Plan

CHART 7.—F1vE-YEAR PLANS: PEr Carita MeaT CoNsuMPTION*
(Kilograms per year)
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provided for increases of 35.4 and 16.8 percent respectively—
to 62.7 and 26.4 kilograms. The 1927-28 figures were later
corrected to 46.3 and 18.7 kilograms, but even these rates, to
say nothing of the 1st Plan goals, must have seemed a dream of
plenty to the meat-hungry populace when it received the official
declaration that the 1st and 2d Plans had been gloriously ful-
filled and exceeded.

In 1932, the per capita meat consumption of the whole popu-



MARKETINGS AND CONSUMPTION 93

lation turned out to be hardly more than half of that in 1927-28.
The situation was even worse for the urban population, whose
consumption was only a little over 40 percent of its 1927-28
level. The 2d Plan tried to hide the futility of scheduling for
cities and villages a per capita meat consumption even as high
as the basic goal of the 1st Plan, by including fantastic quantities
of poultry and rabbits in its meat goals for 1937 (this in spite
of the fact that in Russia “meat” had always meant the principal
meats: see p. 638, note 1, and Chart Table 7, p. 777, note d).
Even the reduced goals, however, remained wishful thinking.
Meat production in 1937 was only a little larger than in 1932,
and the per capita consumption of the whole population could
barely have been maintained. The only difference, but a very
substantial one, lay in the fact that the increased control over
the supplies made it possible to bring about a distribution more
favorable to the urban population than that of 1932. The urban
dweller in 1937 had more than half as much meat as in 1927-28,
while the rural population had a smaller proportion of its 1927—
28 consumption. The difference in per capita meat consumption
between the rural and urban populations, which had always been
large, became even greater. The relationship of Czarist days
was probably again fully restored.

After all the “great achievements,” the 3d Plan was satisfied
to project for both the rural and urban population a meat con-
sumption in 1942 about 5 percent above the pre-collectiviza-
tion level.

A greatly increased meat production in 1938, the first year
of the 3d Plan Period, was brought about through a change
from increasing to decreasing livestock herds. This raised the
per capita meat consumption from 14.0 kilograms in 1937 to
20 kilograms in 1938. The greatly enlarged marketings in that
year may have brought the per capita urban consumption of
meat to two-thirds of the pre-collectivization level, while the con-
sumption of the rural population was not very much above half
of its corresponding level. The rural dweller may have had no
more than one-third as much meat to eat as the urban, and the
latter’s actually deplorable position was certainly envied by the
rural population more strongly than ever before. Since meat
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production did not reach the 1938 level in any of the following
peace years, 20 kilograms of meat per capita remains the best
that the socialized Soviet agriculture could do for the consumer.

Milk.—The consumption of milk and dairy products during
the collectivization period was relatively not quite so small as
that of meat, but was a great disappointment nevertheless (Chart
8). The pre-drive disparity between urban and rural consump-

CuART 8.—F1vE-YEAR PLANS: PER CaritA CONsuMPTION OF MILK AND
Mk Probucts*
(Kilograms per year in terms of milk)
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tion had been relatively much less in milk than in meat and
eggs; hence the rapid urbanization tended less to enlarge the total
requirements for milk. An offsetting factor was that the need for
an increase in the consumption level of milk and milk products
was believed to be much greater than for meat. As in the case of
meat, even the low rates of consumption of milk and milk
products in 1927-28 must in retrospect have seemed highly
satisfactory.

The 1st Plan in its maximum variant sought to increase the
urban consumption of milk (including milk products) by more
than 50 percent in terms of milk, and even the basic variant
called for an increase of 38 percent. The planned increases for
the rural population were more modest. The actual per capita
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consumption of milk in 1932 turned out to be only about 60 per-
cent of the 1927-28 level for the peasants, while the urban popu-
lation had less than 40 percent of its pre-collectivization con-
sumption.

Less than half of the increase in per capita milk consumption
planned for the 2d Plan Period was attained.” To a considerable
extent, though less than in the case of meat, the changes in the
milk situation during the 2d Period operated to the disadvantage
of the producers. While the urban per capita consumption in-
creased by about 70 percent from 1932 to 1937, the rural con-
sumption went up less than 15 percent.

The 3d Plan called for a 50 percent increase in per capita
consumption of milk (always including milk products) by the
whole population. The planned rates of consumption by the
urban and rural population in 1942, if realized, would have
merely restored the pre-collectivization level. Milk consumption,
however, remained about unchanged in the three and one-half
years that the 3d Plan functioned before the USSR’s entrance
into the war. :

Eggs.—The per capita consumption of eggs in 1927-28, ac-
cording to the Gosplan and Nifontov’s later official estimate, was
as follows (in eggs per year):

Population Gosplan® Nifontov®
Rural ....iiiiiiiiiiiicnnenanaens 49.6 46
Urban ...ciiieiernnecencnceneaans 90.7 107

¢ Ist Plan, 1, 106.
bV. P. Nifontov, Animal Husbandry of the USSR in Figures
(Moscow, 1932), p. 222.

As in the case of milk, the 1st Plan contemplated quite substan-
tial increases in egg consumption by 1932-33. While the per
capita consumption of the rural population would have re-
mained modest (70-72 eggs per year) even if the goal were
reached, egg consumption in the cities (139 or 155 eggs per

2 Except in 1930, no use was made of the possibility of alleviating the domestic short-

age of dairy products by discontinuing or substantially reducing butter exports. These were
as follows (in tons):

1926-27 ....ceeennen 30,295
1927-28 ..iieeniann 32,920
1929 ...oiiiiiiinann 25,371
1930 ..viiiininnnnn 10,522
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year) would have made a really good showing, bringing Soviet
urban consumption up to the level of the better European coun-
tries in this respect.

The bitter reality, however, was a per capita consumption by
the whole population of only 25 eggs per year in 1932,** and
even less in 1933. Such averages obviously mean that a large
proportion ate no eggs at all.

The 2d Plan projected a per capita consumption in 1937 (for
the whole population) of 67 eggs—still a low figure.*® Neither
the official publication devoted to the fulfillment of the 2d Plan
nor the 3d Plan contained anything on egg production or con-
sumption—an ominous sign. Even with exports disregarded,
fewer than 30 eggs per urban dweller could have been provided
from the government procurements of 1937, and their total
consumption remained far below the pre-collectivization level.

The egg situation eased somewhat by 1940, when production
was close to the pre-collectivization level and exports may have
been smaller than in 1927-28. Still, owing to the increase in
population, the pre-collectivization level of consumption per
capita was missed by perhaps 10 to 15 percent even for the
total population. The consumption of both the rural and the
urban population must have been below that level by a consider-
ably wider margin owing to the rise in the proportion of urban
consumers.

Textiles—The large increase in the domestic production of
cotton was not accompanied by a corresponding expansion of
domestic consumption. Both Czarist Russia and the Soviet Union
in its earlier years depended heavily upon imports of cotton. In
1927-28, for example, the Union imported 154,200 tons while
producing only about 210,000 tons. Of the cotton processed in
large factories in that year, 41 percent was of foreign growth.
The large increase in domestic production of cotton in subsequent
years not only made the Union independent of foreign cotton,
but even provided a surplus. In 1937, 45,300 tons were ex-
ported and considerable reserves were accumulated in subse-
quent years. Cotton apparently was also used to a large extent

2 Implied in Draft of 2d Plan, 1, 374. Even this figure may be an overestimate.
2 2d Plan, 1, 391.
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to make up the deficit in coarse fibers. Aside from the fact that
the reduction in imports and the increase in stockpiling largely
offset the increase in cotton output, domestic consumption of
textiles was held down by the neglect to provide the necessary
processing capacity. ‘

As shown in Chart 9, planned production and actual produc-

CHART 9.—F1vE-YEAR PLANS: OutPUT OF TEXTILES*
(Million meters)
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tion of textiles had little in common. It may even be regarded
as a kind of record to have planned 500 million meters of linen
goods, as for 1932, and to have produced only 130 million. But
the situation was bad even if the plans are disregarded and only
the actual production figures are considered.

Chart 9 shows a slightly smaller production of all kinds of
textiles by the large-scale factories in 1932 than in 1927-28.
Total factory production declined somewhat more, owing to a
considerable reduction in the output of small-scale industry and
the curtailment of home processing with the perfecting of the
collecting system. As with many other goods, the per capita
consumption of textiles by both the urban and the rural popula-
tion was also affected by the rapid growth of the urban popula-
tion with its much higher per capita consumption.

The moderate increase in the output of textiles by large fac-
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tories from 1927-28 to 1937 (Chart 9) may have been offset by

the decline in the output of small-scale mills and home weaving.
The per capita consumption of both the rural and the urban popu-
lation could in no case have been maintained. In the last prewar
years the civilian consumption was further curtailed by large
takings for the armed forces.

The 4th Plan, even if fulfilled, will not provide a substantial
improvement. By and large, the goals for 1950 are a reproduc-
tion of those of the 1st Plan for 1932-33, when the expected
population was probably one-fifth smaller. Three-quarters of a
yard of woolen goods per person in a year is a modest goal for a
country which claims to have overtaken all European countries
in production techniques.

Concluding remarks.—The findings on consumption of the
rural population tie in well with the findings on the income of
the rank-and-file rural population summarized in chapter iv.
They support one another. Practically the entire income of
these poor people is used on food and clothing, the former
demanding far the greater proportion. The deterioration of
food consumption and, at best, the maintenance of clothing
purchases, clearly point to decreased incomes.

The Russian urban dwellers are also poor and the bulk of
their income is spent on food and clothing, the generally very
low rent being an item of minor importance. In 1927-28, urban
workers and employees spent 38 percent of their income on
farm products and 35 percent on industrial products, probably
also food in part, the balance being mostly clothing.” The
developments with reference to consumption of food and cloth-
ing, similar to those in villages, therefore leave no doubt that
the consumption level of the urban population declined in
1928-38, and deteriorated further in 1939 and 1940. These
conclusions are fully confirmed by comparisons of the rise in
wages with those in prices of consumers’ goods.”” Housing
conditions likewise deteriorated as is demonstrated by official
data on living space per urban dweller. The improvements in

% Control Figures of the National Economy USSR for 1929-30, Gosplan (Moscow, 1930),
pp. 476-717.

% See especially S. N. Prokopovicz, Russlands Volkswirtschaft unter den Sowjets
(Ziirich and New York, 1944), pp. 283-311.
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education and health services, commonly measured in expendi-
tures from the budget in current costs and prices and therefore
greatly exaggerated, could not have compensated for the other
deprivations, especially since privileged groups have first access
to these services. This all throws proper light on the following
statement from the official Party history:*

In the past, revolutions have perished as a result of the fact that, having
brought the people freedom, they were unable to provide them with a signifi-
cant improvement in material and cultural conditions. In this lay their
fundamental weakness. Our revolution is distinguished from all other revo-
lutions in that it gave the people not only freedom from Czardom, from
capitalism, but also a fundamental improvement of their material and cul-
tural conditions. In this lies its invincibility.

The first part of this statement may well turn out to be quite
prophetic some day, considering the facts on availability of
enclosed living space, food to eat, clothing and shoes to wear.

2 History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Bolsheviks), ed. by a Commis-
sion of the Central Committee of the CPSU(B) (Moscow, 1946), p. 326.
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CHAPTER VI

NATURAL RESOURCES AND POPULATION

A GENERAL VIEW

Czarist Russia was frequently referred to abroad as a country
rich in natural resources. This erroneous idea, instead of being
gradually dispelled, has gained in intensity and spread since the
Revolution of 1917, and Soviet propaganda has done much to
promote it. The discovery of considerable amounts of pre-
viously unknown mineral resources did not make a truth of this
illusion. The most common error in appraising Russia’s mineral
resources arises from considering them in terms of absolute
quantities or values, rather than in relation to the very large
population. The relation of resources to the total area also is to
the disadvantage of Russia. It finds its expression in the high
costs of transportation over long distances. Similar errors are
made with respect to several other countries, such as Mexico and
Brazil.

The same illusion of almost inexhaustible richness prevails
with reference to Russia’s agricultural resources, and the same
errors of not relating the available resources to population are
all too common.

The legend of the vast Russian land resources had its origin
in the great stretch of proverbially rich chernozem (black soil),
not equaled in size in any other part of the world. However, the
inadequacy of precipitation which is associated with the cherno-
zem definitely limits the profitable intensiveness with which this
soil can be cultivated, and permits only correspondingly low re-
turns per acre. Such land may be a relatively big asset when
used in the limited way to which it is adapted, as, for example,
in the Prairie Provinces of Canada or in the western Dakotas.
But the limitations are a serious drawback when a dense popula-
tion is dependent upon the chernozem for a much heavier pro-
duction than can be obtained by the “extensive” methods of pro-
duction adapted to it.
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Only a small part of all the land used for agricultural pur-
poses in Russia is more valuable than the chernozem proper.
This is the irrigated land and part of the degraded chernozem.
The rest is less valuable, some of it very much less valuable.
Part of the land used for agricultural purposes is definitely sub-
marginal by standards lower than those normally used in this
country. Lands so dry that they cannot be relied upon to yield
three moderate crops in five years are plowed and seeded. Forest
lands with shallow topsoil, needing heavy applications of lime
and manure to be productive, are cleared and cultivated with
only small applications of manure, or with none at all. Nor are
the lands neglected that are too cold to produce anything but
meager crops of spring rye.

The vast territory of the Soviet Union misleads one into think-
ing of great land reserves. Most of Siberia and parts of Euro-
pean Russia are either too cold or too dry for agriculture
(p. 105). For its tremendous population (170.5 million in
1939) the Union in 1938 harvested, aside from natural hay,
only 137 million hectares (338 million acres) that returned
yields ranking among the lowest in the world. Two acres of
such land per capita is all that the USSR could boast in that
year. Since a not inconsiderable part of that land is submar-
ginal, it is obvious that Russia does not possess substantial
reserves of land which could be cultivated without great inputs
of capital for improvements. When the proper yardstick is
applied, Russia can only be recognized as a country very poorly
endowed with land resources.

CLIMATE

Temperatures—Most of the Soviet Union, and by far the
greater portion of its agricultural area, lies north of the 45th
parallel, the approximate latitude of Minneapolis. South of this
line a large part of the territory consists of deserts and moun-
tains. Thus very little of agricultural Russia extends into the
southern portion of the Temperate Zone. Furthermore, Russia
shares hardly at all in the marine influence that tempers the cli-
mate of Europe to the west. Even central Europe is mild in
comparison with most of the USSR. Except for the limited areas
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of southern Crimea and the southeastern coast of the Black Sea
her climate is strictly continental, with intensely cold winters and
hot summers. The increase of the continental influence on tem-
perature from west to east in Eurasia is well illustrated by the
following figures for localities at approximately the same lati-

tudes: Difference between
warmest and
Frost-free coldest month
period® (Degrees
Locality Latitude (Days) Centigrade)
Utrecht, Netherlands .......... 52° 06’ 196 16.4
Berlin, Germany .............. 52° 33/ 193° 19.3
Kiev, Ukraine ........co0uun.n 50° 27/ 172 25.3
Kharkov, Ukraine ............. 50° 04/ 151 28.3
Saratov ......iiiiiiiieianenn 51° 27/ 161 30.6
Orenburg (Chkalov) .......... 51° 45’ 147 37.4
Akmolinsk ............c00.... 51° 12/ 129 37.3
Imkutsk .........coiiiiiiaa.. 52° 16’ 95 38.1

% The data on the frost-free period, which are from World Agro-Climatic Handbook,
Chief Office of the Hydro-meteorological Service (Moscow and Leningrad, 1937, various
pages), are only approximations. The figure for Saratov is obviously too high.

» Magdeburg.

Annual temperature ranges as great as those in eastern European
Russia (Saratov, Orenburg) and western Asiatic Russia (Ak-
molinsk) are normal in North America only in the severer east-
ern part of the Canadian Prairie Provinces. In Winnipeg,
Manitoba, latitude 49° 53’, the difference between the July and
January temperatures averages 33.3° Centigrade, but farther
west at Calgary it is only 27.2°. The climate of eastern Siberia
(Irkutsk) is of unparalleled harshness.

A small portion of northeastern European Russia lies in the
zone of perpetually frozen ground, while in Asiatic Russia such
areas are of vast extent. Moreover, low temperatures limit agri-
culture for a considerable distance south of the line of perpetual
frost. Between about the 90th east meridian and the maritime
region of the Far East, only one small strip of very poor land
lying along the southern USSR border can support agriculture,
and that only on a small scale. Tobolsk, located about five de-
grees south of the zone of perpetually frozen ground, has an
average April temperature of 0.4° Centigrade and an average
October temperature of —0.1°; both months frequently show
below-freezing averages, that is, below 32° Fahrenheit. Only
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sporadic production of early-maturing crops is possible under
such temperature conditions.

Extreme continentality of climate is a serious handicap to
agriculture, especially as far north as in Russia. The severe
winters restrict the growing of winter wheat, which is more pro-
lific than spring wheat, to the western portion of European Rus-
sia; eastern Ukraine and everything east of it can grow only
spring wheat. In most of West Siberia even winter rye cannot be
grown successfully, while winter barley can be raised only in
such places as South Caucasus where the crop is not needed.

Corn, a crop with important advantages to any country, is
barred by climatic conditions from all of northern and central
Russia, while in the south insufficient moisture greatly limits the
extent to which it can be grown profitably.

Such crops as cotton are restricted to Central Asia and the
narrow valleys of South Caucasus, the warmest portions of Rus-
sia. The recent expansion of cotton growing into North Caucasus
and southern Ukraine turned out to be virtually a failure (pages
563—66). In the low-lying areas of South Caucasus near the
Black Sea, citrus fruits and tea are grown, though the tea is of
poor quality.

Precipitation.—Insufficiency of moisture is another impor-
tant limiting factor to agriculture in the USSR. Most of Russia
receives so little precipitation that agriculture is impossible
(p. 106). Fortunately, a large portion of this area coincides
with the zone of eternal ground freezing. However, a very large
territory—including most of the four republics of Turkmen,
Uzbek, Tadzhik, and Kirghiz, which in their entirety are now
designated Central Asia (the former Turkestan), and extending
from there well into Kazakhstan to the north and into Stalingrad
oblast and Kalmyk Republic of European Russia to the north-
west—is desert or desert-like, with crop raising limited almost
exclusively to lands artificially irrigated. The relatively better
portions of the territory are adapted to extensive nomadic and
seminomadic animal husbandry. Millet, one of the most drought-
resistant and earliest-maturing crops, is grown sporadically
under dry-farming conditions there.

Adjacent to the semidesert along the west and north is a zone



NATURAL RESOURCES AND POPULATION 111

with moisture permitting only dry-land agriculture. It is in gen-
eral too dry for corn. This area averages 12 to 16 inches annual
precipitation, with much variability. Millet in the driest parts
and spring wheat in the better regions are grown either with con-
siderable intervals between a few crops on the same land (the
“perelog” system) or with fallow. Yields are low, and about
two almost complete failures occur every five years. The strip of
European Russia along the Black and Azov seas, including the
level portion of the Crimea, is located in the zone of 14 to 16
inches. Conditions are better there because temperatures permit
the growing of winter wheat, which requires less annual precipi-
tation than spring wheat.

North of this area, in the 16- to 20-inch precipitation belt, the
climatic conditions permit more stable agriculture, but it too is
definitely a dry-farming area. Root and bulb crops cannot be
grown successfully on a large scale, while grass, including that
on arable land, yields only moderately. The areas with a pre-
cipitation close to 20 inches grow corn but the yields are natur-
ally low. :

North of the 20-inch isohyet is located the large zone of ade-
quate precipitation. Within the limitations imposed by the severe
winters, the area is climatically adapted to intensive farming.
Potatoes and grain do fairly well there. The southwestern part
with its milder climate (the Kiev region) is the best portion of
the zone. Russia had to make this its sugar-beet area, although
in a country with more adequate precipitation it would be un-
able to compete. The portion of Krasnodar oblast adjacent to
the Caucasus Mountains is another good spot in this belt.

Russian technical writers frequently speak of the zones of in-
sufficient and sufficient precipitation, the demarcation line be-
tween the two apparently being the 20-inch isohyet. The Great
Soviet Atlas of the World distinguishes three zones—those of
insufficient, of uncertain, and of excessive precipitation. The
difference between the two-zone and three-zone representations
apparently consists in a change of designation of the wettest zone
from sufficient to excessive (ill-chosen because only a few iso-
lated spots in all Russia can be said to have too much precipita-
tion), and the division of the former zone of insufficient precipi-
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tation into two, inadequate proper and uncertain, with the
dividing line about coinciding with the 16-inch isohyet.' In
the map on page 105 the three-zone representation of the Atlas is
used, but “excessive” is changed to “sufficient.”

SOILS

Chernozem in Russian means black soil. But chernozem as a
term is applied only to black steppe soils; these owe their black-
ness to an abundance of humus, organic matter in a highly de-
composed form. This rich supply of humus not only ensures to
the crops grown on the chernozem an ample supply of nitrogen
and other plant food, but gives the soil a good texture and espe-
cially a high water-holding capacity.

The northern boundary of the Russian chernozem stretches
east-northeastward from about the 50-degree parallel at the
western 1938 boundary, crosses into Asia at about the 57-degree
parallel and continues at about this latitude eastward to about
the 85th meridian (p. 107). In the south the chernozem almost
reaches the Black and Azov seas and fills out the western portion
of North Caucasus. The southern borderline of the chernozem
approaches the Volga about halfway between Saratov and Stalin-
grad; from the Volga it continues eastward approximately along
the 52-degree parallel.

Various types of chernozem proper are distinguished, such
as heavy, ordinary, light, and southern. In general, the cher-
nozem is heavier, and therefore better, in the northern portions
of the belt, and becomes lighter to the south or southeast, in areas
of less precipitation. Further differentiations among chernozems
are made on the basis of parent material and other factors.

North of the chernozem belt is located a very irregular belt,
called the forest-steppe in Russia. (In Canada, this type of soil
is called park land.) This belt represents a transition from
steppe to forest, a steppe interspersed at frequent intervals with
forests (mostly deciduous), or vice versa. The soils of this belt
are made up of gray podzolized soils of the forest steppe (more
to the north) and degraded chernozems (more to the south).

* However, I. Kantyshev in “The Basic Problems in Planning the Organization of
Sovkhozy,” Socialist Reconstruction of Agriculture, October 1938, p. 66, designates the
areas with 13 to 15 inches as those of inadequate precipitation, while calling the areas with
11 to 12 inches ‘‘areas subject to droughts.” But this classification is certainly exceptional.
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Southward and southeastward from the chernozem stretches
an irregular belt of chestnut soils which, like the chernozem, are
steppe soils, and in general are similar, but are even lighter than
the lightest chernozems. The soils along the Black and Azov seas
are of this type,® as are those of a large part of the Crimean
peninsula. Most of the chestnut soils, however, are in the south-
eastern part of European Russia and in Siberia. South of the
chestnut soils begin the gray steppe soils of the semidesert, the
sierozems,” with frequent and large outcroppings of saline and
alkaline soils.

The broad belts of steppe soils, in their entirety in Russia
designated the Chernozem zone, are in general very uniform, the
principal exceptions being the alluvial soils which lie along
rivers.

North of the forest-steppe belt all the way to the tundra
stretches a wide belt of forest soils, mostly represented by podzol
and podzolized soils.* The podzols, gray soils formed on land
in coniferous forests, are the poorest. They not only contain
little plant food, but are mostly very acid. Unfortunately, the
podzols predominate in central and northern Russia. The pod-
zolized soils are found principally in areas formerly in de-
ciduous forest. The best of these, as in the small eastern portion
of the United States corn belt, are brown. They are fairly rich
in plant food and yield well after their frequent defect of exces-
sive acidity has been corrected by liming. The small amount of
warmth is the important factor limiting the utilization of such
soils in Russia, as compared with those of the eastern part of
the American corn belt.

NATURAL CONDITIONS OF THE USSR AND THE UNITED STATES

The similarities in soil patterns in the USSR and the United
States are easily discerned, but the dissimilarities reveal the
relative agricultural potentials of the two countries more than
the similarities. The reader may imagine himself in two cli-

2This is more clearly shown by the much more detailed Soil Map of the European
Part of USSR, Dokuchaev Institute of Soils (Leningrad, 1930).

3 “Sierozem” means gray soil in Russian; but, as a term, it is applied only to gray
steppe soils of the semidesert.

h‘ “Podzol” means leached. Podzolized smls are moderately leached, podzol soils strongly
leached.
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matically similar places in the United States and Russia—=Salt
Lake City, and Astrakhan at the mouth of the Volga River. Both
cities are surrounded by desert or semidesert, with gray steppe
soils dotted with large outcroppings of saline and alkaline soils.
Traveling eastward from Salt Lake City he encounters a succes-
sion of soils more or less similar to those which are found in a
northward or north-northwestward direction from Astrakhan.
First come the chestnut soils (designated northern dark-brown
soils in the United States)’ and then the chernozems. The
American prairie soils, east of the chernozem belt, are the coun-
terpart of soils of the Russian forest-steppe, located north of the
chernozem proper in Russia. East of the prairie soils in the
United States are the podzolized and podzol forest soils, resem-
bling the forest soils of central and northern Russia. Super-
ficially, the pattern appears almost identical; but in the United
States the soil zones parallel one another longitudinally in con-
trast to the essentially latitudinal arrangement in Russia. This
implies great differences in agricultural usefulness of the two
areas compared.

The differences in the location of the various soil types, in
relation to one another, in the United States and the USSR, are
the result of considerable differences in annual precipitation.
Both Astrakhan and Salt Lake City receive about ten inches of
moisture. Indiana is located in the zone of 35 to 40 inches an-
nual precipitation, while Pennsylvania and the states east of this
have 40 inches or more. By contrast, 26 inches, found in por-
tions of northwestern European Russia, is about the highest an-
nual precipitation encountered in the USSR.® Thus the spread
in annual precipitation is about twice as large in the United
States as in the USSR.

This great difference is of the utmost importance in explain-
ing the soil characteristics of the two countries. In the United
States, the progression of soil types from desert to podzols
is brought about exclusively by the rapidly increasing precipita-
tion. In Russia, however, the same phenomenon is the result of
the combined effect of the moderately increasing precipitation

5 Atles of American Agriculture (U.S. Dept. Agr., 1936).

8 A tiny spot on the Black Sea near the Turkish border and small strips along the
Pacific Ocean are the only exceptions.



NATURAL RESOURCES AND POPULATION 115

and declining temperatures. Therefore, the more distant that
certain soil types are from the desert soils, the greater in gen-
eral are the differences between the soils themselves and their
agricultural usefulness in the United States and Russia.

The chestnut soils of North America and the USSR differ
little in the use to which they are put, being devoted mainly to
wheat (winter wheat so far as temperatures permit) in both
countries. The same is essentially true of the chernozem soils
of both countries. There is, however, a marked difference be-
tween the prairie soils of this country and their Russian counter-
parts, the degraded chernozems and podzolized forest-steppe
soils. The prairie soils of the United States, located in a climate
sufficiently warm for corn, are an asset the significance of which
can hardly be overestimated. With a small outlay of labor, 50-
bushel yields of corn are obtained; and on this basis a huge
animal husbandry has been built. The Russian forest-steppe
zone, however, is too cold for corn. The western portion of it is
fairly adapted to sugar beets; otherwise it represents nothing
outstanding, even according to modest Russian standards.

Nor is there any area in Russia that resembles in productivity
the eastern portion of the American corn belt. The brown forest
soils of this belt, though poorer in nutrients than the prairie soils,
produce almost equally bountiful crops because of greater mois-
ture. In the corresponding areas in the southern part of the Rus-
sian forest zones, producers must be satisfied with moderate
yields of rye, oats, and potatoes. Greater warmth and moisture
are decisive also for the much higher value of the American
forest soils, located east of the small corn belt, as compared
with the corresponding parts of the Russian forest belt. More-
over, the proportion of the gray podzol, the poorest forest soils
of the Temperate Zone, is small in the United States as compared

with the USSR.
LAND UTILIZATION
The climatic limitations on Russian agriculture are clearly
reflected in the data on land utilization, which in the mid-1930’s
was as follows (in million hectares) "

7 Agriculture USSR, 1935, Commissariat of Agriculture USSR (Moscow, 1935), pp.
227-28 and 1429.
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Item End of 1934 End of 1935

Total area .......coiiiiiiiiniininnnrennnnnns 2,206.9 2,213.6
Arable land .......... ... .. i i it 223.9%)
Dwelling lots .....ovviiiitiiiiiiniiniennnnnnnn 13.2

Fruitsand grapes. ............covieeen.t, 0.5

Vegetable gardens ..........coiiiveininnnnn. 5.7 4 230.0°
Separated from house lots

Fruitsand grapes. ........ccoviiiinnnennnn. 0.8

Vegetable gardens ..............ccoiiiiinn.. 1.2 |
Meadows ...ooviinineiieniniinineenneannnann 53.3 53.4
Pastures .......ccoviiiiiiiniinirinennnannnnn. 344.1 345.1
Forests .....coviiiiiiiiiiiiiii i iiiinnnenen. 801.2
Bushland .......... ...t 9. 9} 810.9
SWamPS .« it i et e 107.0
Others .. ..o iir ittt ittt it ittt i e eeeennanann 484.9

¢ Of this, 12,300,000 hectares were irregularly used.
°Of this, 5,741,000 hectares were in near-dwelling vegetable gardens and 1,222,000
hectares in separately located vegetable gardens.

Only about 20 percent of the total area was in agricultural use
in the stated year. The arable land made up about 10 percent
of the total territory of the USSR as against 50 percent in ad-
jacent Poland.

Arable land.—1In the last prewar years, crops were harvested
on about 135 million of the 230 million hectares of arable land.
This does not imply, however, that another 95 million hectares
of arable land is available for annual cropping. Not all of the
arable land can be put in crops every year. Of the total, not less
than 41.4 million hectares are in Kazakhstan—most of this
semidesert, where, except with irrigation, only sporadic culti-
vation is possible. Seven-eighths of the land registered in Ka-
zakhstan as arable was not harvested in 1938 (see Table 4,
p- 125). Only sporadic cropping of arable land, or, in better
conditions, the alternating of fallow with crops every second or
third year, is feasible in some other areas as well. In Stalingrad
oblast, for example, only 3.7 million hectares were harvested
in 1939 out of a total of 6 million hectares of arable land.

Even where shortage of moisture is not a factor, cold climate
and shortage of manure present obstacles to yearly cropping.
Where conditions are relatively favorable, the proportion of
arable land not cropped every year is small. The Ukraine, with
a total of 28.5 million hectares of arable land, harvested 26.0
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million hectares in 1938. In Leningrad, Moscow, Western,
and some other oblasti, the figures for total arable and harvested
land practically coincide. Large and rapid expansion of the
arable land in crops at the expense of fallow is therefore not
to be expected.

The irrigated land is by far the most valuable portlon of the
cropped plowland, not only because high yields are obtained,
but also because most of it is located in the warmest regions
adapted to crops not grown in other parts of Russia. Without
irrigation Russia, for example, would have practically no cotton.

The irrigated cropped plowland was estimated for 1938 at
6,167,000 hectares.® Around two-thirds of this (4,198,000
hectares) was in Central Asia and adjacent Kazakhstan. South
Caucasus had 1,081,000 hectares in that year. In all other
areas only 888,000 hectares were irrigated. The area provided
with irrigation canals is considerably larger than this. Shaum-
yan mentions 9 million hectares of such land;’ this figure ap-
parently pertains only to the principal irrigated areas in Central
Asia, Kazakhstan, and South Caucasus. Salinization and re-
duction to swamp have been the principal causes of abandon-
ment. The land abandoned annually is estimated at 80,000
to 100,000 hectares. It may also be doubted that enough water
is available for all land provided with irrigation canals. Part
of the irrigated land is too saline for cotton, the most valuable
crop of the corresponding areas.

Meadows and pastures.—The USSR (pre-1939 boundaries)
has 53.3 million hectares of very unevenly distributed meadows
—a small area for such a huge country. In dry Kazakhstan
9.1 million hectares were in meadows in 1934, while the
Ukraine had only 1.9 million. Of the 344.0 million hectares
in pasture, 152.5 million were again found in Kazakhstan,
while 47.8 million were in the very cold Yakutsk oblast. In
fact, 32.2 million hectares of the Yakutsk pastures were rein-
deer pastures. Ukraine had only 1.9 million hectares of pas-
ture. In the adjacent Kursk oblast, meadows and pastures to-
gether were equal to only 12.9 percent of the arable land.

8 1. Burdiashvili, “The Office of Irrigation,” Socialist Agriculture, August 1939, p. 100.

®V. Shaumyan, “Certain Irrigation Problems,” Socialist Agriculture, August-Septem-
ber 1940, p. 55.
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Other land.—Tt is significant that a huge territory of almost
half a billion hectares remains unclassified. All of this is
probably either tundra or desert and is devoid of any agri-
cultural value. Forests, occupying an even greater area than the
unclassified land, are largely located just south of the tundra,
in areas with a short growing season and poorly adapted to
cultivation. In wide areas, including important watersheds,
forests had been cut off to such an extent (frequently, it is true,
without making the land usable for agricultural purposes) that
the climate is being adversely affected and extensive programs
of reforestation have been inaugurated.

The figure of 107 million hectares in swamps, is on the
surface impressive—a potential supply of agricultural land.
But almost three-quarters of the land classified as swamps in the
above tabulation was in Siberia, chiefly in the northern areas
where settled agriculture is impossible. Almost half of the re-
maining swamps are in the far north of European Russia—in
Karelia and the Northern Region.

LAND RESERVES

The belief that Russia has almost inexhaustible reserves of
idle or pasture land, suitable for cultivation and ready for the
plow, is not restricted to countries outside the USSR.™ The same
idea frequently appeared in economic writings of the early
years of the Soviet regime. It is still repeated in publications of
the propaganda type, which are becoming more and more the
only ones permitted in Russia.”’ But informed persons were and
are of quite different opinion."

™ A considerable confusion on this score was brought about by an article by C. F.
Marbut, “Russia and the United States in the World’s Wheat Market,” Geographical Re-
view (New York), January 1931, XXI, 1-21. His conclusion was that Russia “will be able
to export in that year [1933] more [wheat] than the maximum amount exported in any year
before the war.” The 1933 crop was so bad that the USSR would have had to import that
much grain to feed her population adequately.

1 D. Shepilov, for example, speaking of the possibilities of expanding the agricultural
land, wrote in a publication of the Institute of Economics of the Academy of Scicnces of
the USSR, “Our country possesses the richest land reserves. Limitless are the expanses of
the Volga regions, Omsk, Chelyabinsk, and Altai oblasti, Kazakhstan, Far East, and other
areas.” Socialist Kolkhoz Property (Moscow, 1940), p. 93.

32 See the detailed analysis by B. Brutzkus W. v. Poletika, and A. v. Ugrimoff, Die
Getreidewirtschaft in den Trockengebieten Russlands, N. F. Sonderheft 67 der Berichte iiber
Landwirtschaft (Berlin, 1932). Sece also V. P. Timoshenko's review of Marbut’s article
(quoted above), Geographical Review, July 1933, XXIII, 479-81.
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Mesyatsev, an official spokesman, wrote in 1921:" “The
reserves of land, usable as arable without much outlay, in the
outlying parts of the country must be accepted as by and large
exhausted.” Bolshakov elaborated on the same idea as follows:
. . . . Russia’s land reserves for colonization have bheen reduced greatly and
have also sharply deteriorated in quality. The chernozem zone, which spreads
in Siberia from west to east in the steppe and steppe-forest belts and, to-
gether with its continuation in European Russia, was the principal basis of
the whole Russian colonization during several centuries, must be accepted
as exhausted. Since as early as 1910 or 1911 colonization has had to be

directed to areas located either north or south of the chernozem zone with
substantially poorer natural conditions.1*

Writing a few years after Bolshakov, a well-known student
of agrarian problems, Lyashchenko, summed up his analysis of
the possibilities of expanding the grain-producing area in these
words:

The combined effect of all positive factors [working toward enlarged
grain acreages], one would think, will more than offset the relative decline

in grain acreages, which will be brought about by the expansion of non-
grain acreages.!®

There is nothing in this statement which would point to even
moderately substantial reserves of unused agricultural land.
The Soviet government has made strenuous efforts to ex-
pand the arable area. Such reserves of new land as exist are
located exclusively in Siberia and Kazakhstan. Construction of
new railways (especially the one connecting Siberia with Central
Asia), the introduction of motor transport, and a number of other
factors were certainly helpful in expanding arable land there.
Yet the spring-wheat area of Siberia, including Kazakhstan, in-
creased by only 4.8 million hectares from 1913 to 1938,
according to Laptev.”® This official spokesman expressed the be-
lief that within two or three years after 1940 the cropped plow-

8P, Mesyatsev, “Instead of Introduction,” On Land. edited by a committee of the
Commissariat of Agriculture, RSFSR (3d issue, Moscow, 1022), p. 5.

14 M. Bolshakov, “Aims and Future of Colonization,” On the New Path (Moscow, 1923),
V, part 1, pp. 488-89.

16 P, Lyashchenko, *Possibilities and Conditions of Russian Grain Exports,” Economic
Review, June 1920, p. 21.

1, Laptev, “The Location of Wheat Production in the USSR Problems of Econemics,
April 1910, p. 68.



120 THE SOCIALIZED AGRICULTURE OF THE USSR

land of Siberia could be expanded by three million hectares
more, but that wheat could be grown on that land in successive
seasons only for two or three years. After that a shift to the so-
called perelog system would have to be made, implying con-
siderably less than one crop in two years. Moreover, the land
involved in this expansion would probably average no more than
seven quintals per hectare (ten bushels per acre) when cropped.
It is also noteworthy that, in Laptev’s opinion, a reduction of
the spring-wheat acreage was inevitable in the semiarid regions
of southeastern European Russia. Spring wheat is by far the
predominant crop of that area, and contraction of the spring-
wheat acreage may imply a reduction in total cropped plowland
exclusive of that in rotation hay which presumably will replace
wheat.

Another fact to be emphasized is that plow-up of meadows
and pastures may have been a more important factor in the ex-
pansion of cropped plowland in the ’thirties than were drafts
on unused reserves. The ensuing shortage of natural grass
necessitated the diversion of an ever-increasing proportion of
arable land to rotation hay. Thus the change consisted largely
in transfer of grass growing from natural meadows and pas-
tures to arable land as a rotation crop. Replacement of natural
grass by sown grasses on appropriate land is a desirable devel-
opment,'” but it does not indicate the presence of large reserves
of arable land.

The colonization plans have concentrated more and more on
the Far East, while the plans for expansion of arable land have
had to be applied increasingly to central and northern European
Russia. Of the entire 1,281,000 allotments of new land pro-
vided for by the maximum variant of the 1st Plan, 500,000 were
in the Far East. The climatic conditions of the Far East are
very unfavorable for agriculture, but colonization there is
sponsored for political reasons. The settlers enjoy numerous
privileges, but the agricultural results of the colonization have
been poor. Writing late in the ’twenties, Bolshakov said that
only about 20 percent of the arriving colonists settled perma-

17 See page 491 on the great but unjustified hopes associated in the USSR with the
inclusion of perennial grass in rotations in areas with inadequate precipitation.

3 15t Plan, 11, Part 1, p. 338.
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nently, and those who did remain were doing very poorly.*
Experience in the ’thirties was no more satisfactory.

While the supply of potential agricultural land in central and
especially northern European Russia is relatively large, its
preparation for use is necessarily a slow process. Moreover the
land not now used for agricultural purposes in those areas is in
general very poor. The topsoil as a rule does not exceed 8 to 13
centimeters (about 3-5 inches), and most of it is very sour.”
When that land is seeded without large applications of lime and
fertilizer, as is now done, yields decline.”" Yet a large part of
the German lands, now returning two and a half to three times
as much, were no better in the past.

Irrigable land.—It is difficult to get a clear idea of the total
amount of land that could be irrigated in the USSR. The fact
that no large-scale projects were planned in Central Asia during
the era of the Five-Year Plans may be considered proof that, by
and large, the possibilities there have been exhausted. South
and North Caucasus have certain amounts of additional ir-
rigable land. Elsewhere, additional irrigation probably is pos-
sible mainly in a limited local way, for vegetables and potatoes.
Indeed, attention is gradually turning to such projects from a
big undertaking planned a few years ago.

In May 1932, an order of the government and Party pre-
scribed the construction of a huge irrigation project in the area
of Kamyshin on the Volga. The plans called for the irrigation
of 4.0 to 4.3 million hectares, and completion was set for
1938.* This project apparently was not started. In 1938 the plan
was changed fundamentally, with irrigation at first to be pro-
vided only for 1.0 to 1.2 million hectares by 1947.** Little
work was done on the project before World War II and it seems
not to have been resumed after the end of thg war.

The Volga irrigation project was born of political consider-

1 M. Bolshakov, “Results of Soviet Migration for Five Years,” Economic Review,
March 1929, p. 154

2 M. Pavlovsky, “The Attainment of a Deep Topsoil in New Lands,” Socialist Agri-
culture, July 1940, p. 69.

A Ibid., pp. 69 and 73.
% For details see Socialist Reconstruction of Agriculture, June 1935, pp. 98-111.

= B. Erlikhman, “Hydroenergetic Regions in the USSR and U.S.A.,”” Planned Economy,
1938, 8th issue, p. 56.
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ations: it was dated May 22, 1932, at a time of general under-
nourishment and on the eve of the starvation crop year 1932-33.
No thought was given to the immense difficulties involved. As
time passed, new difficulties arose. For the last 20-odd years
the level of the Caspian Sea has been going down, with very
significant adverse effects. To guard against this and, in addi-
tion, to provide the water for the Volga irrigation project, water
now flowing northward will have to be diverted into the Volga.
It has, apparently, not yet been decided whether enough water
can be made available for both purposes. In any event, the
Volga irrigation project is not a matter of the near future.

AGRICULTURAL REGIONS

The main body of agricultural Russia for a long time was
subdivided into the Chernozem zone in the south and the non-
Chernozem zone in the north. In this subdivision the term
chernozem was used in the wide sense, in place of steppe, and
the Chernozem zone thus embraced areas of chestnut, gray steppe
soils, and part of the forest-steppe. The non-Chernozem zone
comprised the areas with forest soils. But these two zones were
distinguished only in European Russia. The Asiatic territories
of present West Siberia and Kazakhstan, though forming a
natural continuation of the European zones, were known as West
Siberia and Steppe Krai. At present, the standard subdivision
of the main body of agricultural Russia is into the zone of ade-
quate and the zone of inadequate precipitation. In addition to
the main agricultural body, a few special areas are distinguished,
principally South Caucasus, Central Asia, and the Far East.

The non-Chernozem zone.—The non-Chernozem or forest
zone has somewhat less than one-quarter of Russia’s harvested
arable land but more than one-quarter of the wild hay. Like the
poor forest soils of northern portions of the Temperate Zone in
other countries, the forest soils of central and northern Russia
are mainly rye, oat, and potato soils. Some are too poor even
for oats. Practically no wheat was grown before World War 1.
In the early years after the Revolution the disruption of trade
channels brought about a large increase in wheat cultivation.
Later the government forced its expansion. Barley is little grown,
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except in the far north where the shortness of the growing season
favors it. The better soils—those only moderately acid—grow
clover as a rotation crop. The more northerly portion of the
forest zone is adapted to fiber-flax; in the south of the zone ﬁber-
hemp succeeds better.

The following data (in thousand hectares) for White Russia
and Gorky oblast provide an illustration of the distribution of
agricultural land:*

Land use ‘White Russia Gorky

Total area .....ovveiiererecneennannas 12,369 10,991
Arable land, total (1934).............. 3,898 3,297
Cropped plowland (1938).............. 3,337 2,154
Grains . .veoveverennenneeennennnens 2,073 1,546
Rye «coiiiie i 911 588
Wheat ....ovvvriiiiiieininnnns 222 267
Barley ........coviviiiiieninnn 249 13

0ats . oiiveiiiennerenennrenanas 443 506
Buckwheat ........ccviiiiins, 148 17
Millet .....coviiiiiiiiiiininnns 16 51

Dry legumes ....:cccovuvenenn.n 32 39
Technical crops ...........co0uuus. 246 73
Flax, fiber ... vov v, 211 52
Hemp, fiber ...............0uu0 23 11
Potatoes «.ovceecnrinnaieeiiianann 633 236
Vegetables ...................o.0.. 37 23
Sown Erasses .........ciceeinecnnn 309 260
Orchards and vineyards (1934) ........ 52 22
Meadows (1934) .......ccvviiiiiinnn, 2,043 658
Pastures (1934) ......... ..ot 713 328

Rye, oats, and potatoes occupied about 60 percent of the
cropped plowland in both White Russia and Gorky oblast. In
1913, White Russia had only 38,000 hectares in wheat. Potatoes
are grown much more, relatively, in the west with its longer
growing season than in the east.

The far north of European Russia is characterized by scarcity
of arable land and relative abundance of meadows and pastures.
The situation is similar in the northern portions of that part of
West Siberia that is usable agriculturally. This is obvious from
the following data for 1934, in thousand hectares:*

2 For sources see notes to Tables 3, 4, and 5.
® Agriculture USSR, 1935, pp. 227-28.
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Arable
Region land Mecadows Pastures
Northern krai ............... 1,547 1,976 2,181
Leningrad oblast ............ 2,282 2,060 1,043
West Siberia ............... 14,437 4,800 7,094
Omsk oblast ................ 5,299 2,498 3,134

These natural conditions give a marginal advantage to dairy-
ing. In Siberia dairying is also encouraged by the great distances
from the markets, which make it desirable to have the surplus in
products with a favorable value/weight relation. Consequently,
those areas ship considerable amounts of butter, one of the most
expensive agricultural products.

The large output of potatoes in the west of the area is the
basis of rather substantial hog raising.

The Chernozem zone.—The Chernozem zone is the greatest
agricultural area in Russia. It comprises almost three-quarters
of the total cropped plowland of the country. As in the United
States, though not to the same extent, it is a wheat area. In the
western part of the zone in Europe and in North Caucasus, winter
wheat is the principal crop. In eastern European Russia, as well
as in the whole of Siberia, only spring wheat can be grown.

The northwestern corner of the Chernozem zone is its best
part, and this is Russia’s principal sugar-beet area. Twenty-
two inches of precipitation is rather little for such a crop as
sugar beets in the comparatively warm climate of the Kiev
oblast, but the country has no better area for this crop except
for the irrigated lands which are needed for other crops. Kiev
oblast had about 8 percent of its cropped plowland in sugar
beets in 1938 (see Table 4). The concentration diminishes as
the zone extends eastward. In Sumy oblast about 6.5 percent of
the harvested plowland was in sugar beets in 1938; in Kharkov
oblast, somewhat less than 4 percent.

The area in North Caucasus immediately adjacent to the
mountains (southern portions of Krasnodar oblast* and Ordzho-
nikidze krai) is another favored section of the Chernozem
zone. The mountains insure a larger precipitation than in most
other portions of the zone, and the area is also much warmer.

2 For data on Krasnodar oblast, see Table 4.
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TaBLE 4.—CHERNOZEM ZONE: LAND IN AGRICULTURAL USE IN
SPECIFIED AREAS*
(Thousand hectares)

Kras- | Sara- | Kazakh-

Land use Kiev | nodar tov I stan
Total area (end 1934).......cccveeviiennennnn ... 274,311
Arable land, total (end 1934).........c..... vee .ee ... | 41,435
Arable land, harvested (1938)............... 2,100 13,813 | 3,347 6,107
(83 ;% ) AR 1,427 12,584 | 2,729 5,329
) 22 T 336 5 701 200
Winter wheat .....covvvieviiiveeecnnenns 377 11,351 54 155
Spring wheat ............coonat eeaaas 3| 149 (1,236 | 3,253
0]} 7 A 210 | 168 | 293 578
D 5790 [ 210 | 349 | 129 : 362
BUucKkWHeat ..oovoveeriiirennenirnenrennnn 107 0 3! 2
Millet ooivriiiiiiiirirnneennesannnnonnans 63 2 218 | 734
(970 ¢ + U 10| 364 0 14
Dry 1egUIMeS ..oovurverennennrasaneansnns 112 10 95 5
Technical CTODS «vvvvrreenerneeneeeenennns 219 | 548 | 2591 346
FIaX, ADCT «ovneeeenrierernenarennsnnans 161 ... ...
HEIND o eteennieennnneeenrneeeeennnnenn 91 ... 1 f 4
SUNAOWET ...evvevnnnneeeainneeerinnens 7] 23| 29, 149
Sugar beets ......ooieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinn. 161 18 4 14
(07013 20)  FP P S 51 ...1 110
Potatoes .....oiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieaa 192 56 61 | 102
VegetableS ....oevvviirinnneneienieieenes 50 98 37 | 59
SOWD BIASSES +.uverrnnenerernreeensaeeenes 1851 470 234, 241
Orchards and vineyards (end 1934).......... e T 15
Meadows (end 1934) .. viiirinenenennns .. e e 95131
Pastures (end 1934) ...oovvvuneerrnerennnnn. §152,524

* Data on harvested arable land (1938) from Cropped Plowland USSR, 1938, Gosplan
(Moscow, 1939), pp. 16, 299-300, 307-08, and others. Other data (end 1934) from Agriculture
USSR, 1935, pp. 227-28. Data on total area for 1934 given in the source could be used
only for Kazakhstan because territorial changes occurred between 1934 and 1938 in the
other regions shown in this table.

While growing a great deal of winter wheat, the area has a large
share of the USSR’s tobacco land. It is one of Russia’s corn-
growing centers and is also an important sunflower producer.
From here corn stretches westward. It is grown in all of Ukraine
except its most northern and southern portions; the north is too
cold and the south too dry.

The sunflower has proved better adapted to dry conditions
than corn, and it has also penetrated farther north. From North
Caucasus the sunflower extends into Stalingrad and Saratov
oblasti and is important as far north as Voronezh oblast. From
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Saratov it penetrates into Siberia, although it is not doing well
there (pages 576—77). In the Ukraine it is found mainly on the
chestnut soils close to the Black and Azov seas.

In the prewar decade, cotton was introduced into the North
Caucasus and southern Ukraine. Yields were very low, but cost
considerations were subordinated to the desire to increase the
supply of domestically grown cotton.

Saratov oblast may be used as an example of the conditions
in southeastern European Russia (Table 4). A large part of
its chernozems are of the light type with relatively little humus.
Much more important, it is an area of insufficient, highly vari-
able precipitation and high summer temperatures. Southeast
winds, blowing from the desert, are particularly damaging.
More than one-third of the harvested plowland is in spring
wheat. A great deal of rye is also grown, but mainly in the
northern part of the oblast. The acreage in potatoes is less than 2
percent of the total cropped plowland; the potato indeed is a
garden crop there, rather than a field crop. Attempts to ex-
pand corn growing have proved rather unsuccessful.

The proportion of the agricultural land in meadows and
pastures is too small in the typical chernozem areas to make
dairying a profitable enterprise. Animal husbandry is greatly
subordinated to crop production. Hogs kept or finished on barley
and corn, products of arable land, are the principal livestock
enterprises in the Ukraine and some other parts of the zone.

Conditions change fundamentally, although gradually, east
and southeast of Saratov oblast. The type of farming practised
close to the desert is illustrated by the data for Kazakhstan
(Table 4). In 1938, this vast republic had 4.4 percent of the
total cropped plowland of the USSR and an even smaller share
in crop production, but (in 1928)* 13 percent of all horses,
10.5 percent of all cattle, and 18 percent of all sheep and goats.
Kazakhstan’s main surplus products are wool and meat. Twelve
percent of the cropped plowland of Kazakhstan in 1938 was in
drought-resistant millet; this constituted 17 percent of the entire
millet area of the USSR. Still, the leading crop of Kazakhstan

%7 Pre-collectivization data for livestock are used as more correctly reflecting normal
conditions (see pp. 633-36).
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was spring wheat, which occupied slightly more than half of the
cropped plowland in 1938.

Special regions.—The special regions, excluding East Si-
beria,* have an aggregate area of ten million hectares of har-
vested arable land, or 7 percent of the total of such land. |

Southern Crimea, protected by mountains on the north, has
a climate transitional to the Mediterranean type; this tiny area
produces good wine and delicious fruits.

The several times larger but still small strip between the
mountains in South Caucasus, comprising Georgia, Azerbaid-
zhan, and Armenia (Table 5), is very warm for its latitude,

TasLe 5.—Soutn Caucasus: Lanp 1N AcricuLTuraL Use*
(Thousand hectares)

Land use Georgia Azerbaidzhan! Armenia

Total area (end 1934) ........cvvveennnn.. 6,431 7,805 2,965
Arable land, total (end 1934) ............ 1,206 1,993 619
Arable land, harvested (1938) ............ 986 1,092 437
(03 ;1§ « 819 % ! 362
Winter wheat .......cooiliviieeiinnnns 262 444 | 108
L0705 « RS 394 8 1
RiCe .vvvvriiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeenns 0 25 1
Technical CrOPS «vvvveeenreerereenennnnss 51 217 31
Cotton ....cvivviiiiiiiiiiiiiiien.., 2 195 17
MODACCO +evvvviererennoeennseensannnas 21 5 3
Potatoes ...t 23 14 12
VegetableS ..veueerornieeeninrneeaennans 19 . 25 | 6
SOWD ZrasSes v ovveririiniinsrnnseacseans 39 45 24
Orchards and vineyards (end 1934) ....... 97 65° 19
Mecadows (end 1934) ..., 170 - 169 139
Pastures (end 1934) ...ovviiiniiininiinnnn. 1,649 3,148 1,446

* Data on harvested arable land (1938) from Cropped Plowland USSR. 1938, pp. 13-14.
Other data (end 1934) from Agriculture USSR, 1933, p. 228.
% Incomplete.

thanks to the protection of the high mountains on the north. The
westernmost portion receives adequate moisture. The eastern
portion has to rely largely on irrigation, for which the conditions
are favorable. South Caucasus, adjacent to the Black Sea, is the
principal citrus-fruit and tea area in the Soviet Union. In
tobacco production, Georgia is second only to Krasnodar oblast

2 East Siberia had 1.6 million hectares of cropped plowland in 1938.
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in North Caucasus. The irrigated land of Azerbaidzhan and
Armenia is used mostly for cotton, although some rice is grown
in the former. About 20 percent of Azerbaidzhan’s cropped
plowland is in cotton. Throughout South Caucasus excellent
fruits are grown. Although the long distances to consumer
markets are a great handicap, in Georgia orchards and vine-
yards comprise an area almost ten percent as large as that of
harvested plowland. There is plenty of opportunity for sheep
raising in the Caucasus Mountains.

The agricultural areas of Central Asia (Table 6) are located

TABLE 6.—CENTRAL AsiA: LAND IN AcGRICULTURAL Use*
(Thousand hectares)

Land use l Uzbeks Turkmen | Tadzhik Kirghiz

Total area (end 1934) ................ 40,952° | 44,365° | 14,328 | 19,863
Arable land, total (end 1934) ........ 4,981 991 1,266 1,955
Arable land, harvested (1938) ....... L 2,832 410 800 1,021
(€3 ¢ 11 + J ! 1,453 189 576 799
Wheat ....ovvviiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnns 986 133 408 466
Barley ....viiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeen 310 35 131 186

24 - , 80 3 8 6
Technical CTODPS . .vvvvnrnrneneeennns b1,002 166 162 113
Cotton ......ccevviiiinnnnnn, 917 154 110 64
Potatoes .........ciiiiiiiiiiiannns 20 2 8 13
Vegetables .......cceevviiiiiennnnn ! 64 16 13 8
SOWD grasses .....covveevenreeninnnn ! 292 37 40 86
Orchards and vineyards (end 1934)... 68 7 17 6
Meadows (end 1934) ........ccvvvvvnne 880 64 22 436
Pastures (end 1934) ................. | 9,191 | 38,350 5,612 | 11,158

* Data for harvested arable land from Cropped Plowland USSR, 1938, pp. 15-17. Other
data from Agriculture USSR, 1935, p. 228.

® Kara-Kalpak ASSR became a part of Uzbek in 1936 (E. M. Murzaev, Central Asia,
Moscow, 1947, p. 9) and its data on harvested arable land are included in the figures given.
Total area and total arable land (1934 data) have been adjusted to include Kara-Kalpak,
except as indicated in the following note.

b Of this, 3,478,000 hectares in Uzbek were irrigated. Irrigated land in Kara-Kalpak
not included.

° In addition, 1,040,000 hectares were not distributed according to use.

in a semidesert, and most crops are grown under irrigation. Of
the four component republics—Uzbek, Turkmen, Tadzhik, and
Kirghiz—the first is the most important. Because of limita.
tions on the amount of water available for irrigation and the
high cost of irrigation works, only a small part of this huge
region is utilized for non-nomadic agriculture. The same is
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true of the adjacent territories to the north. Central Asia is the
principal cotton-growing region of the USSR. In 1938, about
25 percent of the harvested plowland was in this crop. Climatic
conditions also favor fruit growing, but distances to consumer
markets are even greater than from South Caucasus. The.area is
famous for its alfalfa seed. The unirrigated land supports a
large sheep population.

The Far East has a monsoon climate. The monsoon arrives
late, frequently not before June is well advanced, and conse-
quently is a great handicap to the growing of spring crops. Yet
only these are grown because fall-season crops would be at an
even greater disadvantage, owing to severe winter frosts and
heavy rains during the harvest season. In spite of great efforts
of the Soviet government to expand agricultural production, the
area has only about one million hectares in low-yielding crops
other than hay, and is unable to feed its small population. The
Soviet Far East is the area of the northernmost penetration of
the soybean on the Asiatic mainland, but this crop is grown only
in the southern part of the region and to a very limited extent.

LAND RESOURCES AND POPULATION

Population.—Soviet Russia counted the imposing figure of
170.5 million people in the census of January 17, 1939. More-
over, before the collectivization drive it had ranked among the
countries with the highest birth rates and most rapid population
growth. The following rates per thousand are for European
Russia:*

Population
Period Births Deatks growth
1911-13 average .....cvveevenn. 45.5 28.6 16.9
1925-27 average .........c..... 43.7 21.4 22.3

In later years rapid population growth existed more as an
unrealized potential. In the early ’thirties the all-out collectivi-
zation and industrialization drive, accompanied by the “liquida-
tion of the kulaki as a class,” brought about a substantial drop
in the birth rate and a similar increase in deaths. The return of
more normal conditions almost restored the pre-collectivization

2 Statistical Handbook USSR, 1928, Central Statistical Board (Moscow, 1929), p. 74.
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status, in spite of a great increase in the proportion of the urban
population. For the apparently most favorable year 1938, a
birth rate of 38.3, a death rate of 17.8, and a rate of popula-
tion growth of 20.5 per thousand were indicated or implied in
articles of high Soviet officials.*

While the complete silence on the situation in 1939 and 1940
supports the conclusion arrived at by analysis of age composi-
tion® that the population growth declined, the level remained
high nevertheless. At the entrance of the USSR into World War
II the pre-1939 territory probably had a population of 178 mil-
lion, while in the 1945 territory the population may have been
no less than 200 million.

World War II brought about a substantial net decline in
population and the population growth, if any, was but small
after the end of the war. At the end of 1947 the total population
may have been below 190 million, rather than substantially
above as indicated by Alexandrov’s figure (193 million) for the
end of 1945.* The population in the pre-1939 territory ex-
ceeded that of 1930 by 8 percent at the most.

The rates of population growth of Czarist and pre-collectivi-
zation times, or of 1938, seem to be a matter of the unreturnable
past. The rate may nevertheless again become substantial, pro-
vided living conditions become bearable.

According to the census of 1926, the rural population ac-
counted for 82.1 percent of the total. Owing to the great in-
dustrialization in the following years and the heavy loss of life
among the peasants through starvation, especially in 1932-33,
the rural population declined to 67.8 percent of the total by
1939. Even then the rural population comprised 114 million
people, of whom about four-fifths were engaged in agriculture
(see also Appendix Note A). No later data, unfortunately, are
available on this score.

Land resources related to population.—After the preceding
discussion of the extent and nature of the Soviet Union’s land

% No vital statistics have been released since 1938. See Frank Lorimer, The Population
of the Soviet Union: History and Prospects, League of Nations (Gencva, 1946), p. 134. The
assumption that 1938 was the most favorable year is based on the fact that the data were
published only for that year.

3 Dr. E. M. Kulischer drew the writer’s attention to this factor.

32 G. F. Alexandrov, speech at the anniversary of Lenin’s death, Pravda, Jan. 22, 1946
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resources, no one could accept the figure of 15.8 persons of
rural population per square mile on January 1, 1931, as im-
plying that Russia is well supplied with agricultural land. This
is merely an average made up of such extremes as 0.3 person
of rural population per square mile in the huge Yakutsk Re-
public and 170 persons in the Ukraine west of the Dnepr River.
When land resources are brought in relation to the population,
the USSR must be recognized as a heavily overpopulated coun-
try. Indeed, in large parts of Russia rural overpopulation had
become acute as early as the 1880’s. The subsequent rapid
growth of the rural population aggravated the situation con-
siderably, because industrialization and migration to less densely
populated areas could absorb only part of the huge yearly
growth.

The northern part of the Ukraine west of the Dnepr is cer-
tainly the best agricultural region of the main body of agri-
cultural Russia. The southernmost part of the Ukraine, how-
ever, is semiarid, has therefore only chestnut soils, and permits
only very extensive methods of cultivation. For the whole of the
Ukraine in 1931, the record of 170 persons per square mile, or
27 persons per 100 acres, implies an excessive rural population.

The so-called Central-Chernozem region, roughly compris-
ing Orel, Kursk, Voronezh, and Tambov oblasti, was also over-
populated, with 144 persons of rural population per square
mile in 1931. Although this region has the best chernozem in
the world, the eastern part of it is too cold for winter wheat and
too dry for large-scale potato production; hence it must con-
centrate on rye and oats, two quite unprofitable crops.

Eighty persons of agricultural population per square mile in
White Russia (in 1931) were too many, for large stretches of
land are in forests and swamps and the land in agriculture is of
very poor quality. The Lower Volga region was overpopulated
with only 34 persons per square mile. The climate there per-
mits only spring wheat to be grown by extensive methods with
low yields.

The unfavorable land situation relative to population is ag-

3 This density was about the highest ever attained. The density of the total rural
population, computed on the basis of the 1939 census, was 14.0 per square mile.
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gravated by the rural population’s backwardness and especially
by the absence of large domestic consumer markets for farm
products at remunerative prices. In time this, of course, can
change, but the great limitations of climate will remain. Semi-
deserts, unless artificially irrigated, can be used only for ex-
tensive pasturing. The richest soils in the semiarid areas must
continue to be used for grain growing by extensive methods, how-
ever high the agricultural techniques. The same is largely true
of the chernozems. Future gains in Russian agricultural output
will have to be largely on the poor soils of central and northern
European Russia. With a great deal of manure, made available
by the development of a large domestic market for animal
products, and with heavy applications of commercial fertilizer,
these lands may gradually be made to produce almost twice the
yields now obtained in the “rich” Ukraine. But because of the
cold climate those lands will always be inferior to similar lands
further west, such as in Poland or Germany.

Very limited natural resources in relation to population
constitute one of the major reasons for the small progress made
by Soviet agriculture since World War I. Those who prepared
the ambitious plans for rapid expansion in all economic activi-
ties, including agriculture, should have taken these limitations
into account. In any case, after the failure of the plans became
obvious, one would expect that the fact of the limited resources
would be stressed, if not overstressed, to extenuate the meager
progress. Instead, there is a disposition to deny both the failure
of the plans and the limitations to rapid expansion. This atti-
tude can be observed in many other aspects of the Soviet econ-
omy. Foreigners are expected to believe the claims of both
vast natural resources and great success in fulfilling the plans.
Neither exists.



CHAPTER VII

LAND TENURE AND DE-STRATIFICATION*

Serfdom in Russia ceased to exist in 1861, two years before
the emancipation of slaves was proclaimed in the United States.
Although American agriculture has made tremendous progress
since 1863, the South still bears the scars of slavery. Where
would the agriculture of the United States be now, had it de-
pended entirely for its advancement on the South? The South
itself, backward as it is and especially as it was for the first
half-century after slavery ended, would be even more backward
now had it not been continually influenced by the adjacent terri-
tory populated by farmers who were among the most progressive
and energetic in the world.

The situation in Russia was more unfavorable. There serf-
dom had not been confined to a limited area as in the United
States, but had existed in most of the country for centuries.
When Emancipation finally came, Russia was an extremely
backward country—politically, culturally, and economically.
The liberated serfs were not made equal subjects under the Czar,
but a special class was formed of them—a class beneath all
others, and far below that of former serf owners. Under these
circumstances, no rapid progress could be made in any branch
of the economy. Least of all could it be made in agriculture
which was most dependent upon the peasants and their former
owners. The Czarist government certainly did little to foster
advancement of agriculture, and the former serf owners and
serfs could not be relied upon for much initiative or enlightened
activity. Though considerable progress was made in spite of
all these handicaps in the half-century before World War I be-
gan, Russia could not close the gap between its agriculture and
that of more advanced countries.

1By the time this volume is published, V. V. Gzovsky’s Soviet Private Law will be
available which contains a much more detailed and well-documented discussion of the legal
issues pertaining to land tenure and related problems.
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The backwardness of Czarist Russia is reflected in the fact
that only 51.1 percent of the population over 16 years of age
were literate at the end of 1926 (boundaries of that year),” and
many of those classed as literate could barely sign their names.
So far as concerns agriculture specifically, the backwardness
was revealed in everything—land tenure, farm techniques, yields
per hectare, quality of livestock, incomes, diet of the peasants,
composition of exports, and so on. Indeed, the discussion of
pre-Revolutionary Russia must deal to a very large extent with
backwardness.

PRE-REVOLUTION LAND TENURE

The village commune.—Land ownership in pre-Revolution-
ary Russia was rather complicated. The major subdivision of
the land was between private (literally privately owned) and
peasant or allotment land. The private land was owned either
individually or collectively. The allotment land was always
owned by a group, the village commune. But only the land ob-
tained by the village commune in connection with Emancipation
(from serfdom), or land that was proclaimed equivalent to this,
was allotment land. The peasants’ communes gradually ac-
quired other land as well. Such land, though it was distributed
among the members of the village commune in the same way
as the allotment land, did not become allotment land, but re-
tained its status of private land.

The principal type of village commune was that with the
right of repartitioning the land. Some of the communes, con-
fined almost exclusively to the western and southwestern areas,®
did not possess this right of repartitioning, the members holding
the communal land in hereditary tenure. In 1905, 23.3 percent
of all allotment-holding households in 50 gubernii (provinces
or “governments”) of European Russia held their allotments
by hereditary rights.* |

The various kinds of land belonging to the village commune
were administered in different ways. Each household in the

2S. Sulkevich, Territory and Population of USSR (Moscow, 1940), p. 17.
3 G. T. Robinson, Rural Russia Under the Old Regime (New York, 1932), p. 71.
4 Ibid., p. 120.
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first place received an allotment for permanent use—normally
in the village—for the house and its usually adjacent garden.
Each household, furthermore, had its allotment of arable land
and meadow land, while the pasture land remained in communal
use, the commune providing the herdsman.

The operation of the arable and meadow communal land by
individual households on a temporary basis was of course not
propitious for agriculture. The peasants were interested only
in improvements from which they were to receive the returns.
But this disadvantage of communal ownership of the land asso-
ciated with private operation of it was far less serious than the
unfavorable effect of other factors connected with the allotment
system, especially since the latter factors operated in communes
both with and without the right of repartitioning.

The allotments of arable and meadow land in both types of
communes were typically in strips. The arable land of the
communes was subdivided into fields, and each household re-
ceived one strip or several in each field. While the number of
strips per household usually was moderate in the South and
Southeast, it was large in Central Russia and still larger in
the Northwest and North. An authoritative source gave the
following data (in percent of all households) :°

Mologa district,

Orel district, Yaroslavl
Number of strips South and Orel guberniya, guberniya,
per houschold Southeast® Central Russia Northwest?  Northern
Russia
Not more than 5....... 27.6 13.1 1.7
6tol0.............. 49.3 13.8 2.0 .
11t020......c.c.... 16.7 27.3 10.5 1.4
21t040......c........ 4.1 33.9 32.9 24.3
41t060.............. 0.2 8.0 25.6 56.7
61to100............. 0.0 5.9 19.6 17.5
Over 100 ............ 0.1 1.0 7. 0.7

% As characterized by conditions in one uezd (district) of Tavricheskaya, Kharkov,
and Samara gubernii each.

b As characterized by conditions in one district of Pskov, Smolensk, and Tver gubernii
each.

The fields were not fenced, and stubble and fallow lands
were pastured by all members of the village commune in the

5 P. Pershin, “Forms of Land Tenure.” On Land, ed. by a Committee of the Commis-
sariat of Agriculture, RSFSR (1st issue, Moscow, 1921), p. 54.
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same way as the communal pasture land. This necessitated the
removal of crops from the fields by all strip holders before a
certain date. The plowing of fallow land likewise could not
start before a given date. In other words, the form of land
tenure was associated with a compulsory crop rotation for each
field, a rotation prescribed by the commune.

These strip holdings, compulsory rotation, and compulsory
pasturing of the fallow and stubble lands were obviously a con-
siderable handicap to improvements. They meant perpetuation
of the three-field system, which was practiced by the peasants
in most of Russia but which, for the most part, had become
incompatible with the density of population already attained.
Moreover, while too much land was in fallow, most of the fallow
received very inadequate treatment.

The Russian terminology distinguishes between green fal-
low, i.e., fallow used as pasture until or almost until seeding
time, hence uncultivated and therefore of green color; and black
fallow, i.e., repeatedly cultivated and therefore displaying the
natural black or dark color of the earth.’ It is well known that,
sspecially in areas with inadequate precipitation, timely turning
of the stubble on fallow land and keeping it “black™ and free of
weeds by repeated cultivations is indispensable for starting the
accumulation of soil moisture and insuring an adequate yield
of the succeeding crop. However, green fallow was almost uni-
versal in peasant Russia.

The adverse effects of compulsory rotation were clearly re-
flected in the small acreage in potatoes, potentially a very im-
portant crop in areas with adequate precipitation for its growth
(see chapter vi on climatic zones), and in an almost negligible
acreage in rotation grass.

While the holders of the allotments were considerably re-
stricted in the choice of crops, time of planting, and other mat-
ters, they operated their strips of arable and meadow land indi-
vidually with their own or hired livestock and machinery. Most
of them did not mind the restrictions upon rotation, not know-
ing anything better. But all prized the fact that the produce of
their own hands became their own and nobody else’s property.

¢ “Black fallow” now strictly means fallow plowed in the preceding fall; that plowed
in the early spring and thcreafter kept clean is “clean fallow.”
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The reapportionment in village communes having this right
occurred at the discretion of the communes, but the law of 1893
prohibited repartitions more often than every twelve years. This
regulation made legal a tendency already prevalent among the
communes with repartition rights. Most such communes, indeed,
showed a strong disposition to resort to repartition rarely, or
partially, if at all. Around 1900 the proportion of the village
communes which had not practiced repartitioning, or had made
only inconsequential readjustments since Emancipation, in-
cluded something like one-fifth of all those peasant households
in European Russia which held their lands in repartitionable
tenure.” Another official estimate, pertaining to a slightly later
date, gave a still higher figure. If the allotments held heredi-
tarily and those in communes with the right of repartitioning
but not practicing it are added together, the proportion of house-
holds in communes which did not practice repartitioning was
not much less than one-half of the total number of all peasant
households around the turn of the century.

The principles varied on which the size of the allotments to
individual households was based. Subdivision of the land ac-
cording to requirements was far predominant. There is no doubt
that in spite of the tendency against reapportioning, deep in the
peasants’ soul was embedded the idea that the land was God’s
and only those were entitled to use it who needed the proceeds
and could work the land with their own hands. With reference
to the allotment land, this principle led to the so-called con-
sumer’s basis of apportioning. Its most vivid realization was the
apportioning of the land in proportion to the number of “eaters,”
or “souls,” but sometimes it was only the men “souls.” This
principle would probably have been universal if most of the
peasants’ land had not been burdened with debts to the state
in connection with Emancipation as well as with taxes. Since
the village commune was responsible for the payments of both,
its concern was to have the land in such hands as were able to
bear their share of the payments. Hence the worker, or the
man worker, was employed to a certain extent as the unit for

7 Robinson, op. cit., p. 122.
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establishing the total number of allotments due to each house-
hold.

The village commune was administered by the mir, which
was an assembly of all heads of households, and had a starosta
(oldster) as its head. Although the actual farming was per-
formed individually, the commune played a rather important
role in the economic life of the peasants. As stated, in addition
to administering the communal land and deciding upon the rota-
tion, the communes bought or rented other land. Communal
renting of forest land (of which peasants were frequently short)
with payment of work was quite common, and the commune
had to see to it that the work was done.

The village commune was also a political body. It was re-
sponsible for payments for the land and for taxes. The depend-
ence of the peasants on the commune or a group of communes
(volost) went so far that until 1906 the peasants were limited
in their movement by the right of the commune to refuse them
their passports, without which nobody was supposed to leave
his place of permanent residence in Czarist Russia. Among
other things, the commune had to keep the roads in order. The
relation of the peasants to the commune was indeed rightly char-
acterized as bondage. The purchased and rented land, the pay-
ments involved, the so-called road duties, and similar rights
and duties were subdivided among the households on the same
basis as that in which the allotment land was held.

The reader may have noticed that the writer speaks of peas-
ant households rather than peasant farms or simply peasants.
The individualistic principle was incompletely developed in
the Russian peasantry. The commune dealt with the individual
not as an owner of his farm, but merely as the head of the house-
hold. The commune indeed had the right to displace a house-
hold head who did not perform his duties satisfactorily.

The artel—The communal principle was naturally applied
to a certain extent to pursuits other than that of the village com-
mune, mostly in the form of co-operatives, the arteli. After
all, the great majority of the population, especially workers,
were peasants or former peasants. As in the case of the land
commune, the work in the artel was performed individually,
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the artel taking over only certain accessory functions. For ex-
ample, in the rather widespread arteli of peasants engaged in
handicrafts, the artel may have sold the product or bought the
raw materials, or both. A frequent form of the artel was a com-
bination of a number of seasonal workers, such as brickmakers,
bricklayers, and carpenters, or farm hands, going to a distant
city or farming area. The starosta of the artel would organize
transportation, make arrangements with the employers, and, if
living quarters and food were not provided by the latter, look
after that also. But each member of the artel received his pay-
ment individually, according to performance or other basis,
and paid his share of the artel expenses. Peasants also com-
bined to buy and rent land co-operatively. Indeed, the land pur-
chased by peasants other than as individuals was more fre-
quently purchased co-operatively than by the communes.

THE ‘““RUSSIAN WAY"

The co-operative activities, in the form of the village com-
mune and arteli, limited as they were in scope, placed Russia
in a position different from that of most other European coun-
tries where the individualistic principles, specifically in land
ownership and farming, had been fully developed long before.
The Russian characteristics were indeed sufficiently strong to
create a distinctive philosophy. For a long time the idea had
found many followers in Russia that, due to the peculiarities
in her economic and cultural development, Russia was not going
to follow in the footsteps of the more advanced European coun-
tries but had her own specifically Russian way cut out for her.
The group fostering this idea was called Slavophiles. The
opposite group regarded the Russian peculiarities only as attri-
butes of backwardness. Specifically, they insisted that the vil-
lage commune was in process of decay even before Emancipa-
tion, but was again brought to life by the government, which
wanted to insure through the village commune the payments
imposed upon the peasants—at excessively high levels in large
areas—for the lands acquired in conjunction with Emancipa-
tion. This group, called the Westerners, believed that all Rus-
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sian peculiarities would disappear with economic and cultural
progress.

Most interesting in connection with the subject of this study
is the corresponding subdivision of the Russian socialist move-
ment. The Social Democrats followed closely in the footsteps
of the Westerners. Members of the party, indeed of both wings
after the split into Bolsheviki and Mensheviki, were fiery ad-
herents of the Marxian doctrine. Both factions continued to
accept the Marxian idea that large-scale production would re-
place small-scale production not only in industry but also in
agriculture, although the experience of the whole world testi-
fied to the contrary. They believed also that in spite of the vil-
lage communes and arteli the peasant was an owner and indi-
vidualist with an owner’s psychology and therefore no timber
for a socialist reconstruction of society. In the process of in-
dustrialization on the Western pattern he would be deprived of
his property and, with it, of his psychology, and be converted
into a proletarian, the only real bearer of the socialist idea.
“To be boiled clean in the capitalist kettle”—in other words,
for the peasants to be deprived of their property and become
wage-receivers, in body and soul—was a favorite formula among
the Social Democrats for a long time.

On the other hand, the Socialist-Revolutionaries and their
predecessors in the late ’seventies and ’eighties, the “Land and
Freedom” and “Black Repartitioning” parties, thought that
Russia had her own way to socialism. The Russian peasant in
their opinion was not an individualist, as was clearly revealed
in the village-commune and artel state of mind. Therefore, in
their opinion, no need existed for the long delay until the enor-
mous mass of peasantry had gone through the capitalist mill
and as proletarians had acquired the taste for the socialist or-
ganization of production.

There was truth in the views of both Social Democrats and
Socialist-Revolutionaries. There is no doubt, for example, that
the peasants’ idea of equality, namely that the land is God’s
and only those are entitled to hold it who work it with their own
hands, was gradually giving way before the requirements of
economic development. But it was sufficiently alive to play a
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considerable role in the revolutionary movement of 1904-05.
It fostered the movement and the movement furthered the idea.
At the height of the uprising the idea displayed possibly more
life than ever before. The demand for “black repartition” of
the land, meaning the putting of all the land of the country into
one basket and then subdividing it anew on equitable terms,
was in the air. Among the peasantry, it is true, “black reparti-
tion” within the narrow limits of the volost may have been more
popular. Thus, the village commune, which was maintained
by the Czarist government as one of its principal mainstays,
turned out to be a revolutionary implement.

THE STOLYPIN REFORM

When the revolutionary movement of 1904-05 was sup-
pressed, the government decided to eliminate the village com-
mune and, moreover, to eliminate it in such a way as to create
a broad mass of strong peasants who would be true supporters
of the Czar. This was frankly acknowledged by Stolypin, the
prime minister primarily responsible for the ensuing reforms.
Stolypin said:

The government has placed its wager, not on the needy and the drunken,
but on the sturdy and the strong—on the sturdy individual proprietor who is
called upon to play a part in the reconstruction of our Czardom on strong
monarchical foundations.®

The principal Stolypin act was the regulation of November
9, 1906, which greatly facilitated the withdrawal of individual
members from the village commune. The members, moreover,
could request that their share of allotment land be given in one
lot (otrub). The communes which had not partitioned in the past
were prohibited from doing so in the future. The control of
peasant passports by the peasants’ organizations was abolished.

The village commune, which was in a state of decay even
before the revolutionary movement of 190405 and merely ex-
perienced a brief revival in that short period, was severely hit
by the new legislation, especially since the succeeding period
was one of prosperity and economic progress of proportions
that Russia had never experienced before. About half of the

® Robinson, op. cit., p. 194.
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peasant households in European Russia petitioned for separa-
tion. Some two million households actually received land in
accordance with the regulation of November 9, 1906, and con-
version of allotment land into private land proceeded in other
ways as well. Much less than half of all peasant households
remained in fully unchanged repartitionable tenure when the
Revolution of 1917 blew all the efforts of the Stolypins to pieces.’

In the period between the unsuccessful Revolution of 1905
and the successful Revolution of 1917, substantial progress was
also made in the elimination of strip farming. By 1916 the
land of 1.2 million households (10.7 percent of all peasant
households), with an average of 9.2 desyatiny per household
and 9.5 percent of all allotment land, had been consolidated
in European Russia.’ In a substantial proportion of cases the
consolidation of the land (otrub) was accompanied by the trans-
fer of the homes from the villages to the frequently distant land
of the owners in the form of isolated homes right on the land,
in which case the otrub became a khutor.

The Northwest, the deep South, and the Southeast showed
the greatest amount of consolidation.”” It was particularly
fruitful in the Northwest and the North, where many-strip farm-
ing prevailed and the three-field system was especially obsolete
and easily replaceable with particularly good results by rota-
tions without fallow and including grass. The number of con-
solidations showed striking differences even within the same
gubernii. In districts with large proportions of labor-intensive
crops (e.g., flax) and strongly developed animal husbandry,
they were several times as large as in those concentrating on
grain production. In the South and Southeast, where the villages
were typically large, the principal advantage of the consolida-
tion of the land holdings lay in the at least partial elimination
of the long drives from villages to fields.*

® Robinson, op. cit., pp. 226-21.

10 George Pavlovsky, Agricultural Russia on the Eve of the Revolution (London, 1930),
p. 135.

1 Ipid., p. 334 (map).

2 In the South and Southeast 38.7 percent of all households and strips at a distance of

3.3 to 6.5 miles, while 37.1 percent had strips over 6.5 miles distant. See P. Pershin,
loc. cit.
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PRE-REVOLUTION DRIFT IN LAND TENURE

Official data for 42 gubernii which include almost all of Eu-
ropean Russia except North Caucasus in the post—-World War I
boundaries show 119.4 million desyatiny of allotment land
and 89.5 million desyatiny of so-called private land in 1905.*
The state and crown lands of European Russia exceeded the al-
lotment land, but they consisted mostly of forest and uncultivable
land, and included only moderate proportions fit for use as
arable land.

The nobility owned 50 million desyatiny in the area specified
in Table 7 in 1905. This land was only a remnant of what

TaBLE 7.—PrivaTe LAnD, CLAssiFiEp BY TypE or OwnEgr, 1905-1911*%

(Thousand desyatiny)
Owner group 1905 January 1911
Total private land. .. ........... ceen 97,681
Peasants, Cossacks, colonists
Individual ownership ..... 13,209 15,079
Co-operatively or com- - 24,819 30,435
munally owned ........ 11,610 15,356
Nobility, officials, military
officers .............. R 49,768 ce 43,205
Clergy® ..o viiiiiininnnnnn. ceen 335 ceen 319
Townsmen®
Of higher standing . ...... 16,904 17,950
Of lower standing ....... 3,793 20,697 3,787 21,737
Various owners ............. - 2,062 ceee 1,984

* In 47 gubernii of European Russia, excluding North Caucasus, 1922 boundaries. Sce
Russian Agriculture in the XXth Century, pp. 64—65. Certain territories included in the
tabulation were lost after 1917. One desyatina equals 1.09 hectares or 2.69 acres.

% Churches and monasteries were the principal owners in this group.

® This group included various ranks of pcople, most of whom lived in cities, though
some resided in the country.

the nobles had at the time of Emancipation. Unable to hold
their own against the competition of the peasants and townsmen,
especially the larger peasants, they were losing it by sale. The
land owned by them in 47 gubernii of European Russia was re-
duced from 87.2 million desyatiny in 1862 to 43.2 million in

18 Russian Agriculture in the XXth Century, edited by N. P. Oganovskii and N. D.
Kondratiev (Moscow, 1923), pp. 66-73. The same provinces are included that make up the
total in Table 7, except Orenburg, Bessarabia, Grodno, Kovno, and Vilna.
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1911—a loss of about one-half.’* A considerable part of the
land still in the hands of the nobility before the Revolution con-
sisted of forests. A substantial part of their arable land was
either leased to peasants,” or was cultivated by peasants with
their workstock and machinery, on shares or for other form of
payment.

It must be noted, however, that sales of the estate land, as
well as the renting or having it operated by peasants with their
livestock and implements, was the result not only of the inefhi-
ciency of the owners but also of the veritable land-hunger of
the peasants in most of Russia. The peasants were willing to
pay prices and rents far exceeding those justified by the pro-
spective return from the land.

In addition to the allotment land, the peasants (including the
Cossacks) in 47 gubernii of European Russia owned almost 25
million desyatiny of private land in 1905. This land had in-
creased from 5.7 million desyatiny in 1862 to 30.4 million
in 1911."° The peasants acquired most of the land lost by the
nobility. Almost half of the private land belonging to the peas-
ants was not owned by them individually, but was the property
of village communes or, more frequently, of special co-opera-
tives (arteli). The land was subdivided for operation among
the members of the village communes and co-operatives, re-
spectively, mostly in small lots. Of the private land owned by
the peasants individually, however, about two-thirds was in such
large parcels as to remove their owners economically from the
typical peasantry (Table 8).

The Cossacks’ land amounted to about five million desyatiny
in the 47 gubernii covered by the data in Table 7. This land
was classed as private but was administered in accordance with
special regulations. The rank-and-file Cossacks must neverthe-
less be considered peasants, though in general they were richer
than ordinary peasants.

In addition to their allotment and privately owned land, the

1 Russian Agriculture in the XXth Century, pp. 60-61.

15 Estimates place the leased land at one-third to one-half depending on the area. See
V. P. Timoshenko, Agricultural Russia and the Wheat Problem (Stanford University, Calif.,
1932), pp. 55-56.

18 Russian Agriculture in the XXth Century, pp. 60-61.
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peasants rented considerable amounts from other private own-
ers and from the state, crown, and monasteries. Competent
sources estimate the arable land and meadows rented by them
at around 20 percent of the allotment land. Rented pastures
and forests added approximately 7 percent.”

Through purchases and leases the agricultural land held by
the peasants reached such proportions by 1917 that it exceeded
by about four times the land held by other owners. As Oganovskii
remarks, ‘“the Revolution has only brought to completion a
development which before proceeded slowly as an evolutionary

process.”’*

TaBLE 8.—Private Lanp BY TYrPE oF OWNER aAND Size oF HorLbping, 1905%

All Owners Peasants
Size of holdings
(desyatiny) Area ; Area
Number (million Number | (million
(thousands) | desyatiny) | (thousands) :. desyatiny)

Under 50 .........ccvvvvvvnnn.. 599.3 6.43 427.7 1+ 3.98
50— 100 ... ... 53.8 3.90 20.2 | 1.51
100~ 500 ..oeeeiiiiiieiie 74.6 16.78 17.1 | 3.43
500-1,000 ..........coiiiiiinnn.. 15.0 i 10.53 1.7 . 1.20
Over1,000 ...................... 13.6 51.89 1.0 2.23

Peasant co-operatives and
village communes ............ . ces 67.0 10.13
Total ........ccvvviiina.... 756.4 89.52 534.8 22,49

* In 42 gubernii of European Russia. See Russian Agriculture in the XXth Century,
pp. 66-73.

The share of the peasantry in agricultural production appears
ultimately to have become even larger than is indicated by the
data on land tenure. The census of 1916 showed 89.1 percent
of the cropped plowland in the hands of the peasantry (not
necessarily only peasantry of the working type). The census
data, it is true, reflected the specifically wartime conditions when
the large owners, suffering from labor shortage, had to cut
their acreage radically. Still, the moderate role of the nobility
in agricultural production at the end of the Czarist regime is

7 N. P. Oganovskii, Essays on Economic Geography of Russia, I (Moscow, 1922),
pp. 78-79. .
18 Ibid.
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beyond doubt. Kondratiev estimated the proportion of the
cropped arable land of the peasants in those years at 85 to 90
percent;'’ he probably did not exclude peasantry of the non-
working type. A widely quoted computation by Professor Nem-
chinov gave the prewar grain production of the landlords at
600 million poods, or 12 percent of the total.*

The share of the nobility and large estates generally was
even less in all other crops except sugar beets. Flax, hemp, and
vegetables were peasants’ crops almost exclusively. Only in
sugar beets did the large estates hold a virtual monopoly. The
share of the nobility in productive livestock was again small,
not exceeding 5 to 6 percent of the total in 1916 (census).

STRATIFICATION IN AGRICULTURE

A very large estate with a more or less palatial residence
and an adjacent peasant village with a host of peasants’ huts was
a typical sight in serfdom Russia. Except that the number of
large estates had greatly declined, little change occurred in
that picture until the 1917 Revolution. The intermediate layer
of medium-sized farms was always very small in Russia.

In 1905 over half of the private land was in fewer than 14,-
000 huge estates (over 1,000 desyatiny, in Table 8), averaging
almost 4,000 desaytiny each. Little more than 10 percent of
the private land belonged to those having no more than 100
desyatiny. While a large proportion of the land of the big
estates was rented out, it was mostly rented to the neighboring
peasants, “the estate’s peasants.” The picture of the big manorial
estate with its peasantry persisted.

In contrast to the typical estate of the nobility, the typical
peasant household was a tiny affair. It handled 15-20 acres of
land other than pasture, lightly cultivated with one or, rarely,
two small horses or a pair of oxen and very little machinery.
Its productive livestock consisted of a cow, a pig (not in all
areas), a couple of sheep, and a few chickens. In areas with
more livestock per household there may have been less arable

1 N. D. Kondratiev, The Grain Market and Its Regulation During War and Revolution
(Moscow, 1922), p. 10.

2 See Joseph Stalin, Problems of Leninism (9th ed.), p. 317. Stalin, however, does not
mention the source.
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land. The peasant’s hut rarely had more than one roomj; in
many areas they were built of mud and the roofs were com-
monly of straw.

The average amount of allotment land per household in 42
gubernii was 10.7 desyatiny in 1905.* This figure includes all
allotment land, that distributed among the households and that
remaining in possession of the village commune. Moreover, the
average was boosted by relatively large holdings in areas where
land was of particularly low productivity or relatively plenti-
ful for other reasons. For example, the average was 15.5
desyatiny in Vologda, 16 desyatiny in Vyatka (now Kirov)
and Perm (now Molotov), 22.4 desyatiny in Samara (now
Kuibyshev) and Astrakhan, and even 65 desyatiny in Olonets
in the far North. On the other hand, in the Southwestern region,*
with its relatively good land, the average was only 5.5 desyatiny,
in the Little-Russian region® 6.1, in Central-Chernozem region®
7.5 desyatiny, and so on. The situation was somewhat more
favorable in North Caucasus and Siberia, but a large part of
Siberia had low yields and all of it had poor outlets for its
produce.

The census of 1905 showed the following distribution of
peasant households in 42 gubernii of European Russia by size
of allotments held:**

Number of Percent
households of all
Size of allotment (thousands) households
Less than 5 desyatiny...........couvt. 2,669 23.8
5to 10 desyatiny. c..vocuviennnnncananse 4,940 4.1
Over 10 desyatiny...occovereeecnsnncens 3,591 ©32.1
Total «vvviievreieeieeeesecannss 11,200 100.0

Thus only 3.6 million households held over 10 desyatiny of
allotment land. The larger holdings naturally tended to be con-
centrated in the less crowded areas.

The small size of the typical peasant enterprise is clearly

2 Ryussian Agriculture in the XXth Century, pp. 69 and 73.

2 Kiev, Volyn, and Podoliya.

2 Kharkov, Poltava, and Chernigov.

2 Kursk, Orel, Tula, Ryazan, Tambov, and Voronezh.
35 Russian Agriculture in the XXth Century, p. 73.
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demonstrated also by the data on horse ownership. In 44 gubernii
the situation was as follows in 1912:*

Percent of all Percent of all
Horses per household houscholds horses
0 36.5 e
110 2. e i i i e e 40.4 42.6
B8 7 Y J S 21.2 47.9
4and MOTe. ... ovvvneneenereennnnnnnn 1.9 9.5

At least one horse, or its equivalent in oxen, was indispensable
for farming even under the primitive Russian conditions; in
areas with heavier soil two horses were the minimum. Some
of the horseless households had their income from non-agri-
cultural pursuits. The majority, however, sold their labor to
landlords or well-to-do peasants, so far as such work was avail-
able. Many were real paupers. On the other hand, three horses,
frequently small horses, by no means point to large-scale pro-
duction and affluence. Only 1.9 percent of all households had
four or more horses. The households with more than two horses
were mainly confined to less populated outlying areas.”

The true extent of stratification within the peasantry shown
by the all-Russian data was exaggerated not only by regional
factors. Also important was the strongly pronounced tendency
of the households with larger acreages to consist of a large
number of persons. The phenomenon was especially prominent
in village communes that actually repartitioned their land from
time to time, but it was by no means confined to these. House-
holds consisting of the old folk, two married sons with wives
and childrer., and a couple of unmarried daughters—12 to 15
people in all—were by no means rare, while households with
8 to 10 persons were common.

Following are data for allotment land in Ufa guberniya
located in European Russia close to the Urals, for 1913-14%

2 The Bases of a Tentative Plan of Development of Agriculture and Forestry, Com-
missariat of Agriculture RSFSR (Moscow, 1924), p. 13. Probably workhorses.

# Instead of using the abundant data on the stratification of peasant farming relcased
by statistical offices and scholars, Alexander Baykov in The Development of the Soviet Eco-
nomic System (New York, 1946), p. 13, reproduces Lenin’s comic figures according to
which there were, in 1905, 10.5 million poorest and one million average peasant households,
1.5 million rich peasant households and medium estates, and 30,000 big estates.

# Economic and Statistical Survey of Ufa Guberniya in 1913 (Ufa, 1915), pp. 122-23.
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(the contrasts in family size may appear less marked than in
many other areas):

Average cropped Average
plowland number of
Households in desyatiny persons

Without cropped plowland........... ceee 4.23
Up to 2 desyatiny. .. ...coovvuvneennn.. 1.26 4.50
2.0l to4 desyatiny.......covvvvnnnnn 2.98 5.17
4.01 to 10 desyatiny..........cco.... 6.34 6.15
Over 10 desyatiny......cooeeveeunnnn 18.02 7.59

There is no doubt that in the half-century following Eman-
cipation a strata of richer families emerged from the almost uni-
form “gray” mass of the former serfs (some differentiation had
existed even among the serfs). Some of them outgrew the peas-
ant status, although legally they may have continued to belong
to it. As is shown by the data in Table 8 (p. 145), more than
400,000 peasants owned land in lots of less than 50 desyatiny,
and there were those who had a share in private land owned by
the village communes and peasants’ co-operatives. The lots with
less than 50 desyatiny averaged less than 10 desyatiny. The
land purchased by the peasants co-operatively was mostly dis-
tributed in small lots among the individual households, and cer-
tainly this was the case with the land purchased by the village
communes. However, by the low Russian standards, a peasant
household which had 10 desyatiny of purchased land in addi-
tion to the same amount of allotment land (some 55 acres in
all) was a well-to-do household, far above the common level,
even if it consisted of 8 to 10 persons.

The Russian countryside was indeed characterized not so
much by the riches of a relatively few as by the great poverty
of the mass. Otherwise the Revolution of 1917 would have
taken quite another course. In substance this was the conclusion
of the authors of the first plan for the development of agricul-
ture under the Soviet regime. It stated: “On the basis of those
data the countryside emerges in a state of vast predominance
of pauperized and semi-pauperized groups of peasants.””*

A strong proof that great poverty of the mass was the out-
standing characteristic of Russia’s peasantry was the degree

2 The Bases of a Tentative Plan . . . ., p. 13.
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of intensity of production as measured in output per acre. In
other countries the small farmer normally has a larger number
of productive livestock per hectare, grows relatively more crops
requiring large inputs of labor per acre, and correspondingly
produces a greater outturn per acre than the large farmer. This
was not the case with the Russian peasant. The authoritative
source just quoted summarized that part of its analysis in these
words: “The higher [peasant] groups . . . . have a quanti-
tatively greater gross return per hectare of land suitable for
agriculture.”’

It is generally recognized that the higher groups of the peas-
ants were the more advanced technically. On this, the same
source stated, “The economically stronger groups [of peasants]
have a greater possibility of saving, and therefore of agro-
technical advancement.” In support, it quoted data from Pskov
guberniya showing that the households using commercial fer-
tilizer were eight times as numerous among the households
with more than 25 desyatiny as among households with less
than 5 desyatiny. Correspondingly, in the first group clover
was grown ten times as frequently as in the second group.™
From these data it is obvious that the general conclusion of the
Commissariat of Agriculture that, “The peasant rural economy
is more intensive [than the economy of large estates] and fully
open to technical and economic advancement”® pertained pri-
marily to the higher groups of the peasantry.

The land shown in Table 7 (p. 143) as belonging to towns-
men, some of whom were formerly peasants, was also managed
better than the land of the rank-and-file peasants. Many of the
sugar-beet estates, owned by people of various ranks, were
conducted with great efficiency and in accordance with the latest
achievements of agricultural science.

So far as the nobility cultivated their land themselves, their
cultural practices, and especially their machinery, were on a
much higher level than those on the average peasant farm. In-
deed, contemporary Russian statistics usually provided a double

% The Bases of a Tentative Plan . . . ., p. 15.
3 Ibid., p. 14. Date not stated, but the discussion pertaing 1o pre-World War I.
32 Jbid., p. 11.
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row of figures on yields per desyatina, those obtained by the
peasants and by the private owners, which included the nobility.
The average yield of all grains in 50 gubernii in 1901-10 was
recorded at 43 poods per desyatina (9.7 sixty-pound bushels per
acre) from peasant land and at 54 poods per desyatina (12.3
sixty-pound bushels per acre) from privately owned land.** The
comparison is slightly less unfavorable to the peasants if the
data for individual grains are taken.™

POST-REVOLUTION LAND TENURE®

The agricultural policies of the Soviet Union in the early
years after the Revolution were an amalgam of the philosophy
of the Bolsheviki, peasants’ ideas and sentiments, and economic
and political necessity, the peasants’ ideas and sentiments being
of course a “necessity”’ from the Bolshevik point of view.

Dislike for the landed gentry was the only thing common
to the Bolsheviki and the peasantry; otherwise their respective
philosophies were opposed. The undoubtedly considerable
gains that the individualistic principles made in peasant farm-
ing in the decade 1905-15 were largely lost in the revolutionary
upswing of 1917. The more prosperous individualists among
the peasants were pushed aside; others took their place as the
mouthpieces of the peasantry. The idea that the land is God’s
and should be used only by those who want to work it with
their own hands blossomed again and indeed gained more
power than it ever had before. Equal rights for everybody ob-
viously implied only small individual allotments which, how-
ever, as before, were to be used individually.

Those ideas did not fit at all into the Bolshevik philosophy.
The partitioning of the large estates was even considered by them
a reactionary measure. For a long time the Bolsheviki, and the
Social Democratic Party in general, refused any concessions on
this point, although this could not fail to antagonize the peas-
ants. After much hesitation the Bolsheviki, in 1903, included

M N. D. Kondratiev, The Grain Market and Its Regulation ..., p. 6.

3 Recueil des Données Statistiques et Economiques sur Ulndustrie Agricole en Russie
et dans les Pays Etrangers (St. Petersburg, 1913), Vi, 78-81.

3 For a more detailed discussion of the problems dealt with in this section, see Lazar
Volin, “Agrarian Individualism in the Soviet Union: Its Rise and Decline,” Adgricultural

History, January and April 1938, XII, 11-31 and 118-11.
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in their program the demand that the land used by the peasants
before 1861, but cut off and added to the landowner’s land in
conjunction with Emancipation, be returned to the peasants.*
This idea, known by the term “cuttings,” was stillborn. Under
peaceful conditions even this proposal went too far. Under
revolutionary conditions it did not go far enough. Moreover,
too many changes in land ownership had occurred since Eman-
cipation to base the land reform on the status of that time.

The great role that peasant uprisings played in the unsuc-
cessful but nevertheless profoundly important Revolution of
1905 persuaded the Bolsheviki to go with the peasants to the end
by accepting the slogan ““all land to the people,” but they did not
do it definitely before 1912* and not wholeheartedly even then.
The outcome was that, in the final struggle with the Czarist re-
gime, the peasants almost to a man supported the Socialist-
Revolutionaries, a non-Marxist party. The influence of this
party with the peasants was indeed so great that, after the Bol-
sheviki got the upper hand in the cities in November 1917, they
felt it advisable to enter into a coalition with the left faction of
the Socialist-Revolutionaries (the principal body of this party
belonged to the Kerenski coalition) and leave to it the handling
of the agrarian problems. A Socialist-Revolutionary became
People’s Commissar of Agriculture.

A few hours after the Bolsheviki seized power on November
8, 1917, they issued the Land Decree. This met the basic wish
of the peasants of getting the landlords’ land, and thus also
achieved the aim of the Bolsheviki to insure for themselves the
good will of the peasants.

The peasant line.—The Land Decree consisted of five articles.
Article 4 prescribed that the “Peasant Instruction on Land,” an
instruction based on 242 peasants’ instructions, prepared by the
editors of Izvestiya of the All-Union Council of Peasants’ Dele-
gates and published in the issue of August 19, 1917, was to serve
as a guide. The “Instruction” was definitely a Socialist-Revo-
lutionary product, and so were practically all the requests on
which it was based.

% 1. D. Laptev, Soviet Peasantry (Moscow, 1939), p. 17.
27 Jbid., p. 28.
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The nebulous idea of socialization of the land, the basic
principle of the Socialist-Revolutionaries, was formulated in
the “Instruction’ as follows:

The right of private property on land is to be abolished for all time.
The land shall not be bought, sold, leased or otherwise alienated. All lands,
whether belonging to the state, the former imperial family, the ex-Czar, the
monasteries, or the church, whether copyhold, entailed, private, communal
or peasant, shall be taken without compensation, turned into the property of
the entire people, and placed at the disposal of all who till them for use.?®

The wording leaves no doubt that “socialization of the land”” was
thought of as a thing entirely different from the state property.
State land, like all other land, was to be expropriated to become
property of the people. Later, all land was regarded as forming
state (republican) funds, administered by the individual fed-
erated republics and governments. Not before 1922 was social-
ization of the land interpreted as equal simply to state property.
In 1928 all land was declared the property of the USSR rather
than of the individual federated republics.”

Contrary to the basic request of the “Instruction,” the Land
Decree itself prescribed the confiscation without compensation
only of landlords’ land (Article 1) and crown and church land
(Article 2). Article 5 explicitly exempted from confiscation the
land of rank-and-file (ryadovoi) peasants and Cossacks. While
the concept ryadovoi Cossack was definite (corresponding to a
private in the army), the expression ryadovoi peasant had no
definite meaning.

According to the “Instruction” to be used as a guide, the land
was to be distributed to those wanting it on the basis of their
labor supply or of the number of eaters, depending on the local
conditions. An instruction dated March 11, 1919 spoke only
of distribution according to the number of eaters.”

The Socialist-Revolutionaries’ ideas on the ideal land tenure
implied prohibition of the use of hired labor and of the leasing
of land, however impractical such prohibition might be in view

38 Quoted from W. Ladejinsky, ““Collectivization of Agriculture in the Soviet Union,”
Political Science Quarterly, March 1934, XLIX, 7.

3 Dr, V. V. Gzovsky of the Library of Congress was consulted on this point.

© The following equivalents were prescribed for this distribution: adult man, one unit;
adult woman, .8; adolescent boy, .75; adolescent girl, .6; child, .5 (see B. Knipovich,
“Direction and Results of Agrarian Policies, 1917-20,” On Land. lst issue, Moscow, 1921,
p. 25).
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of the varying amount of labor available in each household and
the seasonal nature of agriculture. Both requests, however, were
duly incorporated in the “Instruction” and thus became law.

In actual practice all land of private owners, as well as four-
fifths of the land privately owned by the peasants and one-half
of the peasant land detached from the communal land into sep-
arate units in accordance with the Stolypin laws (khutory and
otruba ), were confiscated.** In 32 gubernii of European Russia,
22.8 million desyatiny were made available in this way accord-
ing to data for 1919.*

There was a pronounced regional aspect in the confiscation of
the khutory and otruba in that it occurred mainly in the steppe
areas where this form of land tenure had not had time to take
root, and where the adverse effects of strip farming and the
three-field system were relatively slight. In the West, North,
and partly in the Center the khutory and otruba were largely pre-
served, not without support of the government.*’

The confiscated land was disposed of according to local
wishes. According to data for 32 gubernii in 1919, 4.6 percent
was retained for state operation, mainly as state farms; 1.7 per-
cent was turned over to kolkhozy, and 93.7 percent was sub-
divided.** The peasants owned about 95 million desyatiny in
those 32 gubernii before the Revolution. Thus the roughly 20
million desyatiny which became available for them added
slightly more than 20 percent. But not all additional land
reached those peasants who worked the land before the Revo-
lution. The countryside was swelled by persons returning from
cities, where the practical standstill of industry deprived a large
proportion of the population of means of livelihood.

The dream of black repartitioning was not carried out.
Knipovich describes the process as follows:**

The socialization [of the land] was not realized on an all-Russian scale;
the conversion of all Russia into one repartitioning commune with a compli-
cated system of equalizing the land [tenure] in all Russia, visualized by the
Socialist Revolutionaries, could not be fulfilled. In practice the land was

4 Sce Y. Blyakher, “The Present Land Tenure According to a Special Survey of the
Central Statistical Board,” Statistical Courier, 1923, Nos. 1-4, p. 151.

“20n Land (1st issue, Moscow, 1921), pp. 8-9. 43 Pershin, op. cit., pp. 70-71.

“ On Land (1st issue, Moscow, 1921), p. 9.

45 B. Knipovich, “Direction and Results of Agrarian Policies 1917-20,” ibid., pp. 24-25.
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absorbed by the local population. Migration from areas with little land to
areas with much land occurred only in isolated cases. The equalization was
perfect within villages; inter-volost [volost was the smallest administrative
unit] equalization was more rare; inter-uezd [each guberniya was sub-
divided in several uezdy] equalization was even rarer. There was none
among the gubernii.

The amount of additional land was, in general, largest in
areas of relative land abundance. Typically, one-fourth to one-
half desyatina per person was obtained, but in a few areas the
addition was less than one-tenth of a desyatina per person.

Most affected by the Revolution, naturally, were the extreme
groups of the villages (Table 9). This is clearly reflected even

TABLE 9.—EFFECT OF THE SOCIALIZATION OF THE LAND ON
PeasanT FARMING*

Average Percentage decline, 1917 to 1919
cropped
plowland Households with '
Region per house- | Households| more than 13 | Households
hold, 1917 without desyatiny of |, with 4 or
(desyatiny) cropped cropped ! more
plowland plowland ! workhorses
|
Lower Volga .............. 6.4 16.3 63.6 i 60.3
Ural v.ooovevvivnnenncnnnnnns 4.5 19.8 63.3 i 51.6
Middle Volga .............. 4.2 59.5 91.4 . 92.6
Central Agricultural ...... 3.9 60.7 91.8 . 8.5
Northwestern ............. 3.4 40.8 90.8 i 63.5
Central Industrial ........ 2.0 42.2 95.5 83.4
Lake ...ccciveiiiieniinnnns 1.9 19.2 100.0 ' 82.0
Northern .........cccouvnn. 1.8 44.1 cees P 83.3
Average ........oeo.... 3.9 38.0 717.1 1 64.1

* From Economic Diflerentiation of the Peasantry in 1917 and 1919, Studies of the
Central Statistical Board, VI (3d issue, Moscow, 1922), p. 10.
in statistics for the country as a whole.*® The following data, cov-
ering 26 gubernii of European Russia, reveal the changes that
took place between 1917 and 1919 in the distribution of house-
holds according to their cropped plowland (percent of all house-
holds) :*

Category of houschold 1917 1919
Without cropped plowland............... 11.4 6.5
Less than 4 desyatiny. ........covevennn. 59.1 77.0
4to 7desyatiny. ..oovveeennnennne cerees 21.6 16.4
7 to 13 desyatiny...... cecrenseaees veess 4.5 2.2
Over 13 desyatiny. ....covveeeneennnnnns 3.4 0.9

46 See also ibid., pp. 26-27. 4 The Bases of a Tentative Plan . . . ., p. 19.
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Thus only 3.1 percent of all households had more than seven
desyatiny (19 acres) in crops other than hay after the agrarian
revolution of 1917. This might have been expected. But the
group having as little as four to seven desyatiny (about 10.5 to
19 acres) also declined considerably. Indeed, three out of four
households had less than four desyatiny of cropped plowland
in 1919.

The decline in the proportion of households without crop
acreage was the least among the reasons for the great contraction
of the cropped plowland in larger peasant holdings. The general
reduction in sowings due to the Civil War was one factor, but the
principal reason for the contraction was the large increase in the
total number of peasant households. Some of the new house-
holds consisted of those who had ceased to work the land but
now came forward with a claim for it. However, splitting of
large peasant households was the most important source of the
increased total number of households.

It became unpopular, unprofitable, and even dangerous to be
well-to-do, especially to be a well-to-do peasant. It was much
safer to have two horses in each of two households consisting of
five persons each than to have four horses in a household con-
sisting of ten persons. Indeed, in many areas two horses were
reasonably safe only if each was in a different stable belonging
to a different household. Mass splitting of the larger households,
which normally were large also in family numbers, proceeded at
a rapid rate in those years. While the number of households in
existence on January 1, 1918, within the 1922 boundaries, was
estimated at 16.5 million, the figure rose to over 24 million by
1920, an increase of about 50 percent.** Some households may
have split as early as 1917, thus swelling the figure used as a
starting point in the above comparison.

Along with their land, the large landowners also lost in the
Revolution their livestock, machinery, and other assets. Not quite
the same situation, but still a very serious one, resulted from the
splitting of the larger peasant households. Shortage of capital
was always the principal weakness of Russian peasant farming.
Even the well-to-do peasants had little. Splitting frequently

8 Kolkhozy in the 2d Stalin Five-Year Period, Gosplan (Moscow, 1939), p. 1.
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made two definitely weak households out of one of reasonable
efficiency.

Whatever the appraisal of the agrarian revolution, it elimi-
nated or greatly reduced all or most of the farms that, according
to official computations, had produced about half of the grain
crops, had accounted for approximately as large a proportion
of the agricultural production, and had an even greater share in
marketings.

When agriculture started on the road to recovery in 1922, the
process of differentiation of the peasantry was resumed, all
handicaps notwithstanding. However, aside from these handi-
caps, the span of time remaining before the big collectivization
drive began was too short to permit substantial change (see
chapter viii on the status immediately before the drive).*

The Party line.—While the Land Decree sanctioned every-
thing the peasants wished, the ruling Party regarded the situ-
ation created by the Decree as temporary only. Since it con-
sidered large-scale agricultural production greatly superior to
small-scale production, it believed inevitable the rise of large-
scale bourgeois elements out of the equalization resulting from
the Revolution. Even the small peasants were distrusted. Com-
mon or state ownership of the land was more or less a fiction;
the peasants were the real owners. Their strong sense of owner-
ship, however small their individual holdings, was believed
much more likely to unite them with the larger owners in the
villages and cities than with the propertyless proletariat.

The Decree of February 19, 1918, “On Socialization of
Land,” was primarily intended to insure the equitable subdivi-
sion of the land in agreement with the Land Decree of November
8, 1917. But it also ordered the government “to promulgate
the development of collective economy in agriculture, which is
more economical with reference to labor and production, at the
expense of individual farming, with a view of transition to social-
istic agriculture.”

The situation, however, was very unfavorable for large-scale

4 An extensive discussion of the differentiation processes in the peasantry under the
Soviet Power took place in 1927, with practically every prominent economist participating;
see The Ways of Agriculture, April through September 1927. See also M. Sulkovsky, *“Class”
Groups and Production Types of Farming of Peasant Economy (Moscow, 1930).
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undertakings along these lines—both during the Civil War which
almost paralyzed the whole economic structure, and in the en-
suing period of recovery. During the Civil War the Soviet
Power, fighting for its very existence, was forced to antagonize
the peasants even without attempts at socialization of agricul-
tural production. The food shortage was critical and industrial
consumer goods were well-nigh absent. The peasants had to de-
liver every bushel of grain beyond the very limited amounts
allowed for food for their families, seed, and perhaps some feed,
simply for paper money which could buy nothing and sometimes
was actually used as wall covering. The less food was available,
and the more unprofitable the boundless inflation and the short-
age of consumer goods made sales and production for sale, the
more ruthless became the requisitions. At an early stage resort
was had to specially organized committees of the village poor,
the so-called kombedy, whose principal job was to extort grain
from co-villagers—for a share in the proceeds. It is easy to
imagine how the kombedy were hated by those peasants whose
thrift had secured for them a little more than the permitted
minimum.

Obligatory deliveries of all surpluses were part of the policies
later referred to as “War Communism,” dominated by the slogan
“from everyone according to his ability, to everyone according
to his needs.” The slogan not only grew out of the shortages
brought about by the war and Civil War, but had an ideological
basis in the assumption that all that was necessary for the highest
ideals of real equality to be realized overnight was for the
Communists to take the power. Under the conditions of critical
all-round scarcity, the slogan was a menace to almost everybody,
even to those who had little.

The government was very weak when all its enemies finally
collapsed. Such limited power as it had for influencing the na-
tional economy it wanted to utilize for the restoration of industry
on a socialistic basis, since the industrial proletariat had been
its principal source of strength. To succeed in this, it was es-
sential to have the good will of the peasants; and this could
be best achieved by guaranteeing them non-interference in their
production and the right of disposal over their surpluses (Decree
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of March 21, 1921).° The Land Code of October 30, 1922
permitted the renting of land for a short time and with the pro-
viso that the lessee did not use hired labor. In 1925 these re-
strictions were removed to such a degree that one could almost
speak of encouragement of the kulaki, the important providers
of food for the cities. The coalition with the left wing of the
Socialist-Revolutionaries was dissolved early in 1918 (with
the leaders being put in jail for safety). But Socialist-Revo-
lutionaries of all shades, and even persons somewhat to the
right of these retained great influence on the administration in
matters related to agriculture, and they practically monopolized
research and planning in agriculture. Some concessions to pri-
vate initiative had to be made even in small-scale industry and
trade. This was the well-known NEP (New Economic Policy),
which was officially proclaimed in March 1921 and lasted for
about seven years.

The few large farms which survived the peasants’ avalanche
of 1917-18 by having been declared state farms, were permit-
ted to fall into partial deeay during the Civil War and little
was done to rehabilitate them in succeeding years (see pp. 236—
37). With large government subsidies and other substantial
privileges a limited number of organizations for collective
farming (kolkhozy) were brought into existence on a voluntary
basis, but they did not particularly flourish either (see chapter
xiii, pp. 298-304).

Having had to abstain from interference in the production
process of the individual peasantry as such, the government was
anxious to find substitute ways of drawing them into the social-
ized economy. The Party’s attitude toward the farmers’ co-
operatives for credit, purchase, and sale is obvious from the
following quotation: “A particularly strong reflection of the
growth of the kulak capitalist enterprises [before the Revolu-
tion] was the rapid development of all forms of co-operatives.”™

5 The taxes which replaced the obligatory deliveries of all surpluses were high, it is
true. It was estimated that in 1923 the peasants had to yield by way of taxation about 10.5
percent of their gross production, compared with about 8.2 percent of prewar payments,
which included also rent of leased land and interest on loans. See L. E. Hubbard, The
Economics of Soviet Agriculture (London, 1939), p. 86.

%1 D. Lurie and Y. Nikulikhin, The Party Policies in the Village (Moscow and Leningrad,
1934), p. 40; a textbook for the highest Communist agricultural colleges.
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But the co-operatives were believed less dangerous when func-
tioning under vigilant supervision of the Party and its govern-
ment, and were accepted as a lesser evil. With the subsidies,
loans, and other privileges bestowed upon the co-operatives, for
example, in obtaining scarce goods from the government or in
participating in exports, the rapid spread of these co-operatives
was assured (Appendix Note D).

The kontraktatsiya, or buying of farm products by the state
for future delivery, was another measure by which the peasants
were to be connected with the socialist economy (see Appendix
Note E).

The great enthusiasm for machinery, and especially tractors,
found some outlet in co-operative machine-lending and spe-
cifically tractor-lending “points,” also operated largely with
great help in the form of state subsidies and credits. All these
points possessed only a tiny fraction of the total agricultural
machinery; even so, they served individual peasants almost ex-
clusively, and the larger individual peasants to a greater extent
than was desired by those in power (see pp. 269-70).



CHAPTER VIII

PRE-COLLECTIVIZATION PEASANT FARMING .

Individual peasants accounted for 98.2 percent of the total
agricultural output in 1927-28. The following description of
the economy of this group may therefore be taken as representa-
tive of Soviet agriculture before the great collectivization drive.
The negligible residual production was the share of the state
farms and kolkhozy. The status of these organizations at that
time is discussed on pages 23537 and 296-98.

CHART 10.—“CrLAss” COMPOSITION OF THE PEASANTRY IN 1927%
(Percent of respective totals of persons and households)

Workers : state farms % ] I
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Small capitalists %

o 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

* Data in Chart Appendix.

““CLASS” COMPOSITION: AN OVER-ALL VIEW

Chart 10 shows what was called in the USSR the “class” com-
position of the peasantry, in 1927-28. The writer excluded
those peasants who were believed not to belong to the rural
economy consisting of agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting.
The grouping of the peasant households shown in the chart is
that of the Central Statistical Board. Another grouping, made

by a special committee of the Soviet of People’s Commissars
USSR, is very similar. This subdivided the households and
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population engaged in rural economy in 1926-27 as follows
(in percent of the respective totals) :*

Class Houscholds Population
Proletariat ............cciiiiiian. 11.2 4.2
WOrKers «oovvin e innnnennnnenns 10.7 3.9
Employees . ........oooiiiiiiiiian, 0.5 0.3
Independent ............... ... ..., 88.8 95.8
Poor ..cvveiiii i 22.1 18.7
AVEIage ....covvieinnennnennannans 62.7 71.9
Entrepreneurs .........ccoiiunainn. 3.9 5.2

Thus some 20 percent of all households were classed as poor in-
dependent producers or semi-proletariat. “Poor producers” in-
cluded (a) households without workstock having less than 4
desyatiny of cropped plowland, plus 50 percent of those with-
out workstock but having 4 to 6 desyatiny of cropped plowland,
and (b) households with one head of workstock and less than one
desyatina of cropped plowland.” The households answering this
description were unquestionably poor, as were most of those
shown as workers. But the group labeled “semi-capitalistic pro-
ducers” in one of the classifications and “entrepreneurs” in the
other, and generally referred to as kulaki, were also small pro-
ducers; their entrepreneurship was on a small scale, not only by
United States standards but by the standards of many other
countries. The “official” definition of this group, as it pertains
to rural economy, runs as follows:®

As entrepreneurs are classed all household heads, connected with rural
economy, reporting rural economy as their principal source of money in-
come who (@) possess means of production valued at more than 1,600 rubles
and let on lease means of production or hire lahor for over 50 days during
the year; (b) possess means of production valued at more than 800 rubles
and hire labor for more than 75 days during the year; or (c) possess means
of production valued at more than 400 rubles and hire labor for more than
150 days per year.

Ownership of property worth 1,600 rubles (equivalent to
about $800) in livestock, machinery, buildings other than dwell-
ing houses, and land improvements including trees and vine-
yards certainly does not indicate great riches. The hiring of

1 Statistical Handbook USSR, 1928, Central Statistical Board (Moscow, 1929), pp. 42-43.

2 Ibid., p. 940.

3 Ibid. The definition was official for statistical usage. No legal definition of the term
“kulak” was made, but the figures found in statistics were used by the government and Party.
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labor for more than 50 or even more than 75 days per year in
as seasonal a pursuit as agriculture is commonly essential for the
efficiency of the enterprise. Much more hired labor than this
would not normally deprive such an establishment of the char-
acter of a family farm. It is noteworthy that hiring help on a
year-round basis for housework in cities—with their relative
comforts of inside water, electricity, and frequently heating as
well—did not and still does not put a family into the exploiter
class in the Soviet Union. Thus peasants were made into a spe-
cial, and lower, social group.

Only 3.9 percent of all households had the fortune or misfor-
tune to fall into the category of entrepreneurs. The annihilation
of so negligible a proportion of the peasantry, which, as will be
shown, possessed only a moderate amount of economic power,
could not possibly be made the object of a country-wide struggle.
Consequently, the group against which the struggle had to be
waged in the succeeding drive was extended to include the “well-
to-do.” These obviously were even poorer than the kulaki.

The character of the various groups of peasant households is
illustrated in detail in the following pages. But even from the
data in Chart 10 and in the above tabulation one can infer that,
in spite of the rapid splitting up of large households during the
preceding decade, the tendency of well-to-do peasant households
to be large-family households was still in evidence. The small
capitalistic group averaged 6.5 persons per household, while
the common producers had 5.4 persons and the lowest group
only 3.9. It was, of course, only natural that as the family
grew, means of production were accumulated in order to feed it,
to take care of the greater acreage to which the larger size of the
family entitled it, and to utilize the greater man power that larger
families usually had.

THE 1927 SURVEY OF PEASANT ECONOMY*

A survey of 615,400 to 654,400 peasant households in 1927
gives a vivid picture of the organization and functioning of the
pre-collectivization peasantry. The households investigated were
grouped according to the value of the principal means of pro-

¢ Statistical Handbook USSR, 1928, pp. 90-133 and 144-55.
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luction, which included buildings other than dwelling houses,
livestock, farm machinery other than the simplest implements
like the sickle, and even the equipment of industrial enterprises.
[n general, seven groups of households were distinguished, as
follows: Group 1, without any principal means of production;
and groups 2 to 7, with ascending amounts of such means, the
highest group having more than 1,600 rubles invested in the
principal means of production (Chart 11).

Along with occupation in rural economy, occupations of the
investigated households in industry, trade, home service, and

CHART 11.—PRE-CoLLECTIVIZATION PEASANT RURAL EcoNomY: GENERAL
Data AND MEANs oF Probucrion*
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other fields, were covered by the survey. As shown in Chart-
Table 11, p. 780 (data not charted), 2.8 percent of the investi-
gated households were not connected at all with rural economy,
while outside sources predominated in the income of 5.4 percent
of them. However, 24.6 percent of the households in group 1
(those without any means of production) were not engaged in
rural pursuits at all, and 10.5 percent followed them only as a
secondary source of income. The corresponding percentages
were 10.9 and 10.7 respectively in group 2 (households hav-
ing 100 rubles or less in principal means of production).

In the analyzed material the three rural non-agricultural pur-
suits (forestry, fishing, and hunting) are unfortunately entirely
inseparable from strictly agricultural pursuits. The average
means of production, the amount of draft power, acreages, and
similar indicators of the size of farm business were of course
depressed somewhat by the inclusion of households not engaged
strictly in agriculture. In a sense the same is true of the house-
holds included that obtained their living from work on state
farms, or had permanent employment as farm help on larger
peasant farms.

FAMILY SIZE

Chart 11 clearly demonstrates the considerable dependence
of the amount of investment and the magnitude of the whole
enterprise on the size of the family, and particularly on the num-
ber of workers in the individual household. Group 6, for ex-
ample, averaged 6.5 persons, of whom 3.1 were workers, in-
cluding 1.5 male workers; the average household of group 2,
on the other hand, was composed of only 3.6 persons, of whom
1.8 were workers. In every group the magnitude of the enter-
prise showed a direct relationship to the size of the family and
the number of workers.

The households without man workers (Chart 11) comprised
no less than 13.6 percent of all households investigated. It is
obvious that peasant farming, forestry work, fishing, and hunt-
ing are all pursuits that cannot be conducted properly without a
man worker. Households without a man worker rarely become
established as independent economic units, while the enterprises
of households that have lost their male workers usually deteri-
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orate and are then frequently liquidated, the women taking work
elsewhere, often as home servants in cities. It is therefore only
natural that the households without a man worker fall mostly
into the lowest groups of the households surveyed. Almost one-
half of the households in group 1 and almost one-third of the
households in group 2 were without a man worker. In each of
the two highest groups, by contrast, fewer than 5 percent of the
households were without a man worker. Some of the households
without a man worker, it is true, may have been brought to life
by the desire to split the investment of one bigger household be-
tween two small ones, without actually splitting the households
and their operations.

The direct relation between the size of the household and the
size of business makes it obvious that whatever riches were
present were by no means always inherited. A newly married
couple began in a small way, and by hard work and efhiciency
gradually worked its way up the ladder. This phenomenon is
typical of family farming in every country. The loss of the man
worker spells ruin.

MEANS OF PRODUCTION

Total.—The total investment in rural economy (excluding
land) in 1927-28 was estimated at 28,741 million 1925-26
rubles.” The population involved was approximately 110 mil-
lion. This implies a per capita investment of little more than
250 rubles, or about $125. (While such conversions to dollars
cannot safely be trusted, these figures give an idea of the very
low production and living levels of the Russian peasantry before
collectivization.) The investment was composed as follows (in
million rubles) :

Machines and implements. .........coeiiivrininennn. 1,208
Tractors «.uueeeeeeeeeeeeeereneeererennesnsnnnnns 52
Means of transportation and small implements. ........ 2,020
Dwelling houses ...ovvvineeieniiiinreneeenennnnn. 10,833
Buildings for productive purposes................... 5,734
Livestock, including bees..........covviiiiiiiin... 8,001
Melioration and irrigation..........ooveivevunnnenn. 893

Grand total ........ ...ttt e 28,741

8 1st Plan, II, Part 2, pp. 60-62.
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Dwellings, other buildings, and livestock were the only really
large items; the total investment, excluding dwelling houses,
amounted to roughly 150 rubles per capita. Machinery of all
kinds accounted only for 4.4 percent of the grand total.

The average value of the principal means of production
owned by the peasant households investigated in 1927 was 516
rubles (Chart 11), roughly equivalent to $260. The average
evaluation of the house was 254 rubles. Thus the total property
of the average household (without the land, which was state
property) did not exceed 770 rubles—not quite $400.

With an average of 5.1 persons per household investigated
(Chart 11), the principal means of production amounted to only
100 rubles per capita, and the means of production plus the
dwelling houses to about 150 rubles per capita. Part of the dif-
ference between this average and the considerably higher one
computed from the total investment in rural economy for the
Soviet Union as a whole (see above) is due to the inclusion of
state and similar properties in the latter figure, and there may
have been differences in methods of estimation as well. But the
households surveyed apparently were also slightly below the
average for the country as a whole.

The households investigated tended to concentrate in groups
4 and 5, with principal means of production valued on the aver-
age at 308 and 579 rubles respectively (Chart 11). These two
groups accounted for 57.1 percent of all households and thus
best represented the average peasantry. Group 6, with 13.9
percent of all households, had an average investment of 1,092
rubles. Only the thin layer of group 7, comprising 3.2 percent
of all households, had an investment (2,623 rubles) that might
be considered adequate for a very small farm in the United
States. The poor-peasant groups 1 to 3 comprised slightly more
than one-quarter of all households. Group 1 had no nreans of
production, while groups 2 and 3 had investments of only 55 and
159 rubles respectively.

Horses and cows.—The horse was the peasant’s principal
means of production. The average peasant’s horse was small,
and two such horses should be regarded as the minimum draft
power needed for even comparatively shallow plowing with a
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steel plow. The luxury of two horses, however, was found only
in a relatively small proportion of the investigated households.
One horse or a pair of oxen per household was fairly typical,
and a large proportion of the peasants had none.

The average annual yield per peasant cow over the Union as
a whole was not quite 1,000 liters of milk and only slightly more
than 1,000 liters if one excludes areas in which many cows were
not milked at all. Such a yield is certainly not enough to supply
a family of average size with anything like a generous quantity
of dairy products, to say nothing of providing a surplus for sale.
Yet the households investigated averaged only a fraction more
than one cow each, and nevertheless sold part of the milk pro-
duced. Only the absence of the one low-yielding cow stamped
the peasant as poor; indeed, the expression ‘“cowless” meant
just that.

The households investigated averaged only one workhorse, or
its equivalent in oxen, and 1.1 cows (Chart 11). Of the two
groups of the more representative peasant households, group 4,
with the smaller investment, averaged 0.9 workhorse and 1.0
cow, while group 5 averaged 1.2 workhorses and 1.3 cows.

Only the households in the small group 7, with an average of
2.3 workhorses, could normally put into the field the power
needed for reasonably adequate plowing. Part of the households
in group 6, second highest according to the investment in princi-
pal means of production, did not quite come up to this modest
standard, since the group as a whole averaged only 1.7 work-
horses per household. The households in groups 6 and 7 aver-
aged 1.7 and 2.5 cows respectively.

Horses and cows were naturally absent in group 1, and 95.2
percent of the households in group 2 were horseless. While cows
were not quite so scarce, there was only one cow for each 3.3
households in the group. Moreover, cows as well as horses
tended to be poorer in the lower peasant groups. Animal draft
power was also very scarce in group 3, there being but one work-
horse to each 2.5 households. One-third of the households in
this group did not have a cow.

Farm machinery.—The differentiation of the peasantry was
greatest in machinery. The total value of farm machinery owned
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by the average household investigated was only 35.1 rubles or
6.8 percent of the value of the principal means of production.
The group without principal means of production obviously had
no farm machinery, if simple implements such as the sickle are
ignored, while the value of the machinery owned by the house-
holds in groups 2 and 3 averaged no more than 1.0 and 3.8
rubles respectively. Even the two intermediate groups, which
made up the bulk of all households (201-400 and 400-800
rubles in principal means of production), possessed merely 11.7
and 33.1 rubles worth respectively. A full third of all investi-
gated households had no plowing equipment, not even a sokha
(the primitive wooden plow that does not turn the soil), and
more than one-third did not have any machinery except for plow-
ing (Chart 11). Only the tiny group 7, with the largest invest-
ment in means of production, was relatively well supplied with
farm machinery, possessing equipment valued at 254.5 rubles
per household on the average. While this group owned 7.2 per-
cent of all workstock (probably substantially more in terms of
value), its investment in machinery amounted to 22.8 percent
of the total.

Co-ownership and hiring of means of production.—The in-
credibly small amounts of machinery owned by almost all house-
holds, particularly in the lower groups, and the inadequacy of
draft power, especially for operations requiring much power,
led to a great deal of co-ownership, pooling, and hiring of means
of production.

Not less than 16.6 percent of the households investigated
owned means of production (probably almost exclusively ma-
chinery) in combination with other households. It is noteworthy
that the proportion of such households amounted to 27.6 and
28.0 percent in groups 7 and 6 respectively and declined grad-
ually to 7.7 and 2.6 percent in groups 3 and 2 respectively.
Correspondingly, the means of production owned jointly went
down from 322.3 and 112.2 rubles to 31.4 and 26.9 rubles
respectively.’

According to a survey made in 1926, only 50.5 percent of
the households investigated in the whole USSR worked the land

¢ Statistical Handbook USSR, 1928, p. 149.
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with their own workstock and implements; in the Ukraine, with
its heavier soil, the proportion was as low as 27.1 percent. The
more detailed data are as follows (in percent of households):’

White

System of operation USSR RSFSR Ukraine Russia

Own workstock and implements....... 50.5 56.8 27.1 81.8
Hired workstock, own implements.... 2.7 3.3 1.2 1.5
Own workstock, hired implements. .... 1.3 1.3 1.4 1.4
Hired workstock and implements ..... 24.2 21.3 34.9 8.4
Supryaga (pooling)® .....ccoovvun... 15.1 10.3 31.5 0.8
Other methods .............ccuuvnen 6.2 7.0 3.9 6.1

% The term strictly means pooling of workstock, but pooling of implements or work-
stock and implements may also have been included.

The investment in farm machinery by the highest group of
the farms investigated in 1927, though small in absolute terms,
was very large in comparison with the investments of most other
groups. It certainly gave the top group a not inconsiderable eco-
nomic power which may well have been abused occasionally.
But such abuses were greatly exaggerated. The demand for ma-
chinery that the machine-lending points leased out at reasonable
rates was by no means brisk (pp. 269—70), and this fact suggests
that the rates these peasants charged for the machinery they
leased were not always nor even frequently excessive. Yet the
letting on lease of means of production, regardless of the terms,
was sufficient to stamp a peasant household with over 1,600
rubles in means of production as an entrepreneur, i.e., a kulak
household, even if the household did not hire any labor (see
p- 162).

As shown by the data in Chart 11, hiring of means of produc-
tion, though most frequent in size groups 2 and 3, was rather
common in all groups, including the largest. Not shown in the
chart is the noteworthy fact that the highest groups hired mostly
machinery, while the lower groups took mainly other means of
production, apparently draft power. In the highest group the
yearly outlay on the hiring of machinery averaged 25 rubles per
household taking it; in the other groups the average was 15
rubles. Fifteen rubles was a large sum for a Russian peasant.

"Ten Years of Soviet Power in Figures 1917 to 1927 [English ed. of the Statistical
Handbook USSR, 19271, p. 159.
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Only part of it, however, could have been overpayment, so far as
overpayment was involved.

The letting of means of production (Chart 11) was naturally
done mainly by the households with the largest investment. Even
in this group, however, little more than one-third of the house-
holds did let means of production on lease, but these households
averaged an income of 71 rubles from this source, certainly a
large sum in the Russian village.®

Lending and borrowing of money and produce in kind be-
tween private persons played a minor role in the village, and
could not have been a means of extensive exploitation. Only
2.4 and 3.4 percent of the households investigated in groups 6
and 7 respectively, loaned money to others; the proportions in
these groups who loaned produce to others were 1.0 and 2.0
percent respectively. In group 1, 3.5 percent of the households
owed money to private persons; the proportion increased to
13.3 percent in group 7. The proportion of households that
owed produce in kind ranged respectively from 1.1 percent in
group 1 to 2.4 percent in group 7.°

LAND TENURE

The households investigated averaged 6.1 hectares of allot-
ment arable land and 4.0 hectares of cropped plowland (Chart
12). The households in group 7 had 83 percent more allotment
arable land than the average and 135 percent more cropped
plowland than the average. An average of 9 hectares in crops on
arable land in those households does not indicate great wealth.
At the other end of the ladder, in group 1 the average allotment
of arable land was equivalent to 41 percent of the average for
all investigated farms; their plowland in crops, however, was
only 20 percent of the average. These differences were due
partly to the fact that the stronger households took more land on
lease than they let, while the reverse was true of the households
without means of production. Regional factors also were partly

responsible (see pp. 179 fi., especially Tables 11 and 12).

8 An obvious reason for the relatively large letting on lease of means of production by
the highest groups was that the lowest groups had so little of these means. Another factor
was the limited opportunity for the highest groups to utilize their means of production fully
by getting more land to cultivate.

9 Statistical Handbook USSR, 1928, pp. 124-25.
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According to Table 11 (p. 181), which shows a grouping by
the size of cropped plowland, only 8.8 percent of all investigated
households had 8.85 hectares (22 acres) or more of such land,
while more than one-third (36.7 percent) had less than 2.3
hectares (5.5 acres). A large part of these differences also
was regional.

CHART 12.—PRE-COLLECTIVIZATION PEASANT RuraL EcoNnomy:
Lanp TENURE AND OPERATION®
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* Data in Chart Appendix. The averages of hectares of arable land and meadows rented
and let (lower tier) are calculated on the basis of the houscholds renting or letting, not on
total households.

¢ Chart Appendix Data here inverted. “Arable land in crops” sheuld read “cropped
plowland.”

The taking of land on lease and the letting of means of pro-
duction by the households of the highest group both grew out of
the fact that these households were better equipped with draft
power and machinery. Both practices, but especially the land
leasing, were emphasized by the Party spokesmen as important
indications of strong capitalistic development. Actually it was
on a small scale. That such a rate could be considered danger-
ous to the Soviet system merely emphasized the deficiencies of
that system.

Two-fifths of the households in group 7, the group best
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equipped with draft power and machinery, took land on lease
(Chart 12). Those households in this group which took land
averaged 8.2 hectares (roughly 20 acres) of rented land. The
percentage of households taking land on lease declined rapidly
in the lower groups; in group 4, the poorer of the two groups of
average peasant households, only one-eighth of all households
took land on lease. For those households in group 6, the second
highest, which took land on lease, the average area rented was
less than 10 acres. The few renting households in the remaining
five groups commonly took 3 to 5 acres of land each. The land
taken on lease by all households amounted to 6.5 percent of the
operated land.

A little less land was let than taken on lease by the households
investigated ; the balance leased was probably state land, or in
any case non-allotment land. The largest percentages of house-
holds letting land on lease (Chart 12) were naturally found in
the groups without means of production (group 1) or with little
of such means (groups 2 and 3). While they had a share in the
allotment land, they had difficulty in operating it themselves, and
let it to others for payment in various forms. Still, even in
groups 1 and 2 only one-third of the households let land on lease,
while in group 3 one-fifth of all households belonged in this
category. Land was naturally let on lease in tiny lots in these
groups; the average per renting household in groups 1 to 3 was
little more than one hectare.

SALE AND HIRE OF LABOR

Income from selling labor naturally declined rapidly from
the lower to the higher groups. According to Chart 13, 58 per-
cent of all households in groups 1 and 2 sold labor; one is sur-
prised there were so few. Almost half and more than one-third
of the households in groups 3 and 4 respectively sold labor.
Labor was sold even by the households in group 7, although only
11.5 percent did so.

There was naturally a great difference in the amount of labor
sold per household; the lower the level the greater the amount of
labor sold. In group 1, 9.1 percent of the labor-selling house-
holds sold more than 300 days per year and 33.5 percent sold
150 to 300 days, while only 13.2 percent sold less than 25 days
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of outside work per year. In group 7, on the other hand, more
than one-third of the households selling labor sold it for 25 days
or less.

CHART 13.—PrEe-CoLLiEcTivIiZATION PEASANT RURAL EcoNnomy:

LaBor*
PERCENT OF HOUSEHOLDS INDICATED HOUSEHOLDS
IN EACH GROUP: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION BY
NUMBER OF DAYS PER YEAR OF:

HIRING LABOR SELLING LABOR HIRED LABOR SOLD LABOR
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* Data in Chart Appendix. The “indicated households” in the right-hand boxes are
those hiring or selling labor.

While the amount of sold labor was large, it was only a por-
tion of the potential supply. The limited outlets and the poor
reward for labor put a low ceiling on this source of income. The
Russian peasantry constituted a practically inexhaustible source
of labor, provided this could have been sold at anything like
decent wages. It is no exaggeration to say that few households
below group 6 possessed sufficient means of production to utilize
their labor efficiently, according even to the low Russian stand-
ards (see pp. 420-23).

In spite of the primitive nature of farming, the seasonal char-
acter of its operations, and the large amount of labor sold by the
peasantry (much of it far from their own homes), hired help
played a small role on the farms investigated, and these were
sufficiently representative of the situation in the whole country.
This obviously implies that a large part of the labor sold went
to enterprises outside the rural economy.

The hiring of labor is shown in Chart 13 for all investigated
peasant households. But the survey also permits analysis of the
households engaged in rural economy that produced for the
market and derived their principal money income from sale of
products of rural economy. From these households, referred to
below as “market producers,” the kulaki were drawn. Of all
investigated households, 63.97 percent were classed as market
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producers; the percentages were 70.28 in group 5, with 76.40
in group 6, and 82.56 in group 7.

If farming methods had not been so primitive, most of the
largest peasant farms would have been able to perform all the
necessary work with their own family labor. As it was, little
more than half (51.7 percent) of all market producers in the
highest group hired any labor. Of these, only 26.0 percent, or
13.5 percent of all market producers in group 7, employed labor
for the equivalent of a full-season worker (150 days or more).
By definition (p. 162) households with an investment of over
1,600 rubles in means of production were entrepreneurs if they
hired labor for over 50 days a year. Little more than one-quarter
(26.8 percent) of the market producers in group 7 hired labor
to this extent.

In group 6, second highest according to value of means of
production, about one-third (33.8 percent) of the market pro-
ducers hired labor, but of these little more than one-quarter (27.2
percent), or only 9.2 percent of all market producers in the
group, hired labor for more than 75 days, the amount that stamped
them as rural-economy entrepreneurs as officially defined.

Group 5, with but 400 to 800 rubles worth of principal means
of production, was still a source of kulaki provided labor was
hired for more than 150 days a year (p. 162). However, while
22 .7 percent of the market producers in this group hired labor,
only 1.6 percent exceeded his limit. The government really had
to go out of its way to fill up the kulak group.

The accompanying tabulation which sums up the foregoing
information reveals that 3.17 percent of all households engaged

Houscholds Croup Croup Croup
1. Number in group as percent of all
investigated liouseholds ............. 3.24 13.85 30.93
2. Number of market producers in group
as percent of group total ........... 82.56 76.40 70.28
3. Households hiring labor above minimum
for kulak classification:
as percent of market producers
IN Group «.vvveriennnnnrneennnnns 26.84 9.20 1.56
as percent of all market producers .... 1.12 1.52 0.53

as percent of all investigated
households ...................... 0.72 0.97 0.34
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in rural economy producing for the market, and with products of
rural economy their principal source of money income, passed
the test on the basis of hired labor. The balance of the kulaki was
made up by the households of group 7 which, while not hiring
labor for as much as 50 days a year, let means of production on
lease. Of the market producers in group 7, there were 14..6 and
11.6 percent, respectively, who, while not hiring any labor or hir-
ing it for not more than 50 days, let means of production on
lease. This is equivalent to 1.09 percent of all market producers.
Thus kulaki made up 4.26 percent of all households classed as
market producers in the rural economy.

Labor was also hired by households of the lower groups,
group 1 not excluded, but the proportions of the hiring house-
holds were naturally small, ranging from 15.6 percent in group
4 down to 4.7 percent in group 1, and four-fifths of these house-
holds hired labor for less than 25 days.

While primitive farm techniques and seasonal factors played
a role in the hiring of labor, other important factors were outside
work commitments of family members, mainly men, frequently
at distant places, and complete absence of male workers in the
household. In group 5, for example, only 10 percent of all
households hired labor for more than 25 days, and 7.4 percent
of all households did not have a man worker in the family.

INCOME AND WEALTH

Suitable data on incomes are apparently available only for
1924-25. The survey of that year unfortunately covered only
9,281 households in the European portion of the RSFSR (Table
10). The smallness of the sample certainly affected the result.
An idea of what the incomes are likely to have been in 1927-28
may be gleaned from the fact that national income from agri-
culture increased by about 25 percent from 1924-25 to 1927—
28, while rural population increased only by 6 percent. Stratifi-
cation of the peasantry strengthened somewhat in the period and
hence the spread in incomes became correspondingly larger.

The average total income was naturally small—409.6 rubles
per household. Expenditures for food averaged almost 65 per-
cent of the total living expenses of all households. The range
from the lowest to the highest group in income was wide, but this
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was primarily the effect of the much larger size of the house-
holds in the highest group. The variations in income per house-
hold were particularly large in the incomes from the peasants’
own rural-economy enterprises. However, while this class of
income represented four-fifths of the total income in the highest
group, it was only 34.6 and 44.2 percent in groups 1 and 2
respectively.

TasLE 10.—INcomes oF PeasaNnT HouseHoLDS SURVEYED IN 1924-25%

Total income (rubles) Arbitrary income from
rural economy® (rubles)
House- Cropped
hold plowland | | Per hec-
group (hectares) Per Per Per Per l Per tare agri-
house- man- person house- | man- cultural
hold worker hold | worker land
1....... None 206.20 | 91.30 57.39 71.45 ! 31.63 | 23.07
2....... Under 2 333.53 | 128.80 ' 74.10 | 147.38 ; 56.91 | 32.23
L T 2.01-4.00 361.08 | 117.68 . 66.67 | 220.16 ! 71.75 | 30.78
4....... 4.01-6.00 415.38 | 114.52 | 65.16 | 282.09 ; 77.78 | 28.62
L T 6.01-8.00 485.96 . 117.17 | 66.68 | 345.94 : 83.40 | 24.58
6....... 8.01-16.00 | 603.39 | 130.20 ; 74.24 | 451.38 ; 97.40 ! 22.10
Toeenne. Over16.00 | 810.75 | 152.76 86.22 | 663.78 | 125.07 ; 18.03
Average..| .......... 409.62 | 121.27 . 69.08 | 258.98 | 76.68 | 26.91
Percent of total income Expenditures per person (rubles)
Hhogise- Arbitrary Income Living expenditures
group income from other Other
from rural | enterprises incomes Non- Taxes
economy® and wages Total Food food
1....... 34.6 51.4 13.9 62.49 | 37.44 | 25.05 | 1.71
200000, 4.2 41.8 14.1 72.87 | 47.30 | 25.57 | 1.91
E J 61.0 28.3 10.7 68.36 | 44.28 | 24.08 | 3.10
4....... 67.9 23.3 8.8 67.25 | 43.66 ' 23.59 | 3.82
Sevennnn 71.2 21.1 7.7 67.71 | 43.38 | 24.33 | 4.53
6....... 74.8 18.8 6.4 76.06 | 48.30 | 27.76 | 5.87
Teveennn 81.9 13.8 4.3 95.22 | 58.63 | 36.59 | 9.08
Average.. 63.2 27.1 9.7 70.46 i 45.41 | 25.05 | 3.77

* Data from a survey of 9,281 households in the Europcan portion of the RSFSR, in
Statistical Handbook USSR, 1927 (Moscow, 1927), pp. 135-36.
% For definition, see footnote 11 on p. 420.

PER CAPITA DATA
Since the number of persons per household varied consider-
ably, the real degree of stratification of the peasantry is better
veflected in per capita than in per household data. This is shown
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in the tabulation below with reference to the three standard indi-
cators of the peasant’s wealth. Since there was so little cropped
plowland and only a fraction of a horse and cow per capita, it
seemed preferable to present the data per 10 persons. The data
from the 1927 survey of 615,400 peasant households are thus
summarized according to principal means of production:*’

Principal
Ineans ?f Per ten persons

Household production
group  per household Arable land Number of Number
(value in in crops workstock® of cows

rubles) (hectares)

1 None 3.1 None None
2 1- 100 4.2 0.3 0.8
3 101- 200 5.2 1.0 1.7
4 201- 400 6.7 1.8 2.0
5 401- 800 8.5 2.2 2.4
6 801-1600 10.3 2.6 2.6
7 1600 and over 12.9 3.1 3.4

% In terms of workhorses.

The variations in per capita amounts of cropped plowland,
workstock, and cows among the various size groups of house-
holds were due partly to regional factors (see below). The varia-
tions caused by other factors were certainly less than those ob-
served in many other countries, but were extremely important
nevertheless. The difference of one-quarter of a hectare or one-
tenth of a workhorse or cow per capita often meant the difference
between a full coverage of an extremely moderate minimum of
subsistence and outright starvation, unless the households with
little of their own means of production succeeded in supplement-
ing the income from their own enterprises by proportionately
large incomes from the sale of their labor.

The data presented testify again and again not to the wealth
of a considerable portion of the households, but to the poverty
of practically all. Thus the second richest group of farmers had
for each person in the household only one hectare of arable land
in crops commonly yielding only small returns, one-quarter of
a small Russian horse, and the same portion of a very low-yield-
ing cow. If each person (including the hired help) in group 6

10 Statistical Handbook USSR, 1928, pp. 144-45.
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had consumed a pint of milk per day and 10 pounds of butter
per year, most households in that group would have had to buy
milk or dairy products. Anincome adequate even by the Russian
peasants’ moderate standards could not be produced with less
means of production per capita than this group possessed.

The total income per person in the highest group of the 1924~
25 survey (Table 10) exceeded that of the lowest group by about
50 percent. The per capita living expenditures did not show ex-
treme variations among the various peasant groups. The ex-
penditures for food amounted to much more than one-half of the
total, even in the highest group. Indeed, the non-food expendi-
tures in the higher groups did not show any greater rise than
that of expenditures for food, as almost uniformly occurs in
statistics of this sort. The highest peasant group was adequately
provided with food, clothes, and so on, but on the modest Russian-
peasant scale.

REGIONAL VARIATIONS

Data pertaining to the-country as a whole exaggerate the ex-
tent of differentiation of the peasantry, owing to substantial re-
gional variations in the factors used in the analysis. The results
of the 1927 survey unfortunately are not presented in sufficient
detail on a regional basis. However, a survey of about 15,000
households in 1925-26 yielded the following figures on cropped
plowland in specified areas (in hectares per capita) :**

Northern region ............ 0.42 North Caucasus ..c.covee.. . 1.45
Leningrad and Karelia....... 0.48 White Russia .....00c0vee.. 0.68
Moscow region ............. 0.52 Ukraine

Ural .. .oiiiiiiiiiinnnnnnns 0.93 Forest and forest-steppe.... 0.75
Middle Volga .............. 0.96 Steppe . .cvviiiaciiinaens . 1.45
Lower Volga ............... 1.21 West Siberia ..covevvneenen. 0.95

The distant areas, relying mainly on dry farming, had more
land per capita than in the Union as a whole. North Caucasus,
with its large Cossack population, and the drier part of the
Ukraine, were highest. Similar areas in the Lower Volga region
and West Siberia also had large average acreages. On the other
hand, the amount of cropped plowland per person was com-

1 Statistical Handbook USSR, 1928, p. 136.
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monly much smaller than the average for the Soviet Union in
areas specializing in fibers or fruits, in those emphasizing ani-
mal husbandry of the extensive type, and in those where many
were engaged in forestry, hunting, and non-rural work.

While land was relatively much more abundant in south-
eastern European Russia and Siberia than in the rest of the
country, the prices of farm products were necessarily lower there
because of the long distances from the deficit areas. Moreover,
both the southeastern part of European Russia and the adjacent
areas in Asia (Kazakhstan and southern Siberia) have lower per
acre yields than the rest of the country, and are not adapted to
such labor-intensive crops as potatoes and sugar beets. The con-
siderably larger amount of cropped plowland per household in
these areas implied the necessity of more draft power and ma-
chinery. Thus the average peasant enterprise tended to be larger
there, if measured in investment in means of production or in the
number of workstock. None of the areas of this type is shown
separately in the published results of the 1927 survey analyzed
above.

Uzbek, the principal cotton-growing republic in the USSR,
where all cotton is irrigated and yields are high, is a good ex-
ample of peasant farming on little land. This republic averaged
only 2 hectares of cropped plowland per household in 1927
(Table 11), or 0.44 hectare per capita. Correspondingly, the
number of other indicators of the size of enterprise was small.
There was but 0.7 workhorse per household in that republic as
against the Union average of 1.0. All principal means of pro-
duction averaged only 337 rubles per household in Uzbek. While
for the Union as a whole groups 2 and 3 of the 1927 survey com-
prised 22.7 percent of all households, 47.6 percent of all in-
vestigated households of Uzbek fell in these groups; groups 2, 3,
and 4 made up three-quarters of all households there. Under
average Russian conditions the households of groups 2 and 3
were paupers unless they could supplement their income ade-
quately from enterprises other than their own farming. Uzbek
peasants of the same groups were not so poorly situated, how-
ever, owing to the high income per hectare of cotton.

South Caucasus offers an example of peasant farming in
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which relatively large investment is associated with little cropped
plowland. With its vineyards, orchards, and sheep herds, South
Caucasus had a much higher average value of principal means
of production per household and several times as large a propor-
tion of households in group 7 than was true of the Union as a
whole (Table 12). But the averaged cropped land per house-
hold was only 1.7 hectares; and, with cropped plowland as the
basis of grouping, almost all households were bunched in the
lower groups (Table 11).

TABLE 11.—DIFFERENTIATION OF THE PEASANTRY AS MEASURED BY CROPPED

Prowranp, USSR anp SeeciFiep Recions, 1927%
(Percent of total, except for last line)

Hectares per White South
household USSR | RSFSR | Ukraine ' Russia |Caucasus| Uzbek |Turkmen
Under 0.106 ...... 6.3 6.3 3.7 1.4 16.0 17.0 5.6
0.10- 1.19 ...... 13.1 12.9 8.3 5.6 31.6 30.6 31.3
1.20- 2.29 ...... 17.3 17.3 4.7, 17.5 27.8 20.9 29.5
2.30- 3.38 ...... 17.1 16.6 19.0 ;| 25.9 13.3 13.1 16.1
3.39- 4.47 ...... 13.5 13.2 15.7 ° 20.2 5.4 7.9 8.9
4.48- 6.66 ...... 16.2 16.3 18.8 - 20.3 4.0 6.9 6.3
6.67- 8.84 ...... 7.7 8.1 8.6 , 6.2 1.0 2.4 1.6
8.85-11.03 ...... 3.7 3.9 4.5 2.0 0.4 0.7 0.5
11.04-17.59 ...... 3.7 3.9 4.9 ' 0.8 0.4 0.4 0.2
17.60 and over... 1.4 1.5 1.8 ' 0.1 0.1 0.1
Total ......... 100 | 100 |10 100 | 100 | 100 | 100
Average hectares
per household. 4.0 4.0 4.7 3.7 1.7 2.0 2.1

* Data of survey of 615,400 peasant households in 1927, Statistical Handbook USSR,
1928, pp. 128-30, 14445, and 150-51.

White Russia is noteworthy for the particularly small extent
of stratification in its peasant farming. In the 1927 survey it
showed a considerably greater predominance of average house-
holds (groups 4 and 5) than was the case in the Union as a whole
(Table 12). No more than 5.5 percent of the White Russian
households belonged to groups 1 and 2, as against 13.6 percent
for the entire country, and 12.2 percent to groups 6 and 7, as
against 17 percent in the Union as a whole. Correspondingly,
70.2 percent of all households of White Russia were in groups
4 and 5 (as against 57.1 percent in the Union). A great concen-
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tration of White Russian households in the intermediate group-
ings is also observed on the basis of arable land in crops (Table
11). There, only 7.0 percent of all households were in the two
lowest groups as against 19.4 percent for the Union as a whole,
and only 2.9 percent were in the three highest groups as against

8.8 percent for the Union.

TABLE 12.—DIFFERENTIATION OF THE PEASANTRY AS MEASURED BY VALUE OF
PrincipaL MEANs oF PropuctioN, USSR anp SpeciFiep Recions, 1927%

House- Group Percent of total (except for last line)

hold range

group (rubles) | White | South

USSR | RSFSR|Ukraine Russia |Caucasus| Uzbek | Turkmen
1....|None ........... 3.0f 3.2 3.0! 0.7 3.0 2.7 3.2
2..../|Not over 100 ...| 10.6| 10.1| 10.3; 4.8| 12.4 | 25.7| 15.5
3..../100- 200 ....... 12.1| 12.0| 10.6; 12.1| 11.4 | 21.9| 17.7
4....1200- 400 ....... 26.21 27.0| 21.9, 35.6| 21.9 | 26.9| 29.5
5..../400~ 800 ....... 30.9] 31.6| 32.1: 34.6| 24.9 | 15.7| 23.0
6....]800-1,600 ....... 13.8] 13.3 18.3} 10.6 | 15.1 4.9 7.9
7..../Over 1,600 ..... 3.2 29| 39| 16| 11.3 2.2 3.2
Total ......... 100 {100 | 100 | 100 100 100 100

Average per house- l

hold (rubles) ........ 516 | 496 761 337 435

* Survey of 615,400 peasant households in 1927. Statistical Handbook USSR, 1928,
pp- 92-93, 9697, 14647, and 152-53.



CHAPTER IX

PRE-REVOLUTION INCOME AND PRODUCTION

INCOMES

Poor in agricultural resources, yet with some 75 percent of
her population depending on the land for a livelihood, Czarist
Russia naturally had a very small national income. For 1913
it was estimated at 14 billion 1913 rubles or around 100 rubles
per capita.” Although the strata of the rich was very thin, their
income was so far above the general level that the average in-
come of the rest of the population was well below the figure
given. Incidentally, the lavish and conspicuous spending by
these relatively few rich at home and abroad greatly contributed
to spread the fable of Russia’s immeasurable wealth. India
presents an exaggerated case of the same sort.

Obviously, only a predominantly agricultural country, as
Russia was then, could function with so small a national income
as the one indicated. The income from agriculture, which had to
provide for about three-quarters of the total population, was esti-
mated for 1913 at 6.72 billion rubles,” or about 67 rubles per
capita of the agricultural population. In the poorest areas the
average yearly income of the mass of the peasants was as low as
35 rubles. One could not afford even a moderately good diet or
much of anything else with 40, 50, or even 67 rubles a year. The
peasants ate what they could produce most readily with their
primitive techniques. In most areas this was grain. They ate
it in the form of khleb*® (baked bread) and kasha (a stiff por-
ridge), and drank it in the form of kvas (a slightly fermented
beverage made in the home from baked bread—the beer of the
ancient Babylonians and Egyptians) and vodka. Their per
capita consumption of grain amounted to the quite sizable total

1 1st Plan, I, 146. A 1913 ruble was equivalent to 51.5 American cents.

2 Estimate of S. Strumilin, chief statistician of the Gosplan. See B. Gukhman, “De-
velopment of Production (1913-1928),” Economic Review, September 1929, p. 117.

8 The Russian term for grain and baked bread. In the broad sense “khleb” means
grain and all products from it, including flour and bran.

183



184 THE SOCIALIZED AGRICULTURE OF THE USSR

of about 265 kilograms per year (not including the grain used
in factory-made beer, liquor, and starch)—about double the
United States rate in 1913. Where the climate permitted their
production, potatoes formed an important supplement to grain.
An average of perhaps 15 kilograms of meat and 5 kilograms
of fat, a great deal of three vegetables,* and a negligible amount
of fruits filled out this very restricted diet.

In most countries of the world the consumption of bread de-
clines with the increase in consumption of other foods. It has
been proved beyond doubt that well-to-do Russian peasants con-
sumed not only more of other foods than did the poor peasants,
but more bread as well. The poor could not afford even bread
in the quantities they wanted. Furthermore, the consumption of
bread grain in Russia showed a close direct correlation with the
harvest. When God gave less, the proportion of those who did
not eat as much as they wanted increased considerably.’

The urban population was small and incomes were generally
low, particularly considering the high living costs in cities as
compared with the rural areas. Most of the city dwellers had to
be satisfied with the cheapest diet. They relied on bread and
porridge as their principal sources of nourishment to only a
slightly lesser extent than the rural population. While meat con-
sumption was fairly large in cities, the meat consisted mainly of
beef and veal of poor quality, available at low prices in relative
abundance. The consumption of good meat, dairy products,
fruits, and more expensive vegetables was almost negligible.

The low purchasing power of almost all of Russia’s popula-
tion, rural and urban, could not fail to put a heavy damper on
the production of the more valuable farm products.

FARM MACHINERY AND FERTILIZER

The great predominance of the small-scale, essentially sub-
sistence-type farm in Russian agriculture was discussed in some

¢ Except for the highly scasonal and regional watermelons and cantaloupes, the vege-
tables consisted almost exclusively of beets, cucumbers, and especially cabbage. N. P.
Oganovskii (“Production and Marketing of Perishable Products,” Economic Review, May
1926, pp. 37-38) specifically made the comparison with the United States to emphasize the
poor composition of the Russian vegetables.

5 See, for example, A. Obukhov, “Methods of Computing the Marketed Grain,” Eco-
nomic Review, April 1926, pp. 77-78.
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detail on pages 146-50. The average household rarely had more
than one small horse and virtually no machinery. An enormous
disproportion between the supplies of labor and of capital was
one of the principal characteristics of Russian peasant farming.

Table 13 clearly shows the low technical level of Russian
farming, indicating a mere sprinkling of more advanced meth-
ods. Censuses of farm machinery were taken in 1910 and 1920.

TaBLE 13.—FarM MaAcHINERY IN RSFSR, 1910 anp 1920*

(T housand machines)
Type of machinery 1910 1920

Plowing implements ............c..coueet. 10,877 9,012

Sokhi, kosuli, and wooden plows....... 8,576* 4,604

Iron PIOWS ..i.vveiiiieinnerennnnnninnens 2,251 4,278°
HAITOWS «ovvreivernneenensecenserosannannns 13,143° 8,508

) §00) + SR 151 453
Sceding machines ...........ooviiiiiiiienn. 72 i 127
Harvesting machines ............c..o0veten 417 7094

Hay INOWETL'S +evvreereerannecennnsannsnas 196 344
Threshers .......coevvievinne. [P 310 728

Animaldrawn .......... i iiiiiiiien.. 273 179

Steam ..oeveiiiiiiiiiiiieienn. 4.0 3.6
WINDOWELS tnvviieeiiienteeenneeennennenns 916 5 835°
Butter-making machines .................. .. ? 62/

* Russian Agriculture in the XXth Century, edited by N. P. Oganovskii and N. D. -
Kondratiev (Moscow, 1923), pp. 122-31.

% In a larger territory the 1910 census counted 6,377,600 sokhi, 833,000 even more
primitive kosuli, and 2,089,300 wooden plows.

®In a larger territory 82,600 plows with more than one bottom were counted in 1920.

°In a larger territory the 1910 census counted 4,592,200 harrows wholly of wood and
13,682,400 wooden harrows with iron teeth.

2 Of the 528,100 grain harvesters counted in a larger territory, only 41,100 were binders.

¢ Almost all machines of the most primitive type.

" In a larger territory than for the other items.

In using the data for 1910 one must consider that since both
domestic production and imports of machinery were large in
1911-14, the number and composition of machinery were more
favorable in 1914 than in 1910. The 1920 census reflected the
improvement in the composition of the machinery from 1911
through 1914, but the quantity of all machinery was consider-
ably reduced during the war and Civil War through destruction
and obsolescence.
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In 1910 nearly 60 percent of the plowing equipment consisted
of implements that did not turn the soil, essentially the same
contrivances that were used in the time of Christ. The peasants
clung to those archaic plows for two reasons: the few rubles an
iron plow cost represented a fortune to virtually all of them,
and the one small horse that most of them possessed could not
pull even the smallest plow constructed to turn the soil. Since
each “sokha” and “kosulya” was used on a much smaller
acreage than each genuine plow, the acreage plowed by these
primitive implements was much smaller than their numbers sug-
gest.

The adverse effect of the sokha on crop yields is commonly
overstressed in the USSR. The use of the sokha and similar
primitive implements affected mainly the outlay of power and
labor rather than the yields. When using the sokha, it was cus-
tomary to plow the same land at least twice, usually three
times, and occasionally four times, before putting in the crop.’
This repeated plowing required very large amounts of horse and
especially man labor. According to the survey cited, ten days
or more of horse and man work were spent in plowing one
desyatina (2.7 acres).

Fortunately the sokhi and kosuli were fast disappearing. In
Central and especially Northern Russia, where most of them were
concentrated in 1910, a feverish shift to the iron plow was in
evidence in the succeeding years.’

The small numbers of plows with more than one bottom, of
seeding machines, grass mowers, and so on, speak for them-
selves. The few grain harvesters consisted mostly of mowers
that only cut the grain. Some of the mowing machines were
equipped to lay the cut grain into swaths, but reaper-binders
were rare. Furthermore, there were only 6,800 steam threshers
in almost the whole country covered by the census. Harvesting
by hand with the sickle or scythe was still the common practice.

®Work Norms in Agriculture in Conjunction with Agricultural Techniques, Central
Statistical Board (Moscow, 1927), p. 8.

7In the whole non-Chernozem zone the increase was from 361,300 in 1910 to 1,897,700
in 1920. See Russian Agriculture in the XXth Century, ed. by N. P. Oganovskii and N. D.
Kondratiev (Moscow, 1923), p. 130. See also V. P. Timoshenko, Agricultural Russia and the
Wheat Problem (Stanford University, 1932), p. 215.
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Primitive threshing implements, such as the flail and animal-
drawn rollers, greatly predominated.

The use of modern machinery was largely a regional mat-
ter. The so-called non-Chernozem zone in European Russia had
one-half of all sokhi, kosuli, and wooden plows in 1910, and
only 10 percent of the genuine plows. The same zone had only
1.9 percent of all harvesters, including grass mowers. Don
oblast alone had more than eight times as many such machines
as the whole non-Chernozem zone. The binders were practically
confined to the outskirts of the country. However, even the re-
gions of new colonization, where land was relatively plentiful,
were poorly equipped with machinery. The whole of Siberia, in-
cluding the part adjacent on the south (the so-called Steppe krai,
now Kazakhstan), listed only about one hundred steam threshers.

Manuring was standard practice in the non-Chernozem zone,
where the poor soil urgently needed it and where forests provided
the fuel. The quality of manure was adversely affected by the
poor quality of the feed. In the treeless south, manure mixed
with straw was used for fuel.® The use of commercial fertilizer
was limited to about 250,000 tons in the whole country.

PRODUCTION

Official statistics of crop production in Czarist times were
characterized by underestimation. The amount of grain and sugar
beets produced can be reconstructed with a sufficient degree of ac-
curacy from information on the disposition of the harvests, but
the output of most other crops and of animal products may re-
main uncertain forever. Except for grain and sugar beets, all
comparisons of pre-World War I data with those for the subse-
quent years must be considered tentative. For a general picture,
however, the available information is sufficient.

The utilization of the cropped plowland was largely deter-
mined by climatic conditions, but poverty and backwardness
were greatly in evidence. According to the Gosplan, the distri-
bution of cropped plowland in 1913 was as follows:®

8 For details see Timoshenko, op. cit., pp. 205-07.

9 Control Figures of the National Economy USSR for 1928-29, Gosplan (Moscow, 1929),
pp. 408-09.



188 THE SOCIALIZED AGRICULTURE OF THE USSR

Million
Crop hectares
Total cropped plowland.................. 116.7
Grain v.iiiiiiiiiii e i e 102.7
Technical crops ....................... 5.5
Cotton «.vvvvvvvnennnnnnnnnn. 0.7
Sugar beets ................. 0.6
Flax®* ...cviiiiiiiin. 1.5
Oilseeds® ................... 1.9
Other crops ......vvvivviiivinnnn... 8.5
2 Oil-flax subtracted; figure from Cropped Plowland USSR,
1938, p. 11.

® Oilseeds grown for seed only.

Almost 90 percent of the cropped plowland was in grain. More-
over, more than two-thirds of this was food grain, namely bread
grain (wheat and rye), porridge grain (buckwheat, millet,
rice), and dry legumes, customarily included in Russia and
the USSR with the grain proper.

Potatoes were the most important non-grain crop. However,
three million hectares of potatoes was little enough, even though
much of the country is climatically unadapted to potato growing.
The smallness of the potato acreage reflected the compulsory
maintenance of the three-field system on communal land
(p- 136). While the production of vegetables was substantial,
coarse vegetables, especially cabbage, greatly predominated.

Technical crops, which comprised less than 5 percent of
the total cropped plowland, included not only such valuable
products as sugar beets and fibers, but also a great deal of
sunflower and other oil-bearing crops, the return from which
yielded little if any more per acre than grain.

Of the 30 million hectares in feed grain (oats, barley, and
corn) in 1913, about 17 million were in oats, used principally
as feed for workstock. A considerable amount of oats and a
large part of the output of barley and corn were exported.
Little feed grain was retained for the productive livestock. Of
the total arable land, only 1.9 percent was in sown grasses—
a negligible area. Feed roots were not grown at all. Thus pas-
tures and meadows, and especially the coarse by-products of
crop production, were almost the only sources of feed for pro-
ductive livestock. While a large part of the concentrated by-
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products was exported, even the poorest straw was extensively
used for feed. When the harvest failed, the old rotten straw that
formed the roofs of the peasants’ huts was taken down and
fed to the stock.

Owing largely to natural conditions, only small returns were
obtained from the land. In 1913 the yield of all grain was
around eight quintals per hectare, or 11.9 sixty-pound bushels
per acre.'” The yields of most other crops were correspond-
ingly low.

The figures on productive livestock are impressive by them-
selves, but those on the output of animal products are much less
so, especially when related to population. The 1916 census
disclosed the following numbers (summer count), in millions:

Cattle ... viv i, 60.3

COWS +vvvviiiiiiinineenn, 25.9
Hogs «ovvvriiniinninnn.. 20.3
Sheep and goats.............. 121.0

The livestock figures of the 1916 census are believed to be
applicable also to 1913"" and are always so used in the USSR.
Data on age composition shown by the 1916 census seem never
to have been used to shape an approximation of prewar herds.
The data for the short-lived hogs and sheep cannot be used for
this purpose, but those for cattle and horses can. The propor-
tions of young cattle in the cattle herds imply about normal
breeding in the preceding three years. This would indicate that
the total herd was either the same or moderately larger in 1916
than in 1913. But since slaughtering probably was above aver-
age in intermediate years it seems correct to assume that herds
in 1913 and 1916 were about the same. Breeding of horses
was definitely slight in 1913-15. Colts under one year and
young horses below working age represented only 10.6 and
11.8 percent of the total in 1916, as against 11.4 and 20.6
percent in 1927, a fairly normal year. Since a great number
of adult horses were drafted for the army before the 1916
census, it is very likely that there were considerably fewer

10 Trend-value, as estimated by the Gosplan.

1 A. E. Lositskii, “The Present Livestock Situation,” On the New Path (Moscow, 1923),
V, Part 1, p. 115.
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horses in 1916 than in either 1913 or, on the average, in
1909-13."

Virtually all productive livestock was raised on grass from
land not usable for arable purposes, and on by-products of
crop production. That little salable produce was used is
especially true in the case of cattle. Outside the areas of nomadic
and seminomadic agriculture, practically no cattle were raised
for meat alone. The best beef was from work oxen finished
on residuals of sugar-beet processing. Most beef and veal was
a by-product of milk production, but even the cows were fed
negligible amounts of concentrates and were rarely finished
before slaughter (Table 63, p. 753). The typical hog was
raised as a scavenger animal or on pasture, and at the age of
1% to 2 years was finished in a few weeks on grain. The total
outlay of grain per pound of live weight of such hogs was
only about half as much as was customary in the United States
and most other countries. The Russian chickens were typically
left to find their own food in yards, barns, and so on. The aver-
age outlay of feed per chicken was about one-quarter of what was
usual in other countries. The raising of hogs and production
of eggs by modern methods was only beginning and was not
very profitable.

This standard manner of feeding and, generally, of keeping
livestock implied hardy animals able to look out for themselves.
This was also true of the peasant’s horse, which for long pe-
riods had to subsist on straw only. But not much work could be
expected from such a horse, and returns from the productive
livestock were also necessarily small. The average milk yield
per cow was around 1,000 liters per year, while hens would
average fewer than 50 eggs. Hence the total output of livestock
products was also small.

The low productivity of the livestock was due to many fac-
tors, other than the poor natural resources, most of which can
be reduced to the poorness and backwardness of the country.
The negative effect of the restricted domestic market for animal

32 The computations of A. N. Antsiferov and others in Russian Agriculture during the
War (London, 1930), pp. 169-80, showed increases, from 1914 to 1916, of 66.7 percent
for hogs, 53.7 percent for sheep and goats, 24.9 percent for cattle, and 10.7 percent even
for horses. These were made by comparing uncomparable data and should not be used.
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and higher-priced crop products has already been emphasized.
There were also great difficulties in dealing with the foreign mar-
kets. Russia exported large quantities of butter and eggs, but
both products were of poor quality and brought low prices. One
characteristic of Russian-exported butter, disliked by consumers,
was its high salt content. The butter was therefore used in im-
porting countries only for cooking. Faulty processing techniques
and poor transportation facilities were to blame for the inferior
quality of the butter. Russia had only a small number of
dairies, mainly in West Siberia and the Baltic States, and farm
butter was commonly produced with no appliances whatsoever.
Only 62,400 butter churns were counted on farms in 1920 in
almost the entire Union covered by the machinery census. The
returns on exported butter were too small to justify large pro-
duction inputs, such as the purchase of concentrated feed for
the cows.

Exported eggs also brought low prices in importing markets
because of the lack of refrigeration facilities for storage and
transportation. The returns were too small to warrant produc-
tion on a large scale by other than scavenging chickens.

Russia was ill adapted to compete with more advanced coun-
tries in the production of bacon for the English market. This
was a matter of breeding the right kind of hog, feeding it the
right kind of feed, and slaughtering and shipping it in the right
ways. All these things the Danes did admirably then and do
even better now. Denmark’s favorable geographical location
was of course a big factor in her exports of animal products.

MARKETINGS"®

Because the agricultural output was small relative to the
huge rural population, a great deal of the total was needed for
consumption on the farm. Yet even many small peasants had to
sell a certain part of their meager produce in order to pay taxes
and buy such indispensables as their primitive implements,
nails, salt, kerosene, and textiles. Witte’s famous statement,
“We will not eat enough but will export,” applied to almost all
sales of the great mass of Russian peasants. The few large

13 See general footnote to Table 3, p. 79, for definition of marketings.
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owners and well-to-do peasants naturally sold most of their
produce. The flow of farm products from all sources thus made
an imposing total.

Since the peasants in such a backward country have to retain
a large proportion of their farm produce, the Party’s later
complaints that they sold only negligible quantities were not
justified. It was statistically incorrect to substantiate those
complaints by relating marketings to the gross production of
the peasantry. Marketings obviously should be related to the
volume available for sale and for consumption in the farm home,
rather than to gross production. For example, the grain mar-
keted before World War I amounted to almost 25 percent of
the total output. The percentage rises to about 40 if seed and
feed for draft animals is deducted, and still higher if the feed
used for raising the marketed animals and for the output of the
marketed animal products is taken into account. The farmers
marketed their entire sugar-beet crop and most of the cotton,
oilseeds, and flax, but retained most of the hemp. They sold
about half of the eggs and more than one-third of the meat
they produced. While most of the milk was consumed on the
farm (there was little enough of it, at best), butter was made
in the home almost exclusively for sale or was produced in
dairies from delivered milk. All in all, in terms of value, about
as much produce was sold as was consumed in the farm homes."

The proportions marketed by the various classes of pro-
ducers naturally differed greatly. The now standard computa-
tion for grain in 1913 is that by Nemchinov,'® who distinguished
three groups of producers: (1) landlords, (2) kulaki, and (3)
average and poor peasants. The first group, producing 12 per-
cent of the total, contributed 21.6 percent of all grain mar-
keted. The kulaki produced 38 percent of the total and supplied
half of the marketings."® The average and small peasants, who
produced the other half of the grain, supplied 28.4 percent
of the marketed quantity.

1 Data on marketings in 1913 in Table 18, p. 223.
35 Joseph Stalin, Problems of Leninism (9th ed., Moscow, 1934), p. 317.

18 Nemchinov had to widen the classification of the kulaki considerably to arrive at such
large percentages.
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The marketings of farm products (especially grain) in Rus-
sia had one interesting feature not found in countries with
higher living standards. There was no full correlation between
marketings and harvests. Large quantities of grain were mar-
keted and exported even in years of crop failure. This was
due partly to stockpiling by peasants in good years and the dis-
posal of reserves in poor years to a greater extent than is com-
mon in highly commercialized countries. A large proportion
of the peasants wanted reserves in natura rather than in money.
Delayed movement of grain to market by water had some influ-
ence on the discussed phenomenon. An important factor in the
disproportionately large sales in poor crop years was the varia-
tion in consumption as already mentioned. The poorer the crop,
the greater the proportion of peasants who did not eat enough,
even of bread. The reduced consumption by peasants helped
to maintain marketings in bad years. Thus there existed the
paradox of the very poverty of Russia exerting a stabilizing
influence on the world grain markets.

EXPORTS

Russia’s small urban population with its low per capita pur-
chasing power naturally could absorb only part of the products
marketed by farmers. The result was that this greatly over-
populated country, with a predominantly subsistence-type agri-
culture, was one of the largest exporters of farm products in the
world. The Commissariat of Agriculture estimated the average
value of agricultural exports in 1911-15 (probably the crop
years 1910-11 to 1914-15) at 850 million rubles at 1913
farm prices.”” This was about one-eighth of the volume available
for sale and consumption in the farm home. If only peace
years were taken, the figure would be somewhat higher.

The exports of farm products were dominated by grain even
more than were domestic production and consumption (Table
14). In the last few years before World War I, Russia exported
annually not less than ten million tons of grain, amounting (with
millfeed) to about half of the agricultural exports by value.

¥ The Bases of a Tentative Plan of Development of Agriculture and Forestry, Com-
missariat of Agriculture RSFSR (Moscow, 1924), p. 46.
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Flax was the most important item among the other exported
crops. There was also a sizable sugar export, bolstered by
large export premiums and other supporting measures.

TaBLE 14.—RussiaAN ExPoRTs oF PRINCIPAL AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS,
1911-13 AVERAGE¥*

(Thousand tons except as noted, and million rubles)

Item Quantity Value

L (0 - Y A 1,332.8
Vegetable produets ............ooiiiin.. - 978.7
Grain® .o e 10,317 594.6
Wheat ... 3,467 239.1
Barley .. e 3,667 184.7
Millfeed ..o i 813 33.6
Oileake ...ooiiiiiiiii i 700 37.4

B 0 5. 295 93.5
Hemp ..., 67 20.0
] 17:¢ § 326 50.2
Oilseeds ..vviiiiii it i, 613 27.1
Animal products ........... ..., ces 354.1
Butter ... e 76 70.5

B OF 4 3.55° 87.7
Hides ..vviiii e 54 56.3
Poultry, live ... 9,414° 8.4
Poultry, dressed ........................ 14 6.5
HoOTSeS oiiiii it i e e 102° 12.5
Wool .o e 17 10.0

* Russian Agriculture in the XXth Century, pp. 302-03. Boundaries of 1913.
¢ Including flour and dry legumes.

° Billion eggs.

¢ Thousand animals.

Animal products made up only 25 percent of the total agri-
cultural exports by value in 1911-13. Almost two-thirds of
these exports consisted of eggs, butter, and raw hides—the lat-
ter of course a by-product. Few animals (other than horses)
and little meat were exported. Geese, live and dressed, made
up a substantial part of the total exports of slaughter animals
and meat.

The dominance of grain in Russian agricultural exports was
due primarily to the conditions in importing markets, most of
which favored imports of vegetable produce (especially raw
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materials and feed) over animal products. Some importing
countries made imports of certain animal products virtually
impossible. This was particularly true of Germany, Russia’s
natural foreign outlet, which strictly regulated imports of cat-
tle and beef. Butter and eggs, the two principal items in Rus-
sian exports of animal products that were not by-products, were
less restricted by the German tariff. These commodities, espe-
cially butter, also found a market in the United Kingdom. The
large proportion of geese in the Russian exports of live and
dressed animals also was due to the relatively low import duty
in Germany.

Russia’s general backwardness, especially in processing and
transportation techniques, however, also was a factor in the small
share of animal products in the total exports of farm products.
The inferior grades of butter and eggs not only affected prices,
but limited the amounts that could be sold and the supplies
for export. The most outstanding evidence of the backwardness
of Russian agriculture was the fact that the country exported
the huge quantity of 1.5 million tons of millfeed and oilcake,
the most valuable concentrates for milk cows. This was due in
part to the remoteness of the milling and oil-pressing industries
from the dairy areas,’® but the principal factor was failure to
realize the usefulness of bran and, especially, oilcake. Almost
every pound of sunflower-seed cake was exported; when World
War I stopped this trade, the cake was largely used for fuel.
Substantial amounts of cottonseed cake were apparently used
as fertilizer in Central Asia and in South Caucasus.

There is no need to emphasize the fact that only part of Rus-
sia’s exports represented genuine surpluses. Hides, for example,
were exported because the peasants could not afford leather shoes
and used self-made woven articles of bast instead. The eggs
that remained in Russia after a substantial portion of the total
output was exported averaged only around 70 per capita, while
of butter less than two kilograms per capita remained for domes-
tic consumption.

18 Milk production was largely concentrated in the north and in West Siberia, most of

the commercial mills were in the south, while the production of oilcake was mainly confined
to the southeast—-the sunflower arca.
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RIGIDITY OF PRODUCTION

Small-scale peasant farming of an essentially subsistence
nature, operated with very primitive machinery, commonly
shows extreme rigidity. Even the natural tendency to expand
with the growth of population occurs freely only so long as the
expansion can proceed along familiar lines. Russian pre-Revo-
lutionary peasant farming was largely of this type. The mar-
ket-minded sector should not be overlooked, however, especially
since it was on the increase.

The well-to-do farmers and landowners were naturally the
first to respond to market demands. Since these groups were
responsible for a relatively large proportion of the total pro-
duction, and especially of marketings, Russian agriculture as a
whole was much more market-minded than appears at first
glance. Even the production of grain was affected by the market.
Part of the great expansion of wheat and barley production
came in response to the preference of domestic urban and for-
eign consumers for wheat bread, and to Germany’s demand for
barley as hog feed.” While butter exports (75,000 tons) repre-
sented only about one-fifth of the total production, the West
Siberian output was almost exclusively for foreign markets.
The situation was similar with eggs, except that the area of
concentration of egg production, and especially of production
for export, was in the Central Chernozem and adjacent regions.
The exported geese were raised specifically for that purpose.

The considerable dependence of Russian agriculture on the
market is even more strongly reflected in its reactions to price
changes. The 1880’s and 1890’s were a period of world agri-
cultural crisis. Russian agriculture reacted to this by coming to
an almost complete standstill in spite of the rapidly growing
population. The low prices of farm products justified neither
an extensive colonization of less-populated outlying areas nor
the movement of seasonal workers to such areas.

The substantial improvement in international markets for
farm products in the early 1900’s brought to Russia a wave

1 N. D. Kondratiev, The Grain Market and Its Regulation During War and Revolution
(Moscow, 1922), pp. 5-25, 212-13.
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of prosperity of proportions that seem unbelievable at first
glance. However, Russian agriculture possessed a large poten-
tial of productive capacity accumulated in part through the two
preceding decades of stagnation. A further expansion of the
potential occurred through emigration to Asiatic Russia and
purchase of machinery,”” when improvement in international
markets made this profitable.

The computations of the expansion from 1900 to 1913 quoted
below are not only official, but were prepared with the partici-
pation of the best agricultural economists the country possessed.
Both 1900 and 1913 were good crop years, although 1913 pos-
sibly was slightly better. According to the Zemplan (planning
section of the Commissariat of Agriculture RSFSR),** volume
of production, prices, and returns in 50 provinces of European

Russia showed the following percentage increases between 1900
and 1913:

Products Production Prices Returns
Grain ....ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiaaan 39 33 85
Industrial crops ......vavue.... 44 32 90
Animal products .............. 27 64 108
Gross agricultural production.... 33.8 40.9 88.5

The rural population of the designated area grew by 19.1 per-
cent during the period, making an increase of 12 percent in gross
production per person.

North Caucasus and Siberia (not included among the 50
provinces), with their relatively large farms and, at that time,
relatively large stretches of unused land and very great inflow
of immigrants (Siberia) or seasonal farm help (North Cau-
casus), were in much better position than the old areas to take
advantage of the improved market situation. While the cropped
plowland in European Russia (1922 boundaries) was expanding
6.4 percent from 1901-05 to 1911-15, North Caucasus, Si-
beria, and the Steppe krai were registering increases of 47.2,
70.8, and 63.0 percent respectively.” Since the livestock in-

2 The purchases of farm machinery, which had amounted to the amazingly low figure
of 8 million rubles in 1879 and totaled only 28 million rubles as late as 1900, averaged
111 million anunually in 1911-13. Sce Y. Nikulikhin, Industrialization of Soviet Agriculture
(Moscow and Leningrad, 1931), p. 131.

% The Bases of a Tentative Plan . . . ., p. 8.

* Russian Agriculture in the XXth Century, pp. 106-07.
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dustry in these areas expanded correspondingly, the increase in
both total and per capita agricultural production in all Russia
(1922 boundaries) from 1900 to the outbreak of World War I
was materially greater than that shown for the 50 provinces.*

The fact that output of animal products increased less than
that of crops, in spite of the greater rise in prices, was in the
first place due to the tariff systems in Western Europe, which
favored imports of crops rather than animal products. The par-
ticularly large expansion in areas especially adapted to grain
was also a factor. Inadequate elasticity of Russia’s agricultural
structure may have had a share in the phenomenon. Still, trans-
portation of perishable goods (animal products, fruits, and
vegetables) by railway was doubled over the period.” Exports
of eggs increased 79 percent and those of butter 142 percent
from 1901 to 1913. Unfortunately, exports of bran and oilcake
also grew by 50 and 90 percent respectively.

Several factors, among them the exhaustion of land suitable
for colonization in Asiatic Russia, make it quite doubtful that
agricultural output would have continued to expand at the pre-
vious rate for any great length of time, even though war had
not come and the international markets for farm products had
remained as favorable as in the last years before its outbreak.

WORLD WAR I

The Russian countryside was so overpopulated when World
War I started that the drafting of huge masses into the Army
(almost all draftees came from the villages) failed to have a
strong effect on agricultural production for some time. If the
official statistics are broadly reliable, cropped plowland de-
clined by 8.5 percent from 1913 to 1917. A substantial portion
of the decline was at the expense of large landowners, who expe-
rienced difficulties in obtaining labor. Peasant farming con-
tinued almost as usual, although a turn from commercial to
subsistence farming was noticeable. The acreage in spring

2 For example, cropped plowland in 50 provinces plus North Caucasus, Siberia, and
Steppe krai increased by 14.0 percent from 1901-05 to 1911-15 as against 6.4 percent in
50 provinces only (Russian Agriculture in the XXth Century, pp. 106-07).

# N. P. Oganovskii in Economic Review, May 1926, p. 41. From 1895 to 1913, railway
transport of perishable goods tripled in volume.
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wheat, for example, declined more than twice as much relatively
as total grain acreage between 1913 and 1917.

The impact of war was greatest in the areas around the
Black and Azov seas, partly because they lost their former mar-
kets abroad and, owing to transportation difficulties, were un-
able to find others. Another reason was that in peacetime these
areas depended to a considerable extent on seasonal labor from
the overpopulated central areas. As early as 1916 the cropped
plowland of North Caucasus was 23.8 percent below that of
1913.

No significant changes in livestock herds occurred until 1916.
The number of hogs may have increased; horses almost cer-
tainly declined, while cattle probably remained ahout the
same.”® The changes in livestock from 1916 to 1917 also appear
to have been small.

A rough estimate of the Gosplan put the gross agricultural
production in 1917 at 9.72 billion prewar rubles as against
10.51 billion in 1913, a decline of only 7.4 percent.”* Even
1918 was still a relatively good year, the decline in agricultural
production from 1917 having been estimated at only one percent.

It was fortunate that the countryside suffered so little from
the war proper. It was thus better able to weather the appalling
hardships that followed in the wake of the Revolution and Civil
War. Of course, the Civil War would have culminated in
starvation on a very large scale in any event. Had the outside
war drawn more energy out of the people before the civil con-
flict started, the latter itself might have been shortened, for
starvation would have come sooner to force an earlier termina-
tion.

% Nothing definite can be said of sheep and goats; see discussion above, pp. 189-90.

B, Gukhman, op. cit., pp. 114-15. The estimates given by him are those of the Gos-
plan. The values of the output of the whole rural economy in those years, as given by
Gukhman, are found in Ist Plun, 1, 15, thus indicating the ofhcial nature of Gukhman’s
data. His figure for 1913, as used here, was adjusted downward for the exceptionally good
grain crop of that year.



CHAPTER X

DECLINE AND RECOVERY AFTER THE REVOLUTION

DECLINE

The decline in farm output caused by World War I was
dwarfed by the catastrophe of the period of War Communism
(Civil War), when the peasants were forced to deliver all their
surplus produce for practically worthless money and much
was confiscated that was within the permitted minimum. When
Nature threw in two successive droughts, in 1920 and 1921,
agricultural production was so low that millions died of starva-
tion. Suffering and demoralization reached such extremes that
according to numerous reports cannibalism was resorted to.
Only the high degree of self-sufficiency of the peasantry saved
agriculture from an even worse contraction.

The heavy loss of workers and draft animals which ac-
companied the disaster naturally caused a further decline in
agricultural activity. In 1922 the grain acreage was 32 percent
below prewar. Oilseeds, which had shown a strong upward
trend before the war, declined less than grain, but sugar-beet
production was only at about 20 percent of the prewar level,
and cotton growing was virtually discontinued (3.8 percent of
prewar in 1922).

From the 1916 census to 1922 the following percentage de-
clines in livestock were reported:*

All horses . ....coveiviinnaoa... 32.7
Workhorses . oovveen i 35.1
All cattle . ..o vv it 24..4
COWS® vttt iii ittt eieeeennns 4.6
Hogs «vvvviviiiiiiin.. 42.2
Sheep and goats . .......oon. L. 24.8

2 The 17.9 percent mentioned in footnote 2
seems nearer the truth.

b All comparisons of 1922 with prewar from Ist Plan, 1, 141
2 Computed from the data in Animal Husbandry USSR, 1916-1933, Gosplan (Moscow,
1910), except for the figure for workhorses, which is from The Bases of a Tentative Plan for

200
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In all types of livestock, young animals declined more than
adult stock. Young cattle other than calves were reduced by
54 percent from 1916 to 1922. Correspondingly, colts declined
by 58.7 percent and one- and two-year-old horses by 50 percent.
The particularly heavy reduction in young stock is a reliable
indicator of the extreme degree of disorganization. But the fact
that adult livestock was maintained somewhat better was bene-
ficial from the standpoint of immediate supply of draft power
and animal products. It also permitted a rapid rebuilding of
hog herds when the feed situation improved.’

The improvement in the composition of farm machinery
from 1910 to 1914 and the losses in succeeding years have
been mentioned (page 185). An official source, prepared in
1923, concluded that in respect of machinery agriculture was
thrown back roughly to the level of 1910." The ill effect of
this decline in machinery was greatly intensified by the in-
crease of about 50 percent in the number of individual farms.
In 1920, approximately one plowing implement (plow, sokha, or
kosulya) and one harrow (usually wooden, and often with
wooden teeth ) were available for every three peasant households.

Only rough estimates of the gross agricultural production
during the War-Communism years could be made. The follow-
ing tabulation compares such estimates with the prewar figure,

in billions of pre~World War I rubles:*

Rural Agriculture
Y(‘ﬂr cconomy proper
2 11.61 10.51
1918 .. i i e e 10.62 9.62
1919 i e e 8.86 7.86
1020 ..t i 8.00 7.00
1920-21 ..ot e i 7.42 6.42
1921-22 ..o i e 6.31 5.46

Thus, agricultural production in 1921-22 is shown to have
been little more than half of the prewar level. While the esti-

the Development of Agriculture and Forestry, Commissariat of Agriculture RSFSR (Moscow,
1921), p. 43. The latter source assumed for cows a decline of 17.9 percent over the same
period.

3 Hog numbers rose from 12.9 million in the summer of 1923 to 22.2 million in the
summer of 1924.

4 The Bases of a Tentative Plan . . . ., p. 26.

5 B. Gukhman, “Development of Production (1913-1928),” Economic Rerview, Septem-
ber 1929, pp. 114-15; the data for the rural economy are also in Ist Plan, I, 15.
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mates for the worst years may be slightly too pessimistic, they
suggest the extent of misery suffered by the population. The
total gross production of farm products in 1922-23 was esti-
mated at 7.84 billion rubles or 75 percent of prewar,’ but
with normal weather conditions it would have been less than
70 percent. However, even those figures appear favorable in
comparison with the corresponding figures for large-scale in-
dustry, the output of which, in 1920 and 1922, amounted to
only 13.8 and 25.5 percent respectively of the 1913 level.”

RECOVERY

According to official computations, gross agricultural pro-
duction reached the prewar level as early as 1925-26, and ex-
ceeded it by 6.0 percent in 1926-27.° This was certainly an
excellent showing, considering the great decline in the preceding
years and the generally unfavorable situation for agriculture
during the recovery period.

The rapidity of the recovery was almost entirely the result
of the peasants’ efforts to cover their own needs in food and
cash for the most urgent outlays. An idea of how pressing those
needs must have been can be gleaned from the results of a sur-
vey made in 1925, after the recovery of acreage had made con-
siderable progress. Of 188,914 households surveyed in the
deficit or “consuming” (non-Chernozem) zone, 51.8 percent
had 2 desyatiny (5.4 acres) or less in crops other than natural
hay, and only 2.3 percent had over 6 desyatiny in crops. In
the surplus or “producing” (Chernozem) zone of European
Russia, excluding North Caucasus, 55.4 percent of the surveyed
households had 4 desyatiny or less in crops.’

Technical handicaps, such as shortage of machinery and
especially of draft power, were the most serious obstacle to
recovery in its early stages, but economic factors played an in-
creasingly important role as the recovery proceeded. The pro-
mulgation of the NEP (New Economic Policy) in March 1921
gave the green light to producers. While the agricultural tax

8 Gukhman, op. cit.

7 Socialist Construction USSR, 1936, Gosplan (Moscow, 1936), p. 2.

8 Gukhman, op. cit.

® Statistical Handbook USSR, 1927, Central Statistical Board (Moscow, 1927), pp. 66-67.
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was rather heavy, it was a great improvement over the obligatory
delivery of all surpluses in the War-Communism years. Still,
the “large producers” were constantly under suspicion. The
renting of land and especially the hiring of labor were encour-
aged only during the short span between 1925 and 1927.

The critical impediment to recovery in its later stages, how-
ever, was the unfavorable price relationship between farm and
non-farm products. Production for the market, except that in-
volving no outlay other than the farmer’s own labor, rarely
repaid the costs. Production based on seasonal labor obtained
from distant areas, or on similar large outlays, was out of the
question. Domestic colonization was so greatly handicapped as
to be practically excluded.

There was much dissatisfaction in the USSR over the great
slackening in pace of agricultural recovery in the final stage, and
the slow progress thereafter. As a matter of fact, the progress
which agriculture was able to make under the unfavorable con-
ditions then prevailing was remarkable. Only a largely self-
sufficient agriculture could have accomplished it. Enterprises
based on hired labor would have failed under such conditions;
indeed, most of them would have discontinued production en-
tirely or, more likely, would not have resumed operations after
the Civil War had stopped them.

While the rate of improvement in production must be con-
sidered satisfactory under the circumstances, marketings neces-
sarily lagged greatly. The true situation in those years is
revealed with the greatest clarity in the small deliveries by
producers—the principal ground for ultimate compulsory collec-
tivization.

TECHNICAL FACTORS

Labor supply.—The ample labor supply during recovery
was the only satisfactory aspect of the agricultural situation.
The high birth rate compensated for the huge losses in the war
with Germany and Austria, the Civil War, and the starvation
of 1921-22. In 1923 the rural population was again at its
prewar level, and in 1928 was almost 10 percent higher. But
shortage of labor had not been a decisive factor in the agri-
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cultural decline, and abundance of labor could not be of great
importance in the recovery.

Draft power.—Shortage of draft power was a great handicap.
The decline in total draft power (horses and oxen) from 1916
to 1922 was officially estimated at 38.9 percent.'* The same
source estimated that as late as 1927 animal draft power was
13.3 percent short of the 1916 count. The amount of draft
power was still below prewar in 1928, even if the probably con-
siderable decline in horse numbers between 1913 and 1916 is
disregarded, and the small amount of power in tractors (intro-
duced into the USSR in 1924) is included.

The effect of the shortage of draft power was accentuated by
the great increase in the number of households. In 1922, 37.1
percent of all households had no workstock at all, and half
had only one animal." The famine-stricken areas were par-
ticularly hard hit. In Saratov Province, where the peasants nor-
mally had more than an average number of workstock, 44..7
percent of the investigated households possessed only one ani-
mal in 1922 and 42.2 percent had none.”

Farm machinery.—The supplies of new farm machinery
were small at the beginning of the recovery period. In 1922
there was only about 15 percent of the supplies of 1913 when,
by Russian standards, they were very large. However, both
production and imports of farm machinery expanded rapidly
in succeeding years. The 1913 supply was approximately
reached in 1925-26." In 1927-28 the total supply of new
machinery was almost 50 percent above prewar.’* Still, the in-
vestment in machinery per hectare of cropped plowland was
believed by the Gosplan to have been, in 1926-27, at least 20
percent below prewar."®

1 Ist Plan, 1, 144, and Control Figures of the National Economy USSR, 1929-30, Gos-
plan (Moscow, 1930), pp. 44041, n. 2.

1 National Economy USSR in Figures, 1924, Central Statistical Board (Moscow, 1921),
p. 99.
12 National Economy USSR in Figures, 1925, Cent. Stat. Bd. (Moscow, 1925), p. 320.
¥ Production amounted to 8% million rubles (at prewar list prices) in 192526 as
against 67 million in 1913; 1925-26 imports were valued at 44 million rubles as against
46 million prewar rubles in 1913.

* Domestic production reached 154.5 million rubles (at prewar list prices) in that
year, but imports declincd to 20.8 million current rubles.

1 N. P. Oganovskii, “Reconstruction of Agriculture and the General Plan,” Socialise
Economy, V, 1927, 2d issue, p. 34.
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PRICE RELATIONSHIPS

Normal price relationships were not restored during the
period of recovery. Moreover, there appeared no tendency
toward continued improvement after the initial disorganization
was to a certain extent overcome.

Disorganization of trade channels—The most consplcuous
feature of the price situation in those years was that retail prices
were farther above their prewar level than wholesale prices
were, while prices received by producers had risen the least

(Chart 14). In 1925-26 to 1927-28, the combined index of

CHART 14.—PrinciraL Price INDEXES, ANNUALLY 1925-26 TOo 1928-29*
(Prewar bases®)
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* Data in Chart Appendix.
@ Average of the three good crop-years 1910-11, 1912-13, and 1913-14 — 100 for pro-
ducers’ prices; 1913 = 100 for all others.

agricultural and industrial retail prices on the 1913 base aver-
aged 207, as against 185 for wholesale prices. Industrial goods
were 95 percent above prewar prices at wholesale, and 110 per-
cent above at retail. Farmers received only 55 percent more for
their products in those years than before the war, while whole-
sale prices of the same products had risen 62 percent and retail
prices were 91 percent above prewar.

These price disparities leave no doubt that several years
after the end of the Civil War the exchange of goods was still
functioning much more poorly than it had under the Czar, when
it had by no means functioned well. Moreover, in the latter
part of the period, the gap between the indexes of total retail
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and wholesale prices, instead of narrowing, widened from 19
points in 1925-26 to 28 points in 1928-29.

The literature of that time abounds in discussions of the
disproportionately high costs of distribution. The excessive
marketing costs on exported goods receive particular attention
because they were a strong obstacle to regaining foreign mar-
kets for Russian products. Oganovskii, for example, empha-
sized that on exported eggs, for which the producers received
32.22 rubles per box, the marketing costs were equivalent to
25.67 rubles in 1924-25, whereas before the war they had not
exceeded 10 rubles.’® According to the chief economist of the
Commissariat for Foreign Trade, marketing costs on exported
grain increased from 27.5 kopeks per pood before the war to
62 kopeks in 1925-26, or from 37.1 to 69.6 percent of the
procurement price."’

The great disorganization of trade channels is also revealed
in the fact that there were three different markets—state, co-
operative, and private—with three different price levels. The
retail indexes shown in Chart 14 and discussed in the text are
actually composite indexes obtained by weighting the price in-
dexes of the three separate markets. In the fiscal year 192627,
for example, the total retail index of 208 is an average of 188
for the state trade, 196 for the co-operative trade, and 235 for
the private trade.’

As in the case of wholesale and retail prices, the margins
between prices in socialized and private trade were widening.
In 1925-26, prices in private trade were higher than in the
socialized trade by 11 percent, in 1927-28 by 32 percent, and
in July-September 1928-29 by 78 percent (see also Chart 15,
p- 207).

The “scissors.”—Another feature of the price situation at
that time, which was of great importance in a country as pre-
dominantly agricultural as the Soviet Union, was the great
disproportion between the prices of agricultural and industrial
goods. This was everybody’s concern during the whole recovery

1 N. P. Oganovskii, “Production and Marketing of Perishable Products,” Economic Re-
view, May 1926, p. 48.

¥ M. Kaufman, “Foreign Trade,” Economic Review, December 1926, p. 178.

1# Statistical Handbook USSR, 1928, Central Statistical Board (Moscow, 1929), p. 725.
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CHART 15.—RETAIL PRICES OF AGRICULTURAL AND INDUSTRIAL
Probucts, OctoBer 1926 To ApRiL 1930*

(Index numbers: 1913 = 100; logarithmic vertical scale)
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* Data in Chart Appendix. The great range of prices in private trade necessitated
use of the logarithmic scale.

period. Trotsky even coined a special term for it. They spoke
of the “scissors” widening or narrowing, when the spread be-
tween the prices of farm and non-farm products increased or
declined. The official statistical publications included the “scis-
sors” in their tabulations by expressing the price indexes of
industrial goods on the pre~World War I base as percentages of
the corresponding indexes of farm-product prices. But little
was done to remedy the evil—indeed, little could have been done
under the prevailing conditions. When it finally became certain
that the price disproportions between farm and non-farm prod-
ucts could not be eliminated, an attempt was made to find a
form of farm organization that would function effectively in
spite of unfavorable price relationships. Compulsory collectivi-
zation was expected to accomplish this miracle, but it failed.

The discrepancy between the two groups of prices was large
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right from the start of the recovery period. In October 1922 the
“scissors” in wholesale prices stood at 139.0 (that is, the index
of wholesale prices of industrial goods was 39 percent above
the index of wholesale prices of farm products). The disparity
increased by leaps and bounds until, in September 1923, indus-
trial goods were more than three times as expensive, relatively,
as farm products in wholesale markets. The 1924 crop was a
failure, and by the beginning of 1925 the discrepancy between
the farm and non-farm prices in the wholesale market had
been wiped out entirely, but it was soon restored. In later years
the price relationships appear to have been more or less sta-
bilized, with industrial goods tending to be 10 to 25 percent
more expensive relatively than farm products at wholesale.

But the true situation was much worse than this. The pro-
ducers of farm products, while buying at the high retail prices,
did not receive for their produce even the relatively low whole-
sale prices. The index of retail prices of industrial goods
(based on 1913) stood at 210 in 1926-27, the index of pro-
ducers’ prices of farm products at 149 (Chart 14, p. 205). Thus
the “‘scissors” between these two indexes was 141, rather than
125, the “scissors” shown by the wholesale farm and non-farm
price indexes of that year."”

Furthermore, the great increase in all kinds of trade margins,
and the inability of the trade channels to function efficiently in
the emergency, brought about a great increase in the margins
between farm prices in the surplus and deficit areas. As shown
by the data in Table 15 a peasant in the Volga region, deliver-
ing rye to the state or to co-operatives in 1928-29, received only
about 10 percent more than the prewar price. If, however, he
could transport his rye to a city market he would get about 80
percent more than the prewar price. Before World War I,
traders who bought rye in surplus markets and brought it to
Leningrad oblast worked on a margin of 2.5 rubles per quintal.

1 Russian economists of that period did not fail to notice these abnormalitics. Tndeed,
Economic Review periodically published computations of the quantities of rye and wheal
which the producers would have to give in exchange for textiles, salt, kerosene, soap, boots.
nails, and so on (sce, for example, the issues for May and November 1926). Similar compu
tations were made by the Institute of Business Research, directed by N. D. Kondratiev
These computations were widely utilized by other economists, especially M. Kaulfman, previ
ously cited.
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The same margin was 20 rubles in 1928-29.*° The steppe por-
tion of the Ukraine before the war had the same rye price as
the Middle and Lower Volga regions; in 1928-29 the market
price in the Ukraine steppe was 75 percent higher than in the
Volga regions.

TasLE 15.—RYE PrIicEs To PRODUCERS IN SpeciFIED PERIODS
(Rubles per quintal)

Pre-World War Ie
Region - 1928-29% 1928¢
1911-13 1013
average |
Leningrad oblast ............. . 7.3 7.3 28.2
Industrial region .............. 5.9 5.7 23.0
White Russia .................. 5.3 5.1 .. 19.1
Ukraine ..............cccvviien 4.9¢ 4.5 5.8 4.4
Middle Volga .................. 5.0 4.1 595 | 8.8
Lower Volga ................... 5.0 4.0 5.5 | 7.7

% Prices officially designated as local prices from Recueil de Données Statistiques et
Economiques sur UIndustrie Agricole en Russie et dans les Pays Etrangers, 1X, Russian Min-
istry of Agriculture (Petrograd, 1916), pp. 472 and 476.

® Procurement prices, from National Economy USSR: Statistical Handbook 1932, Cen-
tral Office of National-Economic Accounting (Moscow, 1932), p. 352.

¢ July~September prices in peasants’ markets in cities and towns, from Statistical Hand-
book USSR, 1928, pp. 734-35. ¢ Novorossiisky krai only.

¢ Crimea only. T Steppe portion only.

Correspondingly, the price indexes of farm products in the
food-surplus areas were below the national average, but the

indexes of industrial goods were higher. In October 1926, for
example, the retail prices were as follows:*

Ukraine
ltem USSR and Crimea
All products .............e.... 214 203
Agricultural products .............. 191 171
Industrial products ................ 230 231

In the Ukraine and Crimea in October 1926, textiles retailed
at 172 percent above the 1913 price (composite index; in pri-
vate trade they were 225 percent above prewar), while pro-
ducers of farm products were getting a scant 20 percent in ex-
cess of prewar prices for their produce. Hence, the “scissors”

® The great inter-regional margins as well as the wild changes in grain prices from
year to year are discussed by V. Shekhanov, “An Appraisal of the First Half of the Current
Crop Year,” Economic Review, February 1926, pp. 120-22.

3 Statistical Handbook USSR, 1928, pp. 725, 730.
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with reference to textiles was equivalent to more than 200 against
the Ukrainian peasant.

To find price relationships as unfavorable for agriculture
as they were in the last years of postwar recovery, it would be
necessary to go back to times when no price statistics were avail-
able. The price situation was certainly less satisfactory for Rus-
sian agriculture in the 1920’s than in the 1880’s and 1890’s
when it was prostrated by unfavorable prices.”

Individual farm products.—The prices of individual farm
products also displayed very great disparities (see Chart 16).

CHART 16.—Probpucirs’ Prices or Farm Propbucts, ANNUALLY
1924-25 to 1928-29*
(Index numbers: 1909-13 average = 100)
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* Data in Chart Appendix. Note that these indexes differ in base and other respects
from the producer-price indexes in Chart 14,

Bread was the staff of life in Russia, and the whole economy
tended to adjust itself to the prices of bread and grain. It became
therefore an acknowledged policy during World War I to keep
grain prices low in the hope that prices of other products would
be automatically held in some reasonable proportion to grain
prices, and that the inflation of currency would thus be slowed
down. The policy was obviously based on the fact that most

22 A very strong indication of the unsatisfactory conditions in agriculture is the fact
that wages for farm lubor were far below prewar, when the decline in purchasing power of
the money is considered; sce V. P. Timoshenko, Agricultural Russia and the Wheat Problem
(Stanford University, Calif., 1932), pp. 246-47. As Timoshenko correctly remarks, there was
no distinct demarcation line between farm laborer and peasant in either Russia or the USSR.
The very low carnings of farm labur reflected a situation common to all the peasantry.
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grain producers, being of the self-sufficing type, would go on
producing grain however unfavorable its price relationship to
other products. The policy would naturally have been more
effective when applied to rye, produced chiefly by the peasants
for themselves, than to wheat and barley, which were more
largely produced for the market. The present writer was in
favor of the policy during that war and still believes that it was
wise, but for a short time only. Continued over years, it in-
evitably failed. Indeed, it led to catastrophe.

In the period covered by Chart 16, 1924-25 was the only
year in which grain prices were not lower than the average of all
producers’ prices relative to prewar levels. In 1926-27 and
1927-28 they were respectively 28.9 and 27.8 points below
the average. The only important farm product that was rela-
tively cheaper than grain was oilseeds, prices of which in some
years were below the prewar level.”” Technical crops other
than oilseeds, mainly fibers and sugar beets, also were low in
price. But the prices of sugar beets, and of cotton especially,
are not indicative of the profitableness of producing those crops,
owing to certain special advantages granted to the producers.
Sugar-beet growers, for example, had their agricultural tax re-
duced. Moreover, while the prices paid to the producers for
sugar beets were low, they compared favorably with those for
grain. Cotton growers received grain at prices comparable with
the prices paid to them for cotton, and had other important help,
such as maintenance of the irrigation system and deliveries of
commercial fertilizer at favorable prices.*

The prices received by farmers for animal products were
high in relation to the prices of vegetable products. As to indi-
vidual commodities, very erratic conditions prevailed. The pur-
chasing agencies exploited their monopoly in paying low prices
for butter, most of which was procured in distant areas, espe-
cially Siberia. Prices of large hides, for which the peasants
had no use, were kept low, while prices were high on small hides.
Meat prices in general were relatively high.

# Sunflower oil was still a new product that had to create a market for itself through low
prices.

# R. Belotserkovsky, “The Price Policies with Reference to Agricultural Raw Materials,”
Economic Review, January 1929, pp. 49-50.
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The variations in prices paid to producers were reflected in
the prices paid by consumers in retail markets, with the addition
of the excessive marketing margins of that time. While the
producers received little more for their oilseeds than before
the war, the retail-price index of vegetable oil stood at 185 in
1926 and at 193 in 1927.

Meat was among the most expensive farm products in the
retail markets, yet at Moscow, the largest consuming center of
the Union, the average meat price was relatively lower than the
combined index of all industrial products (Table 16).

TaBLE 16.—RETAIL PRiCE INDEXES IN DIFFERENT-TYPE MARKETS IN
Moscow, 1926 Anp 1927%
(Average price in 1913 = 100)

1926 1927
Commodities Market Market
Aver- Aver-
age | State |Co-op-! Pri- age | State | Co-op-| Pri-
erative| vate erative| vate

Grain and grain products| 175 | 152 | 154 | 209 || 182 | 144 | 154 | 231

Meats .......c.covvnnnen. 212 | 205 | 209 | 218 | 202 | 202 | 206 | 198
Textiles ................. 252 | 242 | 241 | 274 || 237 | 215 | 218 | 282
Metals ...............eet 192 | 141 | 209 | 226 | 181 | 141 | 188 | 213
All farm products ....... 189 | 172 | 172 | 213 | 192 | 167 | 172 | 223
All industrial goods ..... 224 | 204 | 218 | 248 [ 209 | 186 | 197 | 248
All commodities ......... 209 | 191 | 198 | 234 || 202 | 178 | 186 | 238

* Data from Statistical Handbook USSR, 1928, p. 72Y.

The climax.—The years 1928 and 1929 were a period of
transition. The NEP was dead. A strengthening of the attack on
the kulaki was demanded by a resolution of the XVth Party
Congress in December 1927, but the transition to collective farm-
ing had still to be only gradual. On July 12, 1928, Stalin
warned against raskulachivanie (liquidation of kulaki).*® “Liq-
uidation of the kulaki as a class” did not become the battle cry
until the end of 1929.* For the last time an attempt was made
to reach some balance by free-economy means, such as an in-
crease in the procurement price of grain (by 9 percent for the
crop year 1928-29), increased supplies of consumer goods in

# Joseph Stalin, Problems of Leninism (9th ed., Moscow, 1934), p. 328.
2 ]bid., p. 458. Stalin’s speech on Dec. 27, 1929.
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villages, and restoration of closed markets. But the mixture of
compulsion with free economy could not work. The price in-
dexes reflected this failure as unmistakably as a mirror.

The wholesale and retail prices of farm products in the
socialized trade sector increased moderately, about as much as
the procurement prices. But the retail prices of those products
in private trade were already soaring by leaps and bounds.
After having risen in 1927-28 by 19.5 percent, they made a
further jump of 48 percent in 1928-29. From October 1929
to April 1930 the index of retail prices of farm products, as
computed by the Central Statistical Board increased another 42
percent to stand in the latter month at exactly six times the pre-
war figure (Chart 15, p. 207). One response to this catastrophe
was the discontinuation of the publication of price statistics.*

PRODUCTION

According to the Gosplan, the following percentage changes
occurred in the most important production factors from 1913

to 1927-28:*

Crop area Livestock numbers Volume of production
Total cropped All horses ........ —13.8 Grain ........... — 9.8
plowland ...... — 1.4 Workhorses ..... —17.6 Potatoes ......... +38.8
Grain ........... — 5.4 All cattle ......... + 9.5 Cotton  .......... — 3.4
Technical crops... +31.2 Cows .oouvvnnnn. +12.7 Flax ............ —35.7
Cotton ......... + 7.3 Sheep and goats.... + 8.3 Sugar beets....... — 7.3
Sugar beets .... + 6.9 Hogs ............. +10.3 Oilseeds ......... +31.1
Flax .......... — 9.79 Total in terms of Dairy products.... +17.4¢
Oilseeds ....... +38.0 adult cattle Eggs ............ —23.1°
Other crops ...... +24.7 All animals.... 0.0
Workstock .... —14.2

@ A later revision by the Gosplan (Socialist Construction USSR, 1936, p. 280) indi-
cates an increase from 1913 to 1927 of 13.1 percent for all flax and 18.6 percent for fiber-
flax.

> Because the 1913 grain crop was exceptionally good, the 1927 crop is here related to
the 1909-14 average.

¢ Later revisions of the 1927-28 production figures for milk and eggs (less milk and
more eggs; sce Nifontov, Animal Husbandry of the USSR in Figures, Moscow, 1932, pp. 156-
57) are disregarded here, because the Gosplan might have wanted to adjust its 1913 figures
to the revised figures for 1927-28.

27 Economic Review, the journal from which most of the price data here presented were
obtained, had been merged with Planned Economy after the April 1930 issue, that is, in the
midst of the subscription year. Moreover, Planned Ecoromy did not take over the statistical
appendix found at the end of each issue of the Economic Review. The merger actually meant
discontinuation of the latter.

28 Control Figures of the National Economy USSR for 1928-29, Gosplan (Moscow, 1929),
p. 412.
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All these and some other factors add up to an increase in gross
production of 4.5 percent from 1913 to 1927-28, according to
the Gosplan. Postwar trends in gross production, crop acreages,
and livestock numbers are shown in Charts 17 and 18.

CHART 17.—GROSS AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION AND SPECIFIED
CroP ACREAGES, 1920-29*
(Index numbers: 1928 = 100)
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* Based on data in Chart Appendix, which gives data in absolute terms and covers
individual crop areas. Sce also data for Chart 19.

Acreages—Total cropped plowland almost reached the pre-
war level in 1927, according to the figures above. While the
non-grain acreage showed a substantial increase, grain lagged
behind the total. The failure of the total grain acreage to reach
the prewar level may have been due in part to the particularly
great shortage of draft power in certain areas concentrating on
grain. The unsatisfactory prices, however, provided the prin-
cipal damper. The predominance of grain was little affected by
the change to non-grain crops. Grain still occupied 84.3 per-
cent of all cropped plowland in 1927, as against 87.9 in 1913.

The largest increases in non-grain crops were in potatoes and
oilseeds. The marked increase in potato output probably rep-
resented the resort by farmers to a food crop not subject to
compulsory deliveries. But the continued departure from the
three-field rotation was certainly the major factor in the expan-
sion. Even small-scale peasant farming was displaying a certain
amount of elasticity. Another even stronger indication of it is
the fact that sugar-beet acreages exceeded the prewar level, al-
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though before the war almost all sugar beets had been grown
on large estates and sugar-beet production was virtually wiped
out by the Revolution. The Gosplan explained the rapid expan-

CuARrT 18.—Livestock NumBERs, 1916 anp 1921-29%*
(Million head; logarithmic vertical scale)
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* Data in Chart Appendix.

sion of the sugar-beet acreage by the favorable price relation-
ship to grain.”

The moderate increase in flax acreage over the prewar level
was caused by favorable prices in the early years of recovery.
As a result of the decline in flax prices in 1925-26, the principal
producing areas curtailed both their acreage and the proportion
of flax marketed.”

There were noteworthy developments in the distribution of
the grain acreage among individual grains. The area in corn
tripled between 1913 and 1927, but the wheat acreage in the

2 Control Figures . . . . for 1928-29, p. 232.

% See R. Belotserkovsky, op. cit., pp. 4445, and M. Mikhailov, “The Production of
Agricultural Raw-Materials,” Economic Review, January 1929, p. 151.
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latter year was still considerably below the prewar level. The
strongest indication that all was not yet right on farms by 1927
was the fact that the millet crop of that year was about 50 per-
cent above prewar. The extent of millet cultivation in Russia
is a reliable indicator of prosperity or starvation. When condi-
tions are poor, especially when draft power is scarce or greatly
weakened by feed shortage, the farmers in climatically suitable
areas resort to millet, a crop sown late in the spring and requir-
ing little seed. The shift to this low-yielding crop offers the
advantage that at the moment less edible stuff need be taken out
of the mouths of one’s children, while the later sowing leaves
more time for the preparation of the land. From 3.7 percent
of the total grain acreage in 1913, the millet acreage jumped
to around 10 percent in 1922, and accounted for 6.2 percent
as late as 1928.

Hay was omitted from the tabulation above because no usable
data on natural-hay acreages or production in 1913 are avail-
able. Since hay was mowed mostly by hand, the shortage of
draft power was less of a handicap to harvesting natural hay
than to the cultivation of crops. It seems probable, therefore,
that more meadows were mowed in 1928 than before the war.
The acreage in natural hay may have reached the prewar level
as early as 1926, when it was 3.8 percent below that of 1928.*
The possibility that hay was relatively abundant may account
wholly or largely for the rapid recovery of such productive live-
stock as was fed mainly on roughage.

Yields per acre.—It is not surprising that yields of most crops
failed to return fully to prewar levels, in view of the breaking
up of big estates and large peasant holdings,”” and especially
the increase in strip farming. The shortage of draft power and
machinery was also a serious obstacle to improved yields. But
the statistics cannot be relied upon to reflect minor differences
correctly. The Gosplan took eight quintals per hectare of grain
as the level for both 1927 and 1913. Sunflower seed also yielded
at about the prewar level in 1927, but the yield of cotton and,

% Statistical Handbook USSR, 1928, p. 218.

* The Gosplan emphasized the effect of parcelling in reducing yields even of flax,
which, more than most others, is a small-producer’s crop. See Control Figures . . . . for
1928-29, p. 232.
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especially, of sugar beets and flax, lagged considerably (see
Table 43, p. 507). The low yield of sugar beets was most
natural because the shift from large to small producing units
was greatest in this crop, and many of the new producers were
unfamiliar with its cultivation. The result with sugar-beet grow-
ing by the peasants was very satisfactory in spite of the low
yields they obtained.

Livestock.—The considerably better recovery made by pro-
ductive livestock than by workstock (see p. 213 and Chart 18)
was due in part to the fact that farm horses normally increase
more slowly than other livestock. But the relatively favorable
prices of animal products as compared with grain were also
important.*

Increased numbers of productive livestock naturally led to
increased production of animal products. Milk output in 1927-
28 was estimated by the Gosplan at almost 20 percent above
prewar, and it is probable that more meat was produced in
1927-28 than before the war. Only egg production lagged
seriously, but the increase of 23.4 percent between 1925-26
and 1927-28 was encouraging,.

Per capita production.—The population in 1927-28 ex-
ceeded that of 1913 by 7.6 percent. Hence, on a per capita
basis, prewar production was not yet fully restored by 1927-28.
The importance of the growth in population was fully realized
by the Gosplan, which published the following computation of
percentage changes in various production factors from 1913
to 1927-28, on a per capita basis:*

Percentage

Production factor change

Cropped plowland ........................ — 9.5
Grain area . ........ciiiiiiiiieieiieneinan. —12.2

Crop production
Grain ....iiiiiii i i i e —16.2
0017 17 « —10.0
Flax ..ooiieiii i —39.4
Sugar beets ........... ... iiiiiiia... —13.8
Oilseeds ..ovvviviin i, +23.3
3 See the discussion in Control Figures . ... for 1928-29, pp. 221 and 226. The

Gosplan even assumed a substantial increase in the rates of feeding to productive livestock
in 192627 and 1927-28, but this assumption was not supported by other evidence (see page
752, n. 7). 3 Ibid., p. 413.
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Percentage
Production factor change

Animal numbers in terms of adult cattle

All livestock v vvvvrinrinnennnenennnen, — 8.2

Productive livestock .....ovvevenenenenennn + 2.9
Animal products, output

Milk and milk products.........ccceeuunnn + 9.1

Eggs vvveiiiiiiii ittt iiietineninnnas —28.6

The same computation for the rural population would have
yielded similar results. These computations are the more sig-
nificant because, soon after their publication, Soviet officials
displayed an obvious inclination to forget that the rural popu-
lation had increased and consequently needed more food.
Regional aspect.—The degree to which prewar production
levels were restored varied widely with regions. Siberia, gen-
erally an expanding area, had suffered least from the Civil War
and was not sorely afflicted by the 1921 drought. Agricultural
production there was far above prewar levels in 1928. Middle
and Lower Volga, on the other hand, were the centers of the 1921
disaster. In the North Caucasian krai, which at that time in-
cluded the former oblast of the Don Cossacks, the resistance
of the Cossacks to the Soviet government retarded recovery to
a marked degree. All those areas were far below prewar levels
of agricultural output in 1928. The data for 1928, in percent of
1913 for acreages and of 1916 for livestock, show the situation.

Middle Lower North
Item Siberia Volga Volga Caucasus
Cropped plowland
(1913 base)
Total ........... 132.6 89.1 74..0 78.9
Grain ........... 131.1 86.5 70.1 70.3
Livestock numbers
(1916 base)
Horses .......... 103.4 71.4 58.8 69.9
Cattle ........... 127.8 103.9 109.9 118.4
Hogs ........... 133.6 63.9 93.6 73.3
Sheep ........... 163.7 92.5 95.4 106.6

Agricultural production in the densely populated food-deficit
areas of northern and central European Russia was about 10
percent above prewar in 1928.

8 Control Figures . . . . for 1928-29, pp. 576-78. The figures for acreages in Siberia
are uncertain.
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The Tentative Plan.—The Tentative Plan, prepared in the
winter of 1923-24 and extensively utilized in this study, was
essentially a forecast of the probable situation in 1928-29.*
Its projections were related to actual conditions in 1913 (1916
for livestock) and 1923-24. Although the three succeeding
plans, here referred to as 1st, 2d, and 3d, were prepared
in much greater detail and were not qualified as tentative in the
titles under which they were published,”” the Tentative Plan
was the only one which was by and large fulfilled, so far as con-
cerns agriculture (Table 17). In appraising its forecasts, one
must bear in mind that certain figures for 1913 and 1923-24
were later revised, and that on the basis of these revisions the
authors’ anticipations might have been different for 1928-29.

TABLE 17.—TENTATIVELY PLANNED AND AcCTUAL CHANGES IN AGRICULTURAL
ProbucrioN FROM PREWAR AND 1923 To 1928%

(Percent)
Pre-ware to 1928 1923 to 1928
Item
Planned Actual Planned | Actual
Gross production .............. + 3.5 +10.0° | 4 48.2 | 4 34.3°
Cropped plowland
Total ....covvviiiiiinnnnnnnn. + 0.8 —3.2 | 4 36.7 : + 23.1
Grain ......cciiiiiiiiennen.. — 5.6 — 83 | +32.0 | 4+ 23.1
Fibers® .....ccvvvviviiiinn.. +11.6 +32.3 | + 81.2 | + 84.2
Sugar beets ...........c...... —25.0 +18.7 | 4100.0 | 4+190.0
Livestock
HOTSCS . vvivveiniiiiinnannnnns —21.7 — 6.4 4+ 22.4 | 4 36.3
Cattle ........ccvviiinn.... + 3.8 +16.3 | + 35.56 | 4+ 33.3
CoOWS tivvviiininnnnnnnnnn. + 6.7 +18.1 + 18.3 | 4 17.6
HOEZS «vviiiiiieiiiiinnenannn. + 2.0 +24.4 +118.7 | 4101.6
Sheep and goats ............. —10.7 +21.0 | 4+ 33.6 | + 54.0
* Planned changes are from Bases of a Tentative Plan . . . . , pp. 41-43, and 46. Ac-

tual changes were computed from various official sources, mainly Cropped Plowland USSR,
1938, Gosplan (Moscow, 1939) and Animal Husbandry USSR, 1916 to 1938, Gosplan (Mos-
cow, 1940). The total cropped plowland and grain acreage of 1913 used in the computations
are those given in the Ist Plan, I, 144. Later revisions indicating smaller acreages in 1913
than in 1928 are disregarded (see p. 728).

% Average 1910-15 for gross production, 1913 for cropped plowland, and 1916 for
livestock.

® Gukhman’s figures were used (see Chart 17, p. 214). Gross production in 1910-15 was
assumed to have been about 4 percent below 1913. Gross production in 1928-29 was assumed
to have been 214 percent above that of 1927-28. ¢ Including oil-flax.

3 The Bases of a Tentative Plan of Development of Agriculture and Forestry, Com-
missariat of Agriculture RSFSR, Works of the Zemplan No. 5 (Moscow, 1924).
37 The 1st Plan was referred to as tentative in its introduction but not in the title.
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Considering statistical uncertainties, the data in Table 17
show a reasonably close agreement between expected and actual
increases in the value of gross agricultural output. The total
acreages and grain acreages planned for 1928-29 on the basis
of 1913 levels were likewise closely approximated. The princi-
pal discrepancy was in sugar beets, the actual increase over 1923
being almost double the expected one. The relatively favorable
conditions for the production of sugar beets (as compared with
conditions for grain) which caused this large expansion could
not have been foreseen. But it is also probable that the peasants.
turned out to be more eager to take advantage of a favorable
market situation than the planners—who certainly had a great
deal of sympathy for them—dared to hope.

Table 17 indicates that the acreage in fibers increased from
1923 to 1928 almost exactly to the extent expected in the Tenta-
tive Plan, but the Plan had used a l<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>