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EDITORIAL.

Th is issue concludes our Second Series and brings our work of publication
to an end.

Although the Bureau has been able to cover printing expenses, it has
laboured under conditions of great uncertainty, and the scope of its investigations
has been restricted in many ways by financial difficulties. In view of this, it
has been deemed unwise to proceed wit h a publication issued at regular intervals
and dealing with a wide range of subjects on which data are incomplete and
often unreliable. Moreover, we now realise that work on such a scale demands
an . organization far more elaborate th an we can command-something, for
example, on the scale of the Ost -Europa Institutes in Germany.

The Members of th e Bureau propose, however, to contin ue their investi
gat ions and to publish them- under joint or individu al responsibility-when
th e opportunity arises. Among th e pr oblems which they consider to be of special
interest and to which th ey intend to devote their attention are th e following:
collectivization in agr iculture; ind ustrialization and its methods ; evolution of
economic relations between the U.S.S .R . and capitalist countries; and the
positive and negative aspects of planning.

In our first number we promised to study facts and st atisti cs, and to express
our views without hesitation. We trust th at within the limits of possibility we
have remained true to our aim .

We should have expected rather more debate on th e conclusions of our
mem oranda. There are, however, two opinions in particular, on which we should
like to say something.

On the one hand, we have been reproached for not sufficiently stressing the
dubious or negative effects of capital investments in the Soviet economy. If so,
it was through no lack of data at our disposal , but because, in comparing two
econom ic systems, no scientific purpose can be served by emphasizing th e elements
of "waste" in one, without due reference to th e other. Capitalism, too, has an
economic cemetery, and it is not an easy task to count its graves.

On the other hand, a Soviet publi cation in London has accused us of
indulging in prophecies. When, weretort, th e President of the Council of People's
Commissars asserted that Soviet Russia would ach ieve in 1931-in one yea r-an
increase in th e national income which had taken the old regim e thirteen yea rs to
attain, this was indeed a prophecy; our mise au point was not of a pr ophetic
character; it was based on st atist ical data and confirmed by official Soviet figures
published subsequently. Further, with reference to th e past, we repeat th e
st atements made in May 1931 regarding the present and the future: th e efforts
of the Soviet Government to dr aw up lavish plans and execute them a t all costs
"merely obst ruct industrialization"; regression is indicated as "comp ared with
the results achieved in preceding yea rs" ; and, in any case, it remains to be proved
that th e results " justify th e overwhelming sacrifices which the Five Year Plan
has exacted from th e population" .

In conclusion, we desire to extend our thanks to subscribers, to th e Press,
and to all th ose whose assistance has permitted th e publication of our work.



The Communist Policy towards the Peasant
and

the Food Crisis in the U.S.S.R.

THE AGRARIAN REVOLUTION OF 1917.

Russian democracy always expected the Revo
lution to solve the problem of peasant land shortage
and thus to ' ensure the amelioration of peasant
farming conditions as well as the rapid growth of
agriculture in general. Unfortunately-and to
the great surprise of many-the transference of
the landowners' property to the peasants in the
fire and storm of the revolution failed to realize
these century long expectations.

Having deposed the Provisional Government,
the Communist Party, on the night following
the coup d'etat, decreed the expropriation of all
large private estates, of land belonging to churches,
various institutions, etc., and of all movable and
immovable property thereon. With the exception
of 2.5 million hectares on which Soviet State
farms (Sovhozy) were to be formed, all private
lands passed into the hands of the peasants.

The investigations carried out by the Central
Agricultural Board and covering 36 of the former
provinces of European Russia, show that the
peasant holdings increased from 94.7 to 116.1
million desyatines, viz. by 22.6%. (1)

The land thus acquired was not, however,

J

distributed exclusively amongst peasants who had
been engaged in cultivation up to the autumn
of 1917.

The October revolution bringing in its train
disintegration of industry and shortage of food

I and fuel, resulted in a mass exodus from the towns.
According to census data for the years 1917-1920,
this amounted to no less than 8 million souls. (2)

Factory hands, artisans, servants, etc., on return
ing to their native villages, demanded their share
of land and promptly received it. This had the
effect of considerably reducing the additional
allotm ent s apportioned to the peasants. (3)
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The agrarian revolution-so earnestly strived
for by the Russian intelligentzia-thus proved
ineffective inasmuch as the vast tracts of land
available for distribution had to be divided amongst

millions of people . In the majority of districts, as I
shown by the statistics of the Central Agricultural
Board, the increase of land per capita did not J

exceed half a desyatine and often amounted to
only tenth and even hundredth parts of a
desyatine. (4)

Although the revolutions of February and
October brought about the final abolition of the
noblemen's land ownership, they failed to effect any
fundamental improvement in the economic position
of the peasants. The principal misfortune of the
peasantry in the Russia of pre-revolution days
was insufficiency of land which, in some areas,
was acute. In this respect, the revolution succeeded
in ameliorating the situation to a very small degree
only.

THE PERIOD OF WAR COMMUNISM, 1918-1921.

Having concluded peace with Germany on
March 3rd, 1918, the Communist party devoted
its attention to remodelling rural Russia's economic
life on communist principles.

The communist policy with regard to agri
culture consisted, in its essence, in the substitution
of the private trade exchange system for a state
social obligatory system. The peasants had to

surrender to the State all their surplus product." J
keeping for themselves only a very small "con
sumption ration" for household needs. Just as
the workers in towns were subject to labour con
scription for work in factories and workshops,
so were the peasants now liable to grain conscription
which forced th em to yield to th e State the fruits
of their labours.



This Government measure did not affect the
peasants who had no surplus gra in and least of
all those who, owing either t o insufficiency of land
or to th e backward state of their farms, were
unable to provide for themselves and even had to
purchase gra in in the spring. The whole burden
of th e levy fell on the main purveyors of surplus
gra in t o th e markets, i.e. on th e well-t o-do peasants.
They were now obliged to surrender their grain to
the Govern ment at fixed pr ices an d were no
longer allowed to sell it as th ey pleased . Such a
measure natu rall y met with act ive hostili t y on t heir
par t and being loth to forfeit t he right of dealin g
at the mu ch higher prices ruli ng on the open mar ket,
they did their best to oppose it . The Communist
party, in order t o enforce its policy , fanned the flame
of class war in the villages an d roused the poor
peasants against the "kulaks." In oth er words,
it endeavoure d to br ing about in the villages a
social revolution similar to th at which had already
taken place in th e towns, factories and workshops

r in October. (5) The campaign against the kulaks
was entrusted to Committees of Poor Peasants.

At the Vl-th Congress of the Soviets held in
November 1918, Lenin stated that " for the
villages, the October revolution of the towns had
become a real October revolution only as late as
the summer and the autumn of 1918." (8) The

food decrees of May and June 1918 were regarded
by Lenin as forming the basis of communist re
construction of the village. "The grain levy " he
said " must be the corn er stone of our activities. . .
This levy must be carried through to the end.
It is only after we have solved this problem and
laid the socialist foundation, that we shall be able
to build upon this foundation all that magnificent
edifice of socialism which we more than once
began building from above and which was more
th an once destroyed. " (7)

At the t ime , the factory workers and the urban
popu lation were suffering a severe shortage of food ,
and conditions were dist ressing. (8) In Petrograd,

Moscow, Ivanovo-Voznese nsk and ot her towns
outside the black - soil regions, the famin e began
to be felt notwithstanding the existence of large
stocks of gra in in the country. In June 1918,
Lenin admitted that " both capitals and te ns of
dist ricts in agricultural Russia" were living through
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"a painful famine "; that " in Petrograd, Moscow
and in tens of districts, tens of thousands of Russian
peasants and workers are starving and dying of
typhus br ought on by starvation." (9) Later,
recalling the past , Lenin said that " the sacrifices
which the working class and the peasants had to
make during this period were something super
human. The working class had never experienced
such und ernourishment, such starvation, as in
th e first years of it s dictatorship." (10)

In .Tuly and August , 1918, the St at e Comm is
sariat for Food had no supplies at it s disposal ,
despite the fact th at stocks of grain and potatoes
on the peasant farms were considerable. (11) There
was grain in plent y but it did not reach the urban
population or the fact ory workers: the mechanism
of private t rad e had been wrecked, and Govern 
ment organization of supplies did not function . It
was th en that the so-called "bagmen "-men and
women equipped with bags-first appeared . These
"bagmen", mostly workers and artisans, under
took regular trips to the villages and sometimes
travelled over a thousand miles to obtain grain
and other agricultural produce. Their activities
saved many people from starvation and death. (12)

Lenin and other communists were naturally
unwilling to admit that the disruption of supplies
and the fam ine were the outcome of the Govern
ment policy . In the course of several speeches
delivered in May and June 1918, Lenin tried to
find the "real culprit," the "real author" of the
famine and to prove that the charge against the
communist s was utterly groundless. He tried
to persuade his audiences that the famine was
" an international calamity," that it was due to
the" imperialist war" and that" at the pr esent time
even the richest countries are suffering from an
unprecedented famine ." (13)

From the decrees issued by the Soviet Govern
ment it is possible to follow the trend of the policy
pursued by the authori t ies in the matter of food
supplies and to determine the basic principles
underlying their policy.

Severa l of these decrees shou ld be noted . Th e
decree of Apri l 2nd, 1918, concerned th e exchange of
manufact ured goods for grain. In its applica tion
it har dly resulted in ba rter, but amounted to a
confiscation of the agricult ural produ ce belonging
to the rich peasants. (14)



The decree issued on May 13th made it com
pulsory for every owner of grain to render at a
given date a return of all surplus stocks (i.e. ab ove
the quantity needed for sowing and for personal
consumption) , and to part with such stocks at a
fixed price. Further, the decree called up on all
labourers and poor peasants to co-oper?-te in a ru th
less struggle again st kulaks and it threatened
the " enemies of the working class"-all those who
failed to deliver surplus grain- with confiscat ion
of property, exp ulsion from the peasant commune
and imprisonment for a period of not less th an ten
yea rs.

The decree of June 11th referred to the organ
izati on of Committees of the Poor in all districts
and villages for the purpose of obtaining supplies
of grain. (15) This alone did not solve difficulties,
and Lenin turned to th e factory work ers and
called upon them to arm for a " grain crusade."
Fo od Detachments which had alr eady come into
being on May 20th 1918, enlisted the support of
recruits drawn from amongst the workers and
marched to the aid of the poor and trustworthy
peasants. Previously, the detachments had only
been created from time to time and according to
the needs of the moment, but they were now
reorganised, and the Workers' Detachments soon
formed the nucleus of the Fcod Army .

A further decree concernin g the organization
of Food Detachments was issued on August 6th.
In itself this decree appear ed harmless, and its t rue
nature can only be gathered by reference to the
"Instructions to Food Detachments" given by the
People's Commissar for Food on August 20th , 1918.
According to th ese instructions, Food Detachm ents
were to consist of not less than 75 men armed with 2
to 3 machin e guns ; they were to be. so distributed as

to establish contact with one another 1:n the shortest
possible time ; and regular cavalry was to be stationed

between each detachment . Fur ther, Political Com
missars were directed to convene meetin gs of the
village poor ; to order the surrender of all firearm s
in the possession of the population, and to distribute

such firearms to the Comm ittees of the Poor f or the

purpose of arming Food Detachments. The Food
Detachments in co-operation with the Comm ittees
of the Poor were then to seek out and confiscate
all surplus stocks of grain owned by the peasants,
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part of which was to be kep t in the district , the
remainder being sent to the nearest collecting point s
and government storehouses.

Finally, a decree was issued on January lIth' 1'
1919, to regularize the transfer and distribution
of the grain and fodder available, such stocks being
allotted to various districts by the People' s Com
missar for Food and subsequently distributed by
the Food Committees in accordance with the
requirements of the local urban and rural popu

lation s.
Only a few of these measures produced sat is

factory results.
The delivery of grain at fixed prices, for

instance, 'could not be effective inasmuch as the
constant decline in the purchasing power of the
rouble hardly made the t ransaction attractive to
the peasant . The purchasing power of the rouble
fell 3.6 times during 1916/17, and 14.9 times
during 1917/18. (16) Consequen tly, the trebling
of fixed prices for grain in this period merely
resulted in the peasants receiving five times less
for their produce. From October 1918 onwards,
the prices rulin g on the open market diverged so
completely from fixed pri ces that the sale of grain
at the latter prices practically amounted to ex
propriation without compensation.

Th e Food Commissariat's barter operat ions also
pro ved unsuccessful. (17) As to th e Committees of the
Poor, they introduced class war in the village but
failed to alleviat e the food supply difficulti es. (I B)

The Workers' Food Det achments alone pro 
duced positive and tangible results which amply
justified the Government's expectations, and their
efforts certainly helped to a great extent in
obtaining supplies of grain (the se reached 3 million
tons in 1919/20).

The authorities were quick to seize upon the
advantages to he derived from their widespread
use. Between 1918 and 1920, the Food Army
nu mbered from 20,000 t o 45,000 men, and the work
of the Food Commissariat was analogous to the
operations of milit ary foraging expedit ions in
occupied territory. (19)

In the" sacred war for grain, " the proletariat had I
\the better of the peasant, the town defeated the

village. The report on the activities of the People's
Commissari at for Food issued in 1918/19 states :



Appendix No.1, show that the market's main
source of supply is derived from farms with a
sowing area of not less than 8 hectares. Such farms
were regarded as kulak farms and persecuted
accordingly. The kulaks, as we have already seen,
curtailed their sowing area and limited their pro
duction to the needs of their families. Farmsteads
were therefore reduced to a state of primitive
economy , and the grain formerly intended for the
market ceased to be produced. In fact, to avoid
complications the peasant withdrew into his farm
just as th e hermit-crab withdraws into his shell
at the first sign of danger. (21)

The dynamics of the sowing area and of the
gross productivity of agriculture during the years
of communist policy can be seen from the table
given below: (22 )

1913 109.6 100 10.51 100
1917 100.7 91.9 9 .72 92.5
1918 9.62 91.5
1919 7.86 74 .8
1920/21 6.42 61.1
1921/22 81.6 74.5 5.46 51.0
1922/23 68 .8 62 .8 7.84 74.6

In the year following the October revolution,
i .e. ill 1918, despite the difficulty of assimilating
instantaneously millions of hectares of privately
owned arable land, the productivity of agriculture
only fell by 1% , whereas the productivity of
industry fell by almost 55% as compared to 1917.
This decline in agricultural productivity was
insignificant because civil war had not as yet set the
villages ablaze when the spring sowings of 1917
were carried out . In th e following years the fall
was constant and considerable : 18.3% in 1919 :
10.9% in 1920 ; and 22% in 1921. This last year
witnessed a great failur e of crops and a famine
which carried away many millions of lives. Had
the peasants not been deprived of all their grain

reserves the famine would never have attained such

unprecedented dimensions .

During the world war, the productivity of I
agriculture decreased by 8 %, and in the years of ~

communist policy by at least 30% (probably
even more judging by the decline in gross pro
duction). Heavy industry was affected, of course,
to a still greater extent. The fact that agriculture

"it is now sufficiently clear that it is impossible
to keep to the grain monopoly without Food Army

Detachments organized on a strict and solid

military basis . .. Such is th e logic of life and it
would be senseless to fight against it." (20)

Although the armed campaign for grain called
forth an infinite series of peasant risings, these
were soon quelled and victory rested with the better
organized and better armed town workers, who thus
maintained their political and economic dictator
ship won in October 1917.

By a resolution dated April 21st 1921, the work
previously performed by the Workers' Food
Detachments was entrusted to the hom e defence
troops subordinated to the All Russian Extra
ordinary Commission for Combating Counter
Revolution and Speculation (Cheka).

The requisition of all grain surpluses from the

\

peasant farmsteads in 1918-1921 resulted in a
series of disasters to the national economy,
especially in the districts periodically affected with
drought. In the Middle and Lower Volga, the
Ural and Kirghiz provinces, the peasants had
always set aside large reserves of grain in the years
of plenty in order to feed themselves and their
cattle in the lean years. When the entire crops
of 1920 were requisitioned in those provinces,
and the year 1921 turned out to be a year of drought,

j famine swept the land and carried away even more
lives than in 1891.

Grain requisitions also brought about a cur
tailment of the sowing area, especially with regard
to the area cultivated by the " kulaks." The peasant
was by no means so communistically minded or
so communistically virtuous as to surrender
gratuitously his lab our and its fruits to townsmen.
Besides, townsmen had played havoc with industry,
they had no goods to offer him in exchange for
grain, they in no way helped him to restore his
ruined farmstead and they even coerced him and
fought him with armed detachments. In the
estimation of th e 'peasant , townsmen were enemies,
and he naturally preferred to work only as much as
was needed to provide him self and his hou sehold
with produce, rather than plough the land for their
ultimate benefit and at that to be liable to get into
trouble.

Statistical data, which we have referred to

5

Sowing area.
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suffered less than industry was due to the im
possibility ot nationalizing overnight some twenty
million ' farms ; besides, the semi-ind igenous char
acter of peasan t farming rendered it less susceptible
to the disintegration of the market.

The amount of agri cultural produce marketed
decreased in this period by considerably more than
30 % , and the town populations had to pass through
a severe crisis as far as the food supply was
concerned whil st industry was seriously affected
through lack of raw materi als.

THE NEP AND ITS REVERSAL, 1921- 1929.

In a notable speech delivered on March 15th
1921, at the V-th Congress of th e Communist Party,
and on subsequent occasions, Lenin acknowledged
the failure of the communist agricultural policy
and recommended the discontinuation of the grain
levy, the rest oration of market sales of agricultural
products and the stimulation of individual enter
prise amongst the peasants. The State provisioning
system was accordingly replaced by pri vate trading.

Lenin's political and economic arguments in
favour of this reform were both plain and simple.
In the first ins tance, he stressed the dissatisfaction
of the peasants with the existing system-a
dissatisfaction expressed in the widespread risings
which had taken place in Siberia and in the Tambov
and Saratov pro vinces early in 1921, as well as by
the sailors' insurrecti on in Kronstadt (at th e time
of Lenin 's speech this insurrection was st ill un
suppressed-it was quelled on March 17th). One
circumstance connected with these disturbances
particularl y worri ed Lenin, namely , the part played
in them by demobilized soldiers of the Red Army,
whose anger had been roused by the sight of their
despoiled farms and starving families .

In the second instance, Lenin drew attention
to the fact that peasants had cur tailed production
to such an extent that there was no grain available
with which to feed the workers and town dwellers.
In order to remedy such a situation an d to put
an end to the " ca ' canny " methods employed by
the peasant , it was necessary to give this same
peasant an inducement to produce, or in other
words, to acknowledge his right of ownership to
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the products grown by him as well as his right to
sell them freely on th e ma rket. (23)

The introduction of the New Eco nomic Policy
soon produced beneficial results : incitement to
civil war in th e count ryside ceased and, at the end
of 1922, Lenin noted with satisfaction that
" peasan t risings which up to 1921 gave, so to say,
a general picture of Russia, had almost entirely
disappeared " (24 ) • Economic life in the villages

acqu ired some measure of stability; individu al
enterprise was encouraged; administ rative and
legal obstacles to the marketing of produce were
removed and private trading on the market was
resumed.

The changes which occurred may be gathered
from the data on the dynamics of the sowing area,
on the number of cattle and on the size of th e gross
an d nett incomes derived from agric ulture, given
in th e tables in App endi x III.

On the whole, an increase in the sowing ar ea
did not at first take place. In fact, the harvest failure
an d the famine of 1921 result ed in an average
decrease of 14%. In those provinces unaffected
by the disaster , the sowing area increased in 1922
by 8.1% as compared to 1921; in some provinces
it decreased by 15% and in others which had
suffered severely, even by 30-36 %. But from
then onwards a gradual and uninterrupted growth
in the genera Jproductivity of agriculture took place,
and the sowing area cont inued to increase, es
pecially with regard to techni cal crops .

In 1927, however, the war against private trade
and the ku laks recommenced, and the government
supplies experienced a sha rp and unexpected fall
at the end of the year: they only amounted to
2,712,360 t ons in the last three months of that year
as compared to 4,921 ,000 tons for the corresponding
period in 1926. The ensuing difficulties were
enhanced by a rapi d increase of population.

To cope with the situation, the Government
rev erted to measur es of compulsion by th e appli
cation of pa r. 107 of the Penal Code . (25) Searches
for the purpose of locating sur plus grain were
inst ituted ; the stoc ks thus found were confiscated ;
25% of such gra in was distributed to th e village
poor ; sale and purchase of grain in the villages and
on the markets was pro hibited , etc. (26) Bread cards

made their appearance in the towns.



Th e return t o meth ods prevalent in the period
1918-1921 was of a temporar y nature. In July
1928, the au thorities reverted to a more normal
procedure with regard to the acquisit ion of gove rn
ment stocks, and the second half of the year was
relatively quiet and uneventful.

When later on discussions took place on the
amount of grain to be reserved for government
stocks in 1929/30, a conflict arose between the
People's Commissariat of Trade an d the Central
Stat ist ical Board. This had most unhappy results
for th e latter. Owing to their pessimisti c pro
nouncements, economists, statist icians and
engin eers were place d under arrest : some were
dismissed, others were prosecuted and sentenced
to imprisonment or sen t into exile. The
Cent ral Statist ical Board was closed by decree on
Januar y 23rd 1930, and th e continuance of its
work was ent rus te d to one of the sections of th e
State Planning Comm ission. ( 27)

In the official publicati ons, the gra in product ion
for 1929 was assessed at 76-77 mill ion to ns, i .e.
an increase of 3t to 4t million tons as compare d to
1928. It was only later est ab lished that the 1929
harvest had not amounted to more than 71.7
million tons or to a million tons less than the
figure for 1928. Thus, the conclusions reached by
the People's Commissariat for Trade failed to
materialize, whil st the concl usions of the Expert
Council of the Cent ra l Statistical Board proved to
be right.

In June 1929, owing to the difficulty of ful
filling the plan for grain supplies, the SOViet Govern
ment again resorted to a change of policy and
issued two decrees which substant ially altered the
character of the State food levies and converted
them into a social service to be obligatorily
rendered to the State .

The first of these decrees modified par. 61 of
the Penal Code and made offenders subject to
severe criminal proceedings. (28 )

Although the harves! plan was eventua lly
carried out , the situat ion with regard to food
supplies remained acute in the aut umn of 1929,
despite the decrees .

The food difficulties whic h existe d at the time
are described by Prof. Calvin B. Hoover as
follows (2 9) : "Living condit ions in Russia have been
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worse during the present year than at any timeI
since the Grea t Famine and the inauguration of the
New Economic P olicy . Millions of . the ' popu
lation are seriously under-nourished and in some
pa rts of the Sovie t Union actual famine conditions
have been approximate d. Faced by this situation
the Soviet Govern ment has not hesitated to safe
guard the standar d of living of the workers in
the largest cities at the expense of all other classes
and groups of the population. The supply of almost
aJl commod it ies is better in Moscow than in any
other part of the country . For a long time even the
bread ration of the Moscow workers was higher
tha n in other cit ies. E very available pound of
food-stuffs is swept up from the countryside. A
nominal subsistence minimum is supposedly left
to the peasan ts , but in many cases they are left
practically without grain or flour. If the harvest
fails in a given section of the count ry the peasants
must shift for themselves, in spite of the fact
tha t they may have turned over all their surplus

grain to the St ate the previous year. The Party J
is determined that the Revolution shall not perish,
even if a few peasants starve"

Thus after the successes achieved by the New
Economic Policy, the return to methods of com
pulsion proved once more to be a failure and
showed it s inability to provide either the Soviet
Govern men t or the popul ati on with the quantity
of grain required.

But what caused the Party, it may well be
asked, to have recourse to measures condemned \ .
by experience and so emphatically rejected by
Lenin ?

The reversal of policy should definitely be
ascribed to political considerations. During the

period of the New Economic Policy the peasant I
st rengthened his economic position sufficiently to
inspire apprehension as an ant i-Sbviet force to be
reckoned with . H e was thrifty, enterprising,
becomin g prosperous, and the Communists saw in
him the "embryo of capitalism. " The Russian I

bourgeois had disappeared , but the well-to-do
peasant remained. As yet he was not dangerous.
But he could become so. It was, therefore,
necessary to impoverish his economy , if not to
dispense with him ent irely .



H owever , economic pressure and rest rict ions,
administrative and social repr isals could neither
" purge " the village of th is species of " potential
capitalists " (men whose labour and produce were
tied up wit h the market and ultimat ely with private
ownership, if not of land, at least of the products
of their lab our ), nor solve the supply difficulties.
A new specific was found in the form of wholesale
collect ivization which was resort ed to in th e

year 1930.

THE PERIOD OF COLLECTIVI ZATION,

1930 ONWARDS.

The Council of the People's Commissars faced
with food shortage and export difficult ies, decided
to solve their problems by the complete collect ivi
zation of peasant farms and the establishment of
kolho zes which, being State controlled like the
nationalized factories, ra ilways an d co-operat ives
would hand over on demand th e grain, techni cal
crops and agricultural by-products at th eir disposal.

At a meet ing of the Mar xist Agrarians held
on December 27th 1929, Stalin stated that th e
Soviet Government had passed from the policy
of limiting the "exploiting propensities " of the
capitalist elemen t in the country to that of the
elimination of the kulak s as a class. In the summer
of 1930, these direct ions were approved by the
XVI-th session of th e Comm unist Party, and a
new agrari an revolution-the third since th e
Soviet regime had come into power-took place.

It is evident from the time chosen for th e
I change of policy and from the areas selected for

collectivization that th e main objective, apart
from purely political considerations, was to remedy
the deficiency in State supplies. The situation
was so arduous that without the help of these
measures, the Soviet Government could not ha ve
obtained in 1929/30 stocks of grain one and a half
times greater than th ose collecte d in 1928/29 from
a gross harvest which only amounted to 71.7
million tons in 1929. According to a resolution
passed in December 1930 by a plenary meeting
of the E xecutive Committee, :,1 the South and
South Eastern regions which produce the main
bulk of Russia's marketable grain, not less than
80% of the peasant farms were to be collectivized;
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in the Urals, Kazakstan and Siberia where the grain
yield is not so high, 50%; and in the less fertile
regions outside th e black-soil belt, only 20-25%.
Decrees issued subsequently defined even more
clearly the part to be played by th e kolhozes in
th e State provisioning scheme. As early as the
spring and summer of 1930 the amount of grain
to be delivered by them to the concentration
depots was assessed as follows: in those black
soil districts where the cult ivat ion of cereals pre
dominates, a quarter to a third of the gross harvest;
in others, one eighth; in regions outside the black
soil belt where the cultivation of cereals predomi
nates, again one quarter to a third. Apart from this,
kolhozes availing themselves of the services of
tractor stations were compelled to deliver up their
entire grain surplus.

The authorities succeeded in gathering in large I

stocks of grain for 1930/31 as th e 1930 harvest
proved to be exceptionally abundant and for the
first tim e since the establishment of th e Soviet
regime even exceeded pre-war level. It was
originally estimated at 87.4 million tons and later
at 83.6 million tons. A resolution passed in 1930
by the Communist Par ty stated tha t " contrary to the
panic assurances of th e opportunists of the right re
specting the decline of agriculture, th e grain pro
blem had been successfully solved, thanks to th e
leading role played by socialized industry, the
amalgamation into kolhozes of the small, back
ward and widely scattered peasant farms, and the
help extended to the poor middle class farms."

Several conflicting statements have been made
regarding the 1931 harvest . The Control Figures
for 1931 fixed it at 97.9 million tons, but at th e
beginning of November, the President of the
Council of People 's Commissars , Molotov, in one
of his speeches, stated that 1931 was " a year of
drought for a number of extensive regions in the
North-East. Several millions of hectares were more
or less affected. On account of this we have a loss
of several hundred million poods. Nevertheless,
the total grain harvest this year is not less than
that of last yea r." (80) A more moderate estimate
of the harvest was given by an old member of th e
Communist Party, Lomov, who considered it on
the whole satisfactory and affirmed that it sub
stantially exceeded the harvests of 1927-1929,



(in those years, however, the har vest amoun ted to
only 73 million tons). Data published subsequent ly
gave the figure s for the 1931 harvest as 78.4 million
tons , (31) but at the beginning of July 1932, V.
Osinsky stated th at the average grain yield per
hectare in 1931 was 6.7 instead of 9.0 double
tse ntners . In this case, the total har vest should
amount t o abo ut 70 million tons. (32 )

In th e first number for 1932 of the publication
Na Agrarnom Fron ie, issued at th e end of October,
the following additional information is given:
" Drought on such a large scale as we have ex
perienced it in 1931 would undoubtedly have put
agriculture back a number of year s under a capitalist
regime. Even under the condi tions existing prior
to the establishment of the kolhozes th e dr ought
of 1931 might have had ca tas trophic consequences
in th e districts affected. It should be stated that
only owing to our successes in the field of industry
and in th e socialistic reconstruction of agriculture,
have we been abl e to mobilize th e forces and
material resources which ha ve helped us to over
come comparat ively quickly and successfully the
consequences of the drought of 1931." H ow
ever, had the 1931 harvest been damaged by
drought, the President of the Council of People's
Commissars would already (in November , 1931),
have had detailed information as to th e extent of
the calamity, and he could not have asserte d th at
the tot al grain harvest for 1931 was not less than
that for 1930. Evidently, the grain harvest was
seriously affected by causes other than drought and
operating less noticeably. In our opin ion, the
partial failure of the harvest should be attributed
to the inefficiency of the kolhoz workers who
carried out the spring sowings over badly pre
pared ground, at too late a date and with no other
concern than to formally fulfil the authorities'
instructions regarding the extent of the area to
be sown, as well as to the fact that grain was
harvested after considerable delays and with
conside ra ble losses.

In 1930, the communists had asserted wit h
full confidence that the creation of large agri
cultural units and the use of tractors, would
increase the yield of grain to such an extent tha t
the earnings of the members of the kolhozes would
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exceed those received in pre-revolutionary days.
Experience has proved that in the last two years
the system of collectivization has been responsible
for a considerable decline in the earn ings of the
peasant famil ies who entered the kolhozes, that
those peasants who were formerly prosperous are
no longer so, and that the enterprising and hard J

working sect ion of the peasantry has at the same
time been denied a field for it s endeavours. The
organ izat ion of production and th e distribution
of earnings are not in the hands of members of the
kclhozes, as in the ma jority of cases they lack
experience in large-scale farming, bu t in the
ha nds of a board of man agement- often equally
inexperienced- appoint ed by the author ities.

With regard to the organization of large
agricultural un its working on co-operative
principles, it should be not ed that as far as other I
countries are concerned, exper iments have not
been successful. As to Russia , several attempts I

at large-scale farming were made prior to the I

revolution and they ended in complete failure. The I

collective farms organized in the early days of the
Soviet regime were only able to exist with the aid
of Government subsidies. Collectivization has been
dealt with in brief in our Memorand um No. 5
this subject deserves in itself a separate study, and
we only mention it here in so far as it affects the
policy of the Govern ment towards the peasants
and the quest ion of food supplies. We exp ressed
doubts last May, and these doub ts have been
justified by th e trend of events , as to the possibility I

of creating by administrative measures, and on
the present socia l and cultural level of the Russian
village, the highest conceivable forms of agricultural
organization, or of realizing the hopes of the Soviet
Government for an assure d increase in the products )
of agriculture. (33)

The aspirations of the Soviet Government having
failed to materialize probably account for the fact
that no official figures respecting the harvest of 1931
have been published to date.

As to the current year, the Control Figures fixed
th e grain harvest at 90.1 million tons, but, . sub
sequently, V. Osinsky expressed the opinion that
the harvest wou ld amount to 78.5 million tons.
No further information has been given.



GENERAL RESULTS.

From 1926/27 onwards, as we see, the sowing
area l?er head of the population rem aine d practi

cally stationary .

The situation with regard to the net harvest
per head of the tot al population and per head of

Before the revolution, some districts of Russia
suffered at intervals from failure of crops and the
subsequent horrors of famine. But on the whole,
Russia was accounted a country rich in grain
surpluses; prior to the world war she exported
up to 10 million tons of grain per annum and the
problem of feeding the population never arose. The
programmes of agrarian reform worked out by the
Democratic and Socialist parties before the
revolution only aimed at remedying the peasants'
land shortage-a sequel ' to the reforms of 1861
and at abolishing class restrictions affecting
peasants' civil rights

The present food crisis in Soviet Russia is by no
means due to unpropitious meteorological conditions or
to unfavourable and transient economic factors, but, as
statistics show, it has developed progressively and is
the result of the general economic policy pursued by the
Soviet Government over a number of years . It is the
logical outcome of the policy adopted, and only a
change of policy-similar to that of 1921, for
instance-could provide the population of Russia
with food. But such a change would need to be
perhaps even more drastic than that introduced by
the New Economic Policy.

For the convenience of the reader, we have
grouped the basic statistics on Soviet agriculture
in Appendix III (Tables I-IV) and only refer below
to some of the data for the purpose of illustrating
our points.

The figures for the sowing area under cereals,
per head of the total population and per head of
the population subsisting on agriculture, show
that the pre-war level has not as yet been reached
(hectares) :

the population subsisting on agriculture is even
less satisfactory, as will be gathered from the figures
given below (double tsentners) :

161.1
124.6
134 .6
190 .4

General trade
index

Per head of
population

subsisting on
agriculture

7.1
4.4
5.8
4.6

Per head of
total

population
4.9
3.6
4 .5
3 .5

1913
1922 /23
1926/27
1931 /32

1925 /26
1926 /27
1927 /28
1928 /29

Knowing that transactions on the free market
accounted for 23 % of the total grain turnover of
the country in 1928/29, the index of free market

Although the harvests vary from year to year
(in 1930/31, as we mentioned, the harvest was
particularly abundant), a definite tendency to a
decrease marks the period 1926/27-1931 /32.

The failure of grain production to keep pace
with the increase of population is in contrast to
the development of industrial production, which
is overhauling the increase in the population . An
adequate increase in the sowing area is possible,
and if the increase achieved does not accord with
the increase of population, and the amount of
supplies available does not attain the pre-war and
pre-revolutionary level , the cause of such a failure
is not of a physical but of a social-economic

character.

The system of compulsory deliveries of grain at f
prices fixed by the Government proved detrimental
to agri culture. Free market prices were rising from
year to year and fixed prices lagged far behind. We
will not refer here to the unofficial information at
our disposal on free market prices in the U.S.S.R.,
as even the very scarce official data available is
sufficient to illustrate our point regarding the
divergencies in prices.

Th e Cont rol Figures for 1929/30 contain some
information on the level of the index of prices at
which deliveries of grain were effected, and on the
general grain trade index (weighted average of
prices at which deliveries of grain were effected and
of pric es on the free market) :

Index of
fixed prices

151.8
118.7
129 .1
154.4

Per he ad of
population

subsisting on
agr iculture

1.06
0 .61
0.82
0.85

Per head of
total

population
0.74
0.49
0.64
0 .64

1913
1922 123
1926 /27
1931/32
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1931/32
4,333

1930 /3 1
6,097

Rural
population

4.30
3.53
4.68
3.64
3.94
2.90

In % of
total harvest

28.9
15.9
20 .2
28 .5

1929 /30
2,210

Marketable
grain
19.8
7.6
9.8

20 .2

Urban
population

3.64
3.10
2.88
3.54
4.41
4.41

1926 /27
2,183

1922 /23
722

1913 ..
1922 /23
1926 /27
1930 /31

1913 ..
1922 /23
1926 /27
1929 /30
1930 /31
1931 /32

The official data for 1931/32 IS not yet pub-.
lished. It is obvious that the provision. of such
a quantity of grain sets a heavy burden on the
shoulders of the peasants, a burden which is
psychologically all the heavier to carry inasmuch
as a considerable amount of the grain is marketed
abroad. The following figures give the balance of
the grain import and export operations (in thousand
tons) :

national production of agriculture and to a crisis in
food supplies.

Although the total amount of grain marketed
has not reached the 1913 leve l, the portion of the
harvest now delivered is relatively heavier than in
1913, apart from the fac t that grain is surrendered
at prices which are far below market prices. The
amount of marketable grain provided by the villages
for export purposes, for consumption by the army,
the urban population and the industrial workers
is as follows (in million tons) :

As a result of the policy pursued, the amount
of grain available per head of the population was
as follows (in double tsentners) :

1913
10,081

The figures in the second column include fodder.
Under normal conditions the per capita figure is
higher for the rural than for the urban population.
In recent years this ratio has been altered : in
1929/30 , the amounts available for each section of
the population were almost equal; in 1930/31, the
urban population received 12% more agricultural
produce than the ru ral population; and in 1931/32,
the former retained their privileged pos ition. At

Relation
of

I to II
0.89
0.72
0.41
0.33
0.31
0.28
0.14
0.10

General
trade

177
183
267
417

II
Market
trade
191
227
423
355
602
640

I,139
1,613

prices can be calculated for that year and given
as 312.7 Therefore in 1928/29 fixed prices were
only 49% of free market prices.

For other years, the index of free market prices
cannot be ascertained from official data and we
must therefore make use of the indices of retail
prices in State and private trade. The dynamic
relations of the latter correspond fairly closely to
the dynamic relations of the indices of prices at
which deliveries of grain are effected and those for
the free market.

I
State
trade
170
164
175
182
187
179
161
161

1926/27
1927/28
1928 /29
1929 , July-Sept.
I /I/1930 ..
I /IY/1930 ..
I /I/1931 . .
I/I/1932 ..

It should be noted that in this table, prices
for the years 1931 and 1932 refer only to Leningrad
and are based on data referring only to three cereals.
Consequently, 1931-32 indices cannot be regarded
as wholly comparable to the indices for 1926-30.
The last column indicates the approximate pro
portion of the market price received by the peasant
on delivery of his grain to the State at fixed prices.

The more the fixed and the free market prices
differ, the less, of course, is the peasant willing to
deliver his produce at fixed prices. The peasant
might have agreed to surrender grain at prices
fixed by the State if the difference did not excee d
some 10% or 20%, but when the . divergency of
prices reached 30% as in 1927/28, he was reluctant
t o sell . In 1931 and 1932, when fixed prices for
.grain were but 14% or 10%, or even less of its
market value, the supply of grain at such prices
amounted in the eyes of the peasant to expropria
tion of the produce of his labours. Therefore, fixed
prices lagging more and more behind market prices,
which increase commensurately with the fall in the
stocks of grain on the free market, inevitably
occasion refusal on the part of the peasant to
voluntarily surrender his grain and result in
requisit ions enforced by administrative measures.
This system is unsatisfactory as, apart from
other reasons, it inevitably leads to a decline in the
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present , the am ount allotted to th e urban popu
lation is higher and that to the rural population
lower than in 1913 and 1926/27.

In th e U.S .S.R. , heavy indust ry is ahead of
agriculture. Th e expansion of th e former calls for
a corresponding expansion of the latter. It is
evident tha t th e inherent connect ion between
industrialization of the country and increase in
the quantity of gra in and other agricultural
products destined for the market was not perceived
to its full extent by the Soviet Government,
as th e policy with regard to agriculture was
in direct contradiction to th e industrial and
export policies . It is equally obvious that the
pro cess of industrialization cannot be advanced
unless an improvement takes plaee in agricultural
conditions.

In this respect, it is symptomatic of the tim es,
that the" fight for industrialization " has now been
superceded by the" fight for grai n."

The foregoing data leave no doubt , in our
opinion, that the causes of the existing food crisis
and of th e det erioration of agriculture mu st be
ascribed to the Soviet Government policy towards
the peasant.

E ndea vours to cont rol th e sur plus output of
agri culture in order to direct this surplus to
towns, industry and foreign markets-in accord ance
with th e prescribed tempo of industrialization
resul ted both in a curtailment of the peasan t's sha re
of agricultural produce and in the dim inution of
State supplies. The fall in the purchasing power of
the chervonets and the shortage of goods on th e
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internal market on the one hand, the appropriation
of agr icultural produce at fixed prices on th e other,
inevitably led the peasant to resist the policy of
grain collection. To overcome th is resistance and
t o main tain the State monopoly of gra in, th e
Government had to revert to administrative and
legal measures of compulsion. A decline in pro
du ctivity and disorganization of agriculture
ensued. Attempts to remedy the situation by mean s
of wholesale collectivization merely accelerated
th e mar ch of events .

F ollowing its policy with out regard . eit her to
the vital needs of the population or to the people's
estimation of such needs, the Soviet Government,
despite fifteen yea rs experience, still believes in
th e supreme power of administrative compulsion ,
and still dispenses it in truly Asiatic doses. Hence,
the element of daring inherent to the Soviet policy ,
hen ce also its irresponsibl e and hazardous features.

In the sphe re o f agriculture, the fruit s of this
policy are at ha nd. The fields in Russia ha ve never
before been as overrun with weeds as they are this
year. In some regions, flour is unobtainable even
at a pri ce one hundred times higher th an in pre- I

war days. Throughout the country, th e supplies
of meat , milk and butter are very scarce and th ere I

is an acute shortage of bread and potatoes.
The R ussian peasant holds th at " the fate of '

crops is in th e hands of God, but famin e is th e deed
of man. " By this he means that it is possible to
avert a fam ine even in the face of a crop failure.

To-day, the Russian population is experiencing
a famine without f ailure of crops.
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Appendix I.

THE SIZE OF PEASAN T HOLDINGS IN RELATION TO THE ~IARKETABILITY OF GRAIN.

The budget investiga t ions of peasant eco nomies, prior
and su bseque nt t o t he revolution, showed that peasants
with sm all holdings buy more grain than they sell and
derive their earnings fr om hand icraft and the hiring out
of their services; the peasants with large h old ings a lone
sell m ore grain than they buy.

According to the st a t ist ician A . G . Michaelovsky, .. in.
the en d , the larger sowing gro up s appear as sellers and the
smaller sowing groups as buyers of grain . . . 42 % of our
peasantry either do not sow at a ll, or else t hey sow in
sufficien t ly to satisfy their own requirements and are thus
compelled to purchase grain. The purveyors of grain, a re
therefore t he rem aining 58 % of the peasant population
and fro m t heir production the requirements of t h e towns
and the needy p ea san t s a re satisfied. I n t his more pro
ductive section of the peas antry, the gro up of fa rms having
large sowing areas is of p articular importance; although
this group is not very large numerically, since it only
consists of one-sixth of the tota l p easant population, it is
responsible for more than half of the entire grain surplus." (34)

Further , Michaelovsky gives the b alance of transfers
and purchases of the p rinc ipal sowing groups in t he
territory embracing a b out 80 % of the peasant fa rms as
follows (in tons) :

Balance of
Transfers and

P urc hases In %
Groups not sowing -754,450 - 12.2
Groups sowing up t o 2.0

hectares - 2,3 07, 150 -37.4

Groups sowing fr om 2.1-4 .0
hectares - 357,800 - 5.8

Groups sowing from 4 .1-8.0
hectares . . 3,654 ,150 59 .2

Groups sowing from 8 .1 an d
over S,940,050 96 .2

TOTAL 6,174,800 100.0

The amount of grain enteri ng the market to meet the
needs of industry, expor t, the urban popula t ion a nd the
army obviously depen ds, not on the ex t ent of transfers
from the peasants' fa rms, b u t on the balance of transfers
and purchases. The urban popu la t ion and the industrial
proletariat in Russia deri v ed their supp lies of gra in fro m
large privately owned es tates (while su ch existed) a nd from
large p easant farms. The latter remain ed t he chief suppliers
of grain after the revoluti on .

The poor pe asants, sowing up t o 4 he ctares of la nd never
supplied gra in to t he t ow n s as t hey even had to purch a se
som e 3! million t on s from the m id dle class peasantry , which
could barely sa t isfy t hese requ ir em ents. The grain p ro 
duced on p ea sant fa rms sow ing over 8 hectares of la nd,
alone reached the town a nd export m arkets.

The extensive reduction in the size of p easant farms
d uring the years of rev olution must, in conseq uenc e, have
considerably diminish ed t he q uant ity of marketable gra in
available fo r towns and ex po r t. In 1927, N . D. Kondratiev,
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referring to the di sorganization of food supplies, right ly
pointed out that" the q uest ion of agr icultura l marketability
depends entirely on whether or not we continue to breed
co nsuming dwarf farms . U nt il a solu t ion to this proble m
is found, all questions rela t ing t o economic development
will remain unsolved ." (35)

A year later, Stalin subscribe d to this view. I n t he
sum mer of 1928, during hi s interview with the st ude nt s'
representatives, he vouchsafed the following ex pla nati on
of the food diffic ulties: .. Is it not a fact that we have
already reached the pre-war sowing area? Yes, it is a fact .
Is it not a fa ct tha t the gross out p u t of grain last year
already reached the pre-war level, i.e. 5 m illiard p oods of
grain? Yes, it is a fact. How is it t hen ac counted for,
tha t notwithstanding t h ese circumstances we produ ce only
h a lf as much marketable grain a nd export about t wenty
t imes less than in pre-war days? This is accounted for in
th e first place and m ainly, by the cha nge brou ght about
by the October revolution in the st ru ct ure of our agri
cultural economy, a change resulting in the transfer fro m
the large-scale and well-to-d o p easant fa rms producin g th e
major quantity of marketa bl e grain, t o the small and middle
class peasant farms which p roduce the least a mount of grain.
The fact that before the war we had 15-16 million ind i
vidual p ea sant farms, whilst now we hav e 24-25 million,
shows that the main ba sis of our agricult ural economy is
small peasant farming which prod uces a minimum of
m arketable grain." (36)

In confir m a t ion of t hese co nsiderat ions, Stalin a dva nced
the following table re gardin g the soc ia l-economic orig in of
m arketable gra in before t h e war and in 1926 /27 :

Gross Marketable P ercentage
Production Grain of Ma r k et -

mil . tons I n % m il, t on s In% abi li t y
Pre-War
Landowners 9.8 12 4.6 21.6 47
K ulaks 31.1 38 10 .7 50.0 34
Middle and poor

peasants 41.0 50 6.0 28.4 14.7

TOTAL 82 .0 100 21.3 100 26

1926/27
Kulaks 10.1 13.0 2.1 20 20

Middle and p oor
peasants 66.4 85.3 7.6 74 11.2

Kolhozy and
Sovhozy 1.3 1.7 0.6 6 47.2

TOTAL 77. 8 100 10.3 100 13 .3

This t able sho ws that a lt ho ug h the mar ketab le p or ti on of
the grain owne d by the mi ddle-class a nd poor pe a santry , is
only half t hat of the kula ks, t hey produce for the m arket
over 3! times more grain than the kulaks. Stalin, ther e
fore, conclude d that the policy of h elping the middle-cla ss
and poor peasantry was not suc h a bad t hi ng from the
na t iona l a s well as from the cla ss point of view; a nd that t he



On compari ng this table with Stalin's, we find that his
poor and middle peasants pen etrate deeply into t h e group
of peasant economies with a sowing area of more than 8
hectares. Unfortunately, l\Iich aelovsky does not sub
d ivide this la st group into smaller gro ups . We ca n assume
tha t, in the case of farms having a sowing area of over 16
hectares, not less than a third of the marketable grain
would be accounted for by peasants belongi ng to t he la t t er
group. Thus it wo uld appear that Stalin included in t he
"middle" peasants not only those farms sowing from 8 to
16 hectares, b ut also a third of those sowing over 16
hectares.

Our Table No. I , giving the dynamics of agric ult ural
output, embraces only a part of the agricult ural processes
of the .U .S .S.R. 'ATe m ust bear in mind'that not on ly is t he
ex tent of the pro ductivity of a gri cu lture of impor tance, b ut
a lso it s measure of marketability , for the rise of the market
a b le productivity of agriculture ca n alone assure the
expans ion of t own s and large-scale industries in countries
wher e the increase in the importation of agricultural
pro duc ts is limited.

-55.4

59.2

96 .2

-4,069

4,348

7,069

51.2

32.4

16.4

58.2

36.8

18.6

Sowing Gro ups

Up t o 4 .0 hectares

From 4.1 -8.0 hectares

From 8.1 and over

ro le played by t he kulaks in provisioning t owns a nd the
industrial popula tion was not after all so important.

However, owing to the manner of their statistica l
presentation , t hese figures fail completely to give a true
picture of t he situat ion. The vital point here is in the
meaning given to t he terms" poor," "middle" and" ku lak."
The semi-we ll-to-do peasant s a re included with t he" poor"
and" middle" peasants. F urther, for some reason or othe r ,
the poor who d o not sell , but, in fact, buy grain, are
in clud ed in t he t able . It is evident t hat they sho uld not
ha ve appeare d t here. We should then have had the
midd le peasants, t he semi-well-to-do peasants a nd t he
kula ks.

In data for 1927 /28, A. G. Michaelovsky divides the
Russian peasant ry into the following main groups:

Population Ma rketable Gra in
millions In % t ho usand tons In %
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Appendix II.

CH ANGES I N T H E L EVEL OF THE PEASANT S' REAL INCOlVIES AND I N T HE SOCI AL L EVEL OF

T H E I R INCOMES IN RELATIO N T O THE T OTAL NATIONAL I NCOME.

1913
1922 /23
1924 /25
1925 /26
1926/27
1927/28
1928/29
1930

This t a bl e shows that the revolu t io n brought a b out a
low ering in the standard of liv in g of the p ea sants a nd eve n
for a p eri od of years a loweri ng in the soc ia l level of their
in comes. As com p ared to the p rivileged class of indus tria l
work ers, the socia l level of p easant in comes d ecl ined in
1927 /28 b y m ore t han 40 % .

B l . The national in com e per capit a of the entire popu
lation. with correct ion for the d et erioration in the
q ualit y of ma nufactured goo d s in la rge-sca le in d ustry .

B 2 • T he aggrega t e m on ey wages a nd wages in kind , p er
head of the working class population (including
dependants ). with co rre ct io n for the deterioration of
m anufactured goods in large-s cale industry, and
wi thout deducti ons on a ccount of co mp ulso ry sub 
scrip t ions t o State loans.

W e will not dwell here on the methods of establishing
data B l a nd B 2 as information on our methods of calcu la t ion
is given in Memorandum N o. 6, pp.4-7 .

-As the cost of living (b udget) ind ex for 1930 has not
be en p ublished in the U .S.S.R. . the data A, B l , B 2• for
the period 1922 /23 -1930 a re given in ch ervone t z roubles,
the purchasing power of which decr eases from year to
year. (38)

The data give n in Appendix II I rega rding the cha nges
in the volu me of agric ult ural prod uct ion per hea d of the
rura l pop ulatio n subsisting on . a griculture. enab le us t o
a scer tain the changes which have taken place in the level
of th e p easant population's r eal in come d erived from
agri culture a nd the rela ti ve soc ia l level of t hi s in come.

T he net in come fro m agricu lture per h ead of the
popula tion subsist ing on agric ult ure a m ou nted t o :

In pre-war roubles Index
68.8(37) 100

49 .8 72 .6
51.1 74 .6
63.4 92.6
63 .7 93.0
62 .0 90 .5
61.8 90.2
67 .0 97 .8

The earnings from cottage industries co uld by no me ans
compensate for t he d ecr ease in agricultural incomes
which our figures reve al . as aft er t he revolu tion they
decl ine d even m ore t han the la t t er a nd t heir subseq uent
recover y during the p eri od of t he p oli cy of re st orati on
did not result in their regaining pre-war levels . The
unreliability of data concerning the ea rnings fro m cottage
in dust ri es render s it unsu it abl e for use a nd our p resent
analysis is therefore confi ne d t o figures which refer only
t o t h e incom e d erived by p easants fro m agric ult ure proper.

In order to d et ermi ne t he cha nges in the re lative soc ia l
lev el of the p easant s' in come from a gr icult ure. i .e.. the
level of p ea sa nts' ea rnings in rela ti on t o t h e t otal inc ome
of the population, we ha ve to operate wi th the fo llowing
data:
A. The net in come fro m agricult ure p er head of the

population subsist ing on agricult ure .
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1913
1922 /23
1923 /24
1924 /25
1925/26
1926/27
1927 /28
1928/29
1930

A
68 .8
38 .8
47 .8
56 .2
80 .8
79 .8
87 .3

103.4
127 .4

B l

100 .8
51.0
76 .7
88 .0

127.4
126 .8
131.6
148.9
175 .6

B2

193.8

346. 8
390.2
356. 1
378. 6
462.4

A/B l

0.68
0.76
0.62
0.64
0.63
0 .63
0.66
0.69
0. 73

A/ B 2 B 2 /A
0 .35 2.82

0.23 4.29
0 .20 4 .89
0.25 4 .08
0.27 3.66
0 .28 3.63



Appendix III . TABLE I.

DYNAMICS OF AGRICULTURAL OUTPUT.

So wing Ar ea Agricult ura l Output

--------1--------I Tech nical Grain Draug ht
Tota l Ar ea (1)

I
Cereals (2) Crops (2) H arvest (3) H orses (4) Cows (4) Gross (5) Ne t(6 )

1---._--- - - - - --- - -

Millions of
Millions of hect ares d ouble tsentners Millions Millions of pre-war ro ub les

1913 116.7 102.7 5.5 816.0 - - 10,510 7,292
1916 106.5 - - 623.1 27.3 25.9 10,400 -

1921 90.3 79.8 - 422.9 - - 5,460 -

1922 77.7 66.2 4.0 562.7 20.0 24.8 7,840 5,370
1923 91.7 78.6 4.0 573.8 19.9 26.1 8,330 -
1924 98.1 82 .9 5.8 514.0 20.0 27.1 8,800 5,668
1925 104.3 87.3 7.2 746.8 20.3 28.6 10,640 7,150
1926 110.3 93.7 6.8 783.4 21.6 29.7 11,170 7,310
1927 112.4 94.7 7.2 728 .1 23.2 29.9 11,000 7,236
1928 113.0 92.2 8.6 733.2 24.3 30.8 11,500 7,336
1929 118.0 96.0 8.8 717.4 25.2 30.4 11,000 -
1930 122.2 98.6 9.6 835. 5 23.2 26.7 10,200 8,081
1931 136.4 104.5 14.1 700.0 - 23.8 11,070 -

(1) The figures in t hi s column refer t o t he cult ivated area from which the
harvest has been take n, less dedu ct ion for the area on which crops
wer e destroyed by dro ug ht , frost or insects.
Sources : Narodnoe Khosyaistvo SSSR, 19 32, pp . XXXVII-XXXIX
and 121; for 1913, Pyatiletny P lan R ekon strukt sii , vol. I , p . 144 ;
the figures for 1916 are based on B. Gukhman's data in Produktsia i
P otreblenie SSSR , 1925, p . 114 .

( 2) The da t a referring to cereals include bean a nd refer to t he harvest ed
areas. Sources: Narodnoe Khosyaistvo SSSR, 19 32, pp. XXXVIII
XXXIX and 121 . 153; for 1913 , Py atiletny P lan Re konstruktsii ,
vo l. I, p . 144; for 1923, Balans Narodnovo Khosyaistva SSSR ,
1923-1924, vol. II, pp . 56-60 and 73 .

(3) Sources : Norodnoe Khosy aistvo S SSR , 1923 , p . 121 ; for 1913,

Pyati letny P lan R ekonstruktsii, vol. I , p . 144 ; for 1916 , B . Gukhman ,
Produktsia i P otreblenie, p . 114 ; for 1931, Izvestia, 2 /Il /1932 ;
Pravda, 11/11/1932 , gives 784 m illion do uble t serrtners, but V . Os insky
in S ocialisticheskoe Zemledelie of 5 /VII/1932 reduces t his figu re to
700 million d ouble tsentners.

(4) So urces : Narodn oe Khosyaistvo SSSR, 1932, p . 121 ; for the number
of cows in 1913 , So cialis tich esk aya Rekonstruktsia Sel skovo Kho
syaistva, 25 /Il /1932 .

(5) Based on B . Gukhman's data in Ekonomicheskoe Obozrenie, 1929,
No.9, p . 114 and on Kontrolnye T syfry .

(6) Based on data for na ti onal income. For the perio d 1922-1928 . this
data refers to economic and n ot t o calendar years .

TABLE II.

POPULATION SUBSISTING ON AGRICULTURE AND THEIR INCOME THEREFROM.

Population Number of Net Agricultural Production
inhabit ants

Subsisting on Sowing .Ar ea subsisting In pre-war roubles In chervonets roubles
Rural agriculture on agricult ure ,---------- - --- per 100 h ect ares Total Total

Millions . of sowing area - P er head ------- - P er head .
Millions of hectares Millions Mill ions

- - --- --- -- - - - - - - --
1913 112.3 96 .6 116.7 81.2 7,292 76.9 7,292 76.9

1922/23 114.0 108.0 77.7 139.0 5,370 49.7 4,175 . 38 .7
1923/24 115.5 109.4 91.7 119.3 - - 5,225 47.8
1924/25 117.3 111.0 98.1 113.2 5,668 51.1 6,241 56.2
1925/26 119.1 112.7 104.3 108.1 7,150 63.4 9,109 80.8
1926/27 121.3 114.7 110.3 104.0 7,310 63.7 9,157 79.8
1927/28 123.5 116.7 112.4 103.8 7,236 62.0 10,1.93 87.3
1928/29 125.6 118.7 113.0 105.0 7,336 61.8 12,270 103.4

1930 127.7 120.6 122.2 98.7 8,081 67.0 15.369 127.4

TABLE III.
THE GRAIN HARVEST.

Area u nd er grain cult ivat ion (1) Grain Harvest Ul
T otal N um be r of - -=I --- -- - - - - - -- - ---

Popula t ion inhabit ant s Per h ead Per h ead
subsisting on IS~bsisting on

--
T otal IS~bsistin~-:-agriculture Total Amount

Total po pulat ion agriculture for seed (2) Net po pulat ion ag riculture
- - - ----- - --- - - - - ------

Millions D ouble
Millions of hectares H ecta res Millions of tons t sen t ners

- -- - - ------
1913 139.7 96.6 102.7 0.74 1.06 81.6 13.2 68.4 4.9 7.1

1921/22 134.6 (3) 106.7 (3) 79.8 0.59 0.75 42.3 10.3 32.0 2.4 3.0
1922/23 134.3 (3) 108.0 (3) 66.2 0.49 0.61 56.3 8.5 47.8 3.6 4.4
1923/24 137.4 109.4 78.6 0.57 0.72 57.4 10.1 47.3 3.4 4.3
1924 /25 140.5 111.0 82 .9 0.59 0.75 51.4 10.7 40.7 2.9 3.7
1925/26 143.6 112.7 87.3 0.61 0.77 74.7 11.4 63.3 4.4 5.6
1926/27 147.0 114.7 93.7 0.64 0.82 78.3 12.1 66.2 4.5 5.8
1927/28 150.6 116.7 94.7 0.63 0.81 72.8 12.2 60.6 4.0 5.2
1928/29 154.4 118.7 92.2 0.60 0.78 73.3 11.9 61.4 4.0 5.2
1929/30 157.7 120.2 96.0 0.61 0.80 71.7 12.4 59.3 3.8 4.9
1930 /31 160.6 (3) 121.4 (3) 98.6 0.61 0.8 1 83.6 12.7 70.9 4.4 5.8
1931/32 163.0 (3) 122.8 (3) 104.5 0.64 0.85 70.0 (4) 13.4 56.6 3.5 4.6
1932/33 165.0 (3) 124.0 (3) 101.3 0.61 0.82 78.5 (4) 13.1 65.4 4.0 5.3

I

(1) Including beans.
(2) The average sowings pe r hect are are calc ulated as equal to 1.29

d ouble tsentners ,
Cll Approximate figures .

(4) The har vest figures for 1931 and the preliminary estimates of the
cro ps for 1932 are taken from V. Osinsky's data in S ocia list ich eskoe
Ze mledelie, 5/VII/1932.



Appendix III.

TABLE IV.

SUPPLY AND DISTRIBUTION OF GRAIN.

Grain Harvests
Su pplies for Agr icu ltu ral P opulation

Gross Net

State P ro visions

Thousand tons

Amount of
marketable

grain
according
to Control

Fi gures (4)

Percentages

Export

Foreign Trade

Thousand tons

Sup plies for towns and
industrial popula ti on

Total Per head
------1----- - -1

Double
t sentners

Left with
producer s

Drawn fro m
the t own
markets

Thousand tons

Total

Per head of
t he

agricult ural
pop ulation

Double
tsentners

- - - - - -1- - - - - :- - - - -- '.- - - - - ,- -.- - -- r-----~--'-----I------,------,.-'------ .- - - - - - 1·- - - - -1- - - - - -,- - - - - - 1- - - - - - 1-- - - - - 1- .- - --- --

24,720 (3)

1913

1921/22

1922/23

1923/24

1924/25

1925/26

1926/27

1927/28

1928/29

1929/30

1930/31

1931/32

81,600

42,300

56,300

57,400

51,400

74,700

78,300

72,800

73,300

71,700

83,600

70,000

68,400

32,000

47,800

47,300

40,700

63,300

66,200

60,600

61,400

59,300

70,900

56,600

3,814

5,916

6,842

5,248

8,913

11,616

10,993

9,350

13,781

19,916

6,660

7,050

7,300

5,250

9,640

11,780

11,210

10,960

16,260

22,500

19,769

4,307

7,605

9,597

6,779

9,410

9,770

8,330

8,330

13,160

20,200

18,842 (10)

28.9

13.5

15.9

20.3

' 16.7

14.9

14.8

13.7

13.6

22.2

28.5

33.3

10,665

760

2,692

601

2,082

2,244

391

111

2,286

6,167

4,480

585

834

37

57

655

60

60

310

75

76

70

147

10,081

-834

722

2,635

-54

2,022

2,183

81

37

2,210

6,097

4,333

9,688

5,141

6,883

6,962

6,837

7,388

7,587

8,249

8,293

10,950

14,103

14,509 (10)

3.64

2.32

3.10

3.11

2.88

2.96

2.88

2.99

2.84

3.54

4.41

4.41 (10)

38,550

28,730

22,094 (6)

39,680

36,661

6,200 (7)

7,892 (6)

10,600 (8)

9,600 (9)

2,773 (8)

3,931 (8)

5,697 (8)

6,150 (8)

6,009 (8)

5,523 (8)

4,840 (9)

48,631

27,693

40,195

37,703

33,917

53,890

56,430

52,270

53,070

46,140

50,700

37,758 (10)

4.30

2.52

3.53

3.28

2.90

4.54

4.68

4.25

4.24

3.64

3.94

2.90 (10)

(1) Sources: Itogi Desyatiletia Sovetskoy Vlasti v Tsyfrakh, 1917-1927. p . 379 ; Statistichesky Sprauochnik,
1928. pp . 702-3; Narodn oe Khozya istvo S S SR . 1932, p . 338.

(9) Sources: P ravda 22 /VI /1931 ; Sovetskaya T orgouly a, 15/IX/1931.

(S) This figure is taken from the de cree of t he Council of the P eople's Com missars dated 6 /V /1932 ; the
plan figure for 1932 /33 is 21,080 thous and ton s.

(4) The marketable portion of agricult ural produce which includ es grain. forms in the interpretation of Gosplan.
the " balan ce of the village " a nd is composed of (1) the consu mpti on of the t own population and the army ;
(2) the requirements of industry and (3) the balance between export and import. K ontrolnye Tsyfry
na 1929/30. p. 445 ; K ontrolnye T syf ry na 1928/29, p. 402 ; K ontrolnye T syfry na 1927 /28 , p . 99;
K onirolnye T syf ry na 1931. p . 217 .
Sources: K ontrolnye T syf ry na 1925/26. pp. 58. 62-3, 68. 70-1 ; K ont rolny e T syf ry na 1929 /30 . pp. 141.
538-9 ; for 1930 /31- Socialisticheskaya R ekonstruktsy a Selskovo Khozya istua, 1930, No.8. P. 14.
According to the Py atiletny Plan etc .. the marke table portion amo unte d in 1913 t o 20 .4 million to ns,
in 1927/28 to 8 million tons. The data in K ontrolny e Ts yfry na 1931 on the market a ble po rt ions of grai n
for 1928 /29 a nd 1929 /30, given as 267.3 million dou ble t sentners (pp . 4. 217), ca nnot be recon ciled with the
data fro m t he sources used by us.

(5 ) The net grain output (gross output less seed requ irements) is taken as 100.

(6) Kontrolnye Tsyfry na 1925 /26 . pp. 58-9. 62-3.

(7) Balans Narodnouo Khozyaistva SSSR. 1923/21. part I. pp. 129-133 . The meaning of t he te rm " market
able grai n" in the B alans N arodnovo Kh ozyaistva is muc h more ext ensive tha n in the K ontrolnye T syfry ;
it includes the whole of the gra in leaving the hands of t he produ cers for t he t own and home village markets.

(8) A. G. Mikhaylovsky, Statisticheskoe Obozrenie, 1927. No.9. p. 65; 1929. No .6. pp . 70 an d 73. and No. 12,
p . 59; 1930 . No.5. pp . 22-28 .

(9) Calcula t ed from the data on marketable produ ct ion of grain in Sdvigi v Selskom Kh ozyaistve S SSR mezhdu
XV i X VI P artynymi Siezdami, 1931, p . 157.

(10) Approximations ; based on the ass umption tha t the govern men t supply of gra in per head of the town
population remained in 19:11 /32 at the 1930 j:H lev el. The reduction of this supply by 10 % wo uld release
1.451 thousan d tons of grain whic h, if tra nsferr ed to the peasants, would increase t heir supply per head by
3.8%.



Footnotes.

1917
19 18
1919
1920

(1) S bornik 0 Z emle,.· pp. 8-9 , 1921. One desyatine= ·
2.7 acres = 1,092 h ectares. According to d at a of the
Central Agricultural Board , the peasant h oldings were
incr ea sed by the expropriation of land as follows:

Nor thern d istrict s 8 .3 %
Lake district s 12.3 %
Central industrial d istricts 12.0%
Cen t ral agricultura l dist ricts 27.5%
:\Iiddle Vo lga districts 50 .0 %
Lower Vol ga di stricts 16.3 %
Ural districts 7.3 %
(Vestnik St atistilii , 1923, I-III, p . 138).

( 2) Sbornik za P y at L et, 19 22, p . 295 . The decrease in
the popula t ion of towns can b e judged fro m the
figures referring t o t he two cap it a ls :

Moscow Petrograd
1,852 ,000 2, 300,000
1,685,000 1,469,000
1,416,000 900,000
1,120 ,000 740 ,000

element s of the peas antry, the batraki (labourers)
and the bedn ota (p oor ), partially expropriated the
ca pit a list and semi-capitalist elemen t s, the kulaks
(rich ' peasants) . .. this was not a proletarian
expro pria ti on of capital b ut a petit bourgeois ex
prop ria t ion ; not a 'communiza t ion' (a national
iza t ion, for instance) but a d ivision of property.
If during the first stage of t h e agrarian revolut ion
the influence of the urban prole ta r ian revolution
led in its essence to the elimination of the bourgeois
r ulers who hindered the agraria n a nt i-la ndowners'
revolution, then in the second stage the immediate
influence of the urban proletariat (organiza t ion of
th e Committees of the P oor) was the d et ermining
fa ctor. .. Of course, the develop me nt a nd the
st andard of p ea sant capitalist economy were not
ne cess arily such as to ca ll, in themselve s, for an
ant i-capit a list revolution . .. Without the act iv e
sup p or t of the urban prolet a ria t , t h e ' tendencies '
of the village p oor could not have materialized and
would have rem ained merely 'tende ncie s' ."

P er centage
13.6 %
4.0 %? z .o

Stock s
8.9

Ib id , vol. X VI , p . 262 .

N . D . Ko ndra tiev, Op cit , pp. 43 , 238-245.
The gross grain crops (excl ud in g t erritories occupied
by the enemy) an d t he a ct ual State food p rovisioning
st ocks are expressed by t he following figures in
million t on s :

Total crops
1916 {17 65.0
1917 {18 .. 62 .3

(7) I bid, vol. XXIV, pp. 569-570.

(9) Lenin, Collection of Works, vol. X VIII, p art I, p . 176 .

(e) Lenin, Collection of W orks , vol. X V., p. 500.

(8) The Provisional Government, during the eight
mont hs of its ex istence, supplied on a n averag e
738,000 tons of grain a mont h for the n eed s of the
army a nd t h e population, but after the Oct ober
coup d'etat t he supplies showed a cons idera ble
de crea se as can b e see n from t he figures we give
(in thousand tons) :

November , 1917 641
Decem b er, 1917 136
J anuary , 1918 . . 46
Februa ry, 1918. . 41
March, 1918 48
Ap ril, 1918 38
May, 1918 3
June, 1918 2

(N. D . Kondratiev. T he grai n mark et an d its regu lation
during the Wa r an d R evolut ion, Moscow, 1922 , pp. 130,
238 ,245).

(12) N. Orlov . D evy at Mesyatseu P rodouolstuenn oy Raboty
S ouetshoy Vla sti, p . 34 1.

(10)

(11)

0.1 to 0.25

0 .25 to 0.50

0.50 to 1.00

allotment per
the following

Desyatines
less than 0.1

Vladimir, R yazan, Tula,
Kaluga, Smolensk, Orel,
Vorone zh , Penza from

Pe tersburg, Sarat ov from

Vologda , Yaroslavl, K ostro ma,
Niz h ny -N ovgorod , K urs k ,
i\Iog ilev from

(3) According to B . N. Knipovich, the
head of t he peasant p op ula tion in
provinces amounted to :

P rovinces
Moscow, Novgorod, Vyatka

(4) B . Knrpovich , An outline of the activities of the
People's Commissariat of A griculture f or the 3 ye ars
1917-1920, Moscow , 1920, p. 9. P . Mesyatsev, a com
munist, also notes in Sbornik 0 Zemle (p . 9) that" in
the majority of cases t he allotment of land produced
very insignificant r esults as regards individual
farms. The main co nseque nces of the land reform
wer e in the abolition of the remaining serf 
feudal relations ye t existi ng in the villages."
Further infor ma t ion on the subject is give n by the
sa me a ut hor in Z emelnaya i Selsko- kh , P olit ika v
Rossii, Moscow , 1922, pp. 10, 83 .

Arch ange l over 1.00
(Sbornik 0 Ze mle, 1921, pp. 29-31) .

(5) The social character of the second agrarian revolu
t ion is, on the whole, faithfully de scribed by the
com munist L. Kritsman in his Divisi on of Classes in
the Soviet Villages (Moscow, 1926, pp. 14-1 6).
Acc ording to him, this revolution" completes for the
time being the st ruggle between the rural capitalist
classes : the p ro letaria n and semi-proletarian
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(18) Lenin , Collection of Works, vol. X V, pp. 305 , 307,
309 , 312 ; vol. XVI , p . 372 .

(14 ) Th e d ecree provided for a definite quant it y of
ma nufactured goo ds to be placed a t the di sposal
of the P eopl e's Food Commissariat and excha nged
for grain and other food products. The grain was
t o be taken from the rich peasants, bu t the manu
factu red goo ds given in lieu thereof wer e to be
dist ributed t o the needy. The poor were to organize
this 'exchange.' In the ins t ru ctions co ntaine d in the
decree it was defi nitely stated that "the issue of
manufactured goods in direct exchange for gra in is
in no case permissible. A distribution of goods among
all the poor of the district s is essential in order to induce
those who have no grain to procure It from those who
have it , compelling them to surrender it." Payment
for the grain thu s co llected was t o be effec ted in the
ra t io of ! in goo ds and t in mo ney. It is im possible
to a pply th e ter m barter to t hese procedures which
amounted to no less t han expro priat ions in t he
in terests of th e rural poor.
Ea r lier still , at t he end of Ma rch, the People's Com
m issa r for Food had issued a report t o the Council
of People's Commissars in which he ca lled their
attention to the necessity for organizat ion of
barter in t he villages. " An a nalysis of t he existing
co nd it ions led, in his op inion, to t he conclusion that
only by supplying the village with that which it
dema nds, i,e . co m mo dit ies of primary necessity ,
could the hidden grain be brou ght to light. All
othe r meth ods wer e only pallia tives." T his barter
was to be organized on co m m unis tic bases of
eq uality " in suc h a way t hat t he unit (e.g., the
district) receives manufactured goo ds, agricult ura l
implem ents, etc., pro po r t iona te in value to the food
products surrende re d (e.g. I arshin for I p ood of grain)
di stributing the goo ds eq ually a mo ng its mem bers.
Thus the wh ole p op ula t ion of the district becomes
interested in co llec t ing grain and compels its
surre nde r by those possessing a ny."

(N . Orlov. Op . cit. pp. 182-3 ).
The Counc il of P eopl e 's Com missars endorsed
these views a nd on March 25th, voted 1,162 million
roubles to the Commissariat for Food, an a mount
eq uivalent to 27 million pre-war roubles . This sum
was for the purch ase of goo ds n eed ed by the peasants
with whose he lp it was a nticipated that as m uch as
120 million poods of grain would be ob taine d from
the villages.

(15) This decree" Concerning the organization of the rural
poor and their provision with grain, com m odit ies
of primary necessity and agricultural implemen ts,"
instituted everywher e di strict a nd village committees
of the rural poor. These co mm it tees we re called upon
to co-operate with the local organizations for food
supp lies in wr esting t h e st ocks of surplus grain from
the hands of the kulaks a nd in distributing grain,
commodities of primary necessi ty and agricultural
im p lement s, to those whom they th emselves desig
na t ed . The more su ccessfu lly the co nfiscation of
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surplus stock s fro m t he rich p ea sants pro ceeded, t he
more fa vourable the co nd it ions under wh ich t he
distribut ion of gra in, manufact ured goo ds and
agricult ura l impl em en ts was carried out. The grain
req uisitioned up t o July 15th, wa s di st ri bu t ed free;
between July 15th and August 15th, a t a discount
of 50 % on fixed prices, a nd d uring t he second half
of August a t a discount of 20 % . At the distribution
of manu factured goods and implements, those
districts which had effected the levy of surpluse s.
before July 15th , wer e entitled t o a rebate on the
fixed prices as follows: 50 % up to July 15t h ; 25 %
up t o September 15th ; and 15% up to October 1st.

(16) T he continue d r ise in prices dur ing the p eri od
1913-1920, may be seen from t he index of the Bureau
of Labour Statistics (September 1st of each year) :

1913 1.00
1916 2.20
1917 7.85
1918 117.20
1919 1,160 .00
1920 11,900.00

(17 ) According to 1\1. Frumki n, a communist holdi ng a
responsible post in con nect ion with food provisioning,
the supply of goods by the Food Committees to the
p easants was in the nature of a bonus given "for
political services ren d ered in he lpi ng t o co nfiscate
the grain . . . T he re wa s no "obligatory barter,"
a n insignificant q uant ity of goods, wh ich did not
cover even 20 % of the produce su rrendered, bei ng
di stribut ed . The di st ri bu ti on was made according
to per capita principles a nd not according to t he
amount of grain surre ndered. Precise ly those
p eople were provided for, who produced the lea st
a nd surrendered sti ll less grain . . . In the 1918 /19
ag ricu lt ural year , whe n t he amount of goods was.
rat he r larger , so me of t hem reached the purveyors of
ag ric ult ural produce t oo, bu t , as our st ocks dimini sh ed ,
t he district execut ive committees held over t he gre ater
par t of the " bar ter fund " to sa t isfy urban needs, and
only an in significant portion, certainly not more than
half, reache d the villages where the di stribution was in .
t he firs t pl ace effected bet ween pro letaria n and semi
prole taria n elements." 1\1. Fru mkin, To uaroobmen,
K ooperatsia i T orgouly a, pp. 7-8 , Moscow, 1921 ;
Chetyre Goda P rodouolstuenn oy Raboty, p . 69, Moscow,
192 2.

(16 ) In the autumn and winter of 1918/ 19, the Committees.
of the Poor wer e reinfor ced in the productive regions
by n ewcomers from fa mine st ricken districts, and
possessing both power a nd a rms, they tried to effect
a red istribution in their favour, of la nd, cattle, st oc k,
gra in and in ge neral of a ll agricultural r eser ves,
app ropria t ing also a ll the manufactured goods sent
to t he villages. (K. Orlov, Devyat M esyatseu P ro
dovolstvennoy Raboty Souetskoy Vla sti, pp. 375-6).
In the grain producin g regions the com mittees
wielded little power , but in the consuming districts
they were strong. Their activities were resented by



a.ll sec t ions of the rural population (excepting those
which ben efit ed from them) and had co nduced to
armed resistance. Th us, for in stance, in Novem be r
1918, the discontent of the population" manifested
itself in armed ri sings agains t the Com mi t tees of the
P oor. The risings sp read over a number of p rovinces,
t he sit ua t ion b ecoming part icularly ac ute . .. in the
ce ntra l black- soil region. In the Tambov p ro vince
artillery had to be resorted t o in supp ress ing the
ku lak ri sin g. " T he data obtaine d by t he enquiry
c ommi ssions for the in vesti gation of the ca uses of
the risings in th e Sos novsk district of the Tam bov
province (which was t h e ce ntre of ri sings in severa l
p arts of the Ta mbov, Penza and Ryazan provinces),
s how that the gene ral watch word in the first period
of these risings was " d own with the Co m mit tees
of the Poor." The reb els di sp ersed the co m mit tees,
d estroyed their d ocuments and their prop erty ,
killing their chairmen and m ember s. Soon, how
ever, the movement took a new course, a im ing not
on ly a t the st ruggle agains t the Committees of t he
P oor . but agains t a ll the or gans of the Sovi et Gover n
ment." (V . Averiev, N a A grarnom F ronte, III, 1930 ).

~ 19 ) Fo r details re garding the or ganization of F ood
De tach ment s a nd their activities, see Vtoroy God Borby
s Golodom , pp. 5-10 , Moscow, 1919 , a nd Kalen dar
sp ravochn ik P rodovolstvennika, pp. 7, 48-9, 93-6,
Moscow, 1912).

,(20) Vtoroy God Borby s Golodom , p. 6, Mos co w, 1919.

~ 2 1) A. 1. Khryaschova, a com m unist , sta tes that the
gove rnment agraria n a nd food policy of 1917-1921,
led t o the partitioning of the peas ant farms a nd to the
cur tailment of the sowi ng areas : " The a ctual di s
appea rance of a r egul a r market h as d eprived the
pea sa nt ma sses of a ll st imulus to produce surpluses.
T hese surpluses were only produced by farms which
were in a posit ion no t only to cultiv a t e the fields and
ha rvest the crops, but also to turn them into goods
despite the a bsence of regular markets (by sales to
bagm en , b y ho me di stillation of vodka, etc .). Thus, the
s ur pluses were di stributed throu gh the cha nne l of the
bagmen only , and co ns t it u te d but a ve ry small part of
the grain usuall y marketable. The a bsence of regnlar
mar kets must al on e hav e cur tailed the agricultural
prod uct ion of the small owners d ep endent on them . ..
F urthe rm ore, a di stribution of grain without compen
sa t ion in t he shape of industrial com m odit ies did
not encourage t he p easants individually to in cr ea se
their ac t iv it ies , nor were v ariou s other ex t ran eous
circ umsta nces, p re valent during the civil war and
b lockade , of a nature to encourage it. Not as a
r esult of any ill-will, but owing t o the very nature of
.small-scale holdings . . . did p eas ant farmin g react t o
the condit ions of 1918-1921 by a cur tailm ent of produc
tion. lII- will is a subjective factor. L ife is ac ti vated not
by ill-will but by object ive co nditions a nd ca uses .
The above me ntioned ob ject ive condit ions account
for thin gs be iru; so a nd not ot he rwise ." ( '\ . 1.
K h ryasche va, Gru p py i Klassy v Krestyanstue, p . 108,
2 nd . ed. , Moscow , 1926).
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(22) B alans Narodnouo K hoeyaistua S S S R , 1923-19'24, I ,
p . 119 : B. Gukh m an , Ekonomichesk oe Obozrenie,
I X , 1929 , p. 114 .

(23) The Com mu nists t hemselves ac knowledged t ha t " th e
di sclosure in a ll spheres of economic life of a ca tas
t rophic fa ll in prod uction values a nd of the gene ra l
impoverished state of the country demande d t h e
applicat ion of economic in it ia ti ve a nd t he enco urage
ment of individ ual economic effort among the
population - a state of affairs in compatible wi th a
universal monopoly a nd uni versal levelling ."
(Chetvertay a Godovshcbin a Narodnovo K omissariata
Prodovolstvia, Moscow , 1921 , p. 11) .
F or the p easants, the t ransiti on to the New E con omic
P olicy meant, a bo ve all , reinstatement in their civ il
rights. T o quote L. Krit zm an it implied " no t only
the cessa t ion of the land partition in g po licy, but the
colla pse of t he internal relation s ex ist ing in t he
villages durin g the time of the civ il wars: the a bo
lition of the gr atuitous a nd forci ble use of the
belongings of the we ll-t o-d o class by the poor , as well
as the a brogation of the political . privil eges ' of the
poor in the villages a nd of the econom ic a dva ntages
(t o the poor) attendant ther eon ." (K lass ovoe Rass
loenie v Souetskoy Deretme, Moscow, 1926 , p . 10.
The urgent need of dev eloping the pe asants' market
a ble production a nd the co nseque nc es a t tendant upon
such ex pansion were clearly and decisiv ely ou tlined
in a resolution passed by t he Central Com mi ttee of
t he Comm unist Party on Ap ril 30th 1925. According
to this resolution " t he ri se in agricult ure which is
a t presen t taking place chiefly in the form of an
exp ansion of small individual farms calls for an
inc rease in the marketing of the peasants ' produce
and for a decisive a band onme nt of a ny surviving
' war-com m unism' in t he villages (e.g. suspension of
t he ad ministrat ive measures directed against private
trade, agains t the kula ks , etc.), a state of affairs whi ch
is op po sed to the development of market facilities
now authori zed by the Ne w E conomic P oli cy through
out the count ry . Conc urrently with the d evelopment
of market trade in t he villages themselves and with
the est a blish me nt of a closer cont ac t between the
villages, towns and external markets, a st re ngth 
ening of the bulk of the middle class p eas ants is
t aking place and this will in cr ease as time goe s on;
a growth (a t any rate during the next few y ears) of
t he rich eleme nts in the village will occur sim ul
taneous ly and it will be accompanied by the
segrega t ion of t he ca pitalis t eleme nt s a mo ng the
p ea sants (t he kulaks) on the on e hand, a nd of the
agric ult ural labourers (batraks) a nd the village poor
on the other ."

(24 ) L enin, Collection of Wo rks, Vol. XVIII , Part II, p. 86 .

(25) According t o par. 107 of the Penal Code of ths
R.S .F .S .R., in creasing, with ev il in t ent, the prices of
goo ds by means of concealing such goo ds or fai ling to
issu e them to t he market, is punishable by imprison
men t for peri od s up t o one year a nd may be
ac companied by confisca t ion of the whole or part of
the offender s' possessions.



(34) Statisti cheskoe Obozrenie, 1930, No.5, pp . 40-43.

(35) Osn ovnye N achala Z emlepolzovan ia i Z emleustroy stua,
Moscow, 1927, pp. 181-2 .

(29 ) Calvin B . Hoov er, T he E conomic Life of S ovi et Russia ,
Macmillan & Co . Ltd. , L ondon, 1931, p. 329.

(36) 1. Stalin, Na Hlebnom Fronte, Pravda, 2 /VI /1928 ;
reprinted in Voprosy L eninisma, 6th Ed., 1929, pp.
508 /9.

V. Levin,
Moscow,

I zvestia, 2/II /19 32 ; P ravda, 1l /II /19 32 ;
Narodno-K hosyaistvenny Plan na 1932,
1932 , p . 139 .

(31)

(30 ) E konomicheskaya Zhisn , 4/XI /1931 .

(33 ) F urther considera ti ons on co llectivization m ay b e found
in Wh eat Studies of the F ood R esearch I nstitute, vol.
VIII, Nos . 5 and 6, March and Ap ril 1932 , Stanford
University , California, pp. 292-296 .

(32 ) Soc ialisticheskoe Z emledelie, 5 /VII /1932.

fin es, t hrou gh the m edium of the appropriate
a u t hor ities on individual owners who have not
complie d with this d eci sio n and who h ave not
delivered the gra in, equal t o an amoun t of up to
live times the value of the g ra in which should have
been d elivered and to resort to the sale of the
property of the p ersons ' in question if necessary.

2. R efus al t o deliver the grain on the part of a group
of homesteads and resis tance t o the fulfilment of .
the grai n plan entails liability to criminal pro
ce ed ings in a ccordance with par. 61 , part 3 , of
the P enal Code of the R.S .F.S.R.

3 . From the su m s collected in fines under the present
law, as also from the sums realized from the sale
by auction of the offenders' property, 25 % is
invariably to be deducted a nd applied to the
co-opera t iv e and collectivization funds of the
village poor of the di strict concern ed ."

(37) Before the Revolution, 10.9 % of the national incom e
from a gric ul t ure was obt a ine d from t h e land owners.
Prof. S . N . P rokopovich, Opyt I schislenia Narodn ovo
Dokhoda 50 gub, E uropey skoy R ossi i v 1900-1913,
Moscow, 191 8 , pp. 80 , 83 , 86.

(28 ) According to the origin al wording of this paragraph ,
refusal to fulfil a ny obligatory servi ce of State im
portance was punishable, in the first intance, by a
fin e imposed b y the Go v ernment Depart ment
concerned ; in the case of a second offence, by
co mp ulso ry labour for a p eriod not exceed ing six
mont hs, or by a fin e eq ua l t o the v alue of the
obligation left unfulfilled . Non-fulfilment by a gro up
of persons who had pre-arranged n ot to comply, was
punishable by imprisonment or compu lsory lab ou r
for a p eriod up t o one year, or by a fin e eq uivalent t o
do uble the value of t he obligat ion.
Accord ing to the n ew wording of this paragrap h,
refusal to comply with obligations and Government
pl ans was punish able in the fir st instance by a fin e
imp osed by the Government D epartm en t concerned
of up to fiv e times the value of the obligation ;
in the case of a second offe nce by imprisonm ent or
comp ulsory labou r for a p eri od up t o one year. For
the sa me offence comm itted by a gro up of persons by
pre-a rrangement, a nd en tailing acti ve resista nce to
t he Governmen t D epart m en t s levying the t ax , t he
punishment wa s im prisonment for a period up to
t wo y ears, accompanied by confiscation of a ll or part
of the offenders' property, a nd liability t o d eporta t ion .
In view of the peculia r wording of the seco nd d ecree
we d eem it advisabl e t o quote in full : "In order to
m eet the numer ou s requ ests of the poor and middle
class masses in t h e gra in growin g industry, a nd with
a view to curbing t h e a ct iv it ies of the kulak
speculating elements, t he All-Russian Cen t ral
E x ecu t iv e Committee a nd t he Coun cil of the People 's
Commissars of the R .S.F.S .R. ha v e resolved :

(2 6 ) Vide the resolution s or t h e P lenary Meetings of t he
Cent ra l Committee of t he Communist Party in April
and July , 1928 ; Savelev a nd P oskreb yshev ,
D irectivy V .K. P. , Moscow- Leningrad , 1931 , pp. 440-1,
464-5 ; and A Mikhail ovsky, Statisticheskoe Oboz
renie, 1930, N o.5, pp. 32, 36 , 41.

(27) This measure wa s responsible fo r the shor tage of
statistical data which has since become manifest.
With the elimi nat ion of so many experts the q ue stion
now arises: is it possi b le to co n duct p la nned
econ omi cs for a p opula ti on of 160 million s without
the adequate machiner y for ens uring the careful
st U?y of all the dynamic processes of t h e national
econom y ?

1. To a uthorize the village Soviets, in su ch cases
where it has been d ecided by citi zens in a village
general m eeting that the grain plan shall be
ca rried out by the en t ire vi llage a s a self-im p osed
task and when in that co nnect ion the di stri bution
of the tax is a ppor t ioned t o each farm: to im pose

(38) To a chieve greater a ccuracy it would be n ecessa r y to
deduct the a moun ts levied in di rect taxation from the
incom es of the p easants a nd the outla ys on acco unt of
compulso ry subscription s t o State loans from the wages
of the wo rkers .
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