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SOVIET AGRICULTURAL REORGANIZATION 
AND THE BREAD-GRAIN SITUATION 

T HIS study illuminates the course of agricultural develop
ments in the USSR since 1930 and 1931, when Soviet grain 

exports reached spectacular heights after a bumper crop. 

Socialistic reorganization of agriculture resulted much less 
in increase and improvement of grain production than in 
greatly increased power of the government over crop dispo
sition. Collective farms, dominated by the state but involving 
certain elements of co-operation, have been more successful 
than state farms in stabilizing their position and improving 
their practices. The state grain farms were conspicuously 
unsuccessful in enlarging wheat production in semiarid re
gions; consequently, governmental efforts have recently been 
directed toward expansion of wheat in more humid regions, 
and toward enhancement of yield per acre. But in humid 
regions the scope for expansion of wheat is rather narrow 
and has proceeded mainly at the expense of rye. The total 
bread-grain area has not yet regained the levels of 1930 and 
1931. Yields per acre, though better in 1933-35 than in the 
poor years 1931-32, failed to exceed the yields on peasant 
farms before collectivization. 

Greater control over crops has enabled the Soviet govern
ment to collect more grain than was possible before 1930. 
This facilitated large exports in 1930-31, but left producers 
with insufficient reserves. During the following years the 
government, while continuing to collect large quantities of 
bread grain, exported only moderate quantities and accumu
lated grain sufficient for abolition of bread rationing in 1935. 
To the extent that the government held grain stocks, its power 
to export remained; but reduced need for foreign exchange, 
and policies aimed first at covering the rapidly increasing 
domestic needs, kept grain exports within moderate limits. 
The poor crops of 1936 necessarily affected the grain reserves 
earlier accumulated; and the present position does not sug
gest the likelihood of large wheat exports from the USSR in 
the next few years. 

STANFORD UNIVERSITY, CALIFORNIA 
April 1937 
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SOVIET AGRICULTURAL REORGANIZATION 
AND THE BREAD-GRAIN SITUATION 

When six years ago we undertook to study 
the Russian wheat problem, agriculture in the 
USSR was undergoing revolutionary reor
ganization on socialistic lines. It was too early 
to reach definite conclusions as to the effects 
of this reorganization on production. The new 
institutions were still too fluid and the political 
struggle continued. While 
the ultimate outcome was 

experienced, after the revolution of 1917-19, 
with the supply of bread grain. Solution of 
the grain problem was the principal purpose 
of the socialistic reorganization of agriculture. 
To this end the state grain farms ("grain 
factories") were created. Collectivization was 
forced on the peasantry faster than the Five-

Year Plan originally con

obscure, certain limitations 
of the new forms of organ
ization were evident which 
gave rise to doubts as to 
their efficiency, at least for 
the near future. 
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ent front. The extreme 
rapidity with which the Soviet government 
intended to proceed with its enormous proj
ect of industrialization necessarily imposed 
extremely heavy burdens on the peasantry, 
making further conflict between government 
and peasantry inevitable. Such a struggle 
continued for several years following the 
forced collectivization, and the Soviet govern
ment was impelled on several occasions to 
alter policies and plans and to revamp the 
newly created agricultural organization. Dur
ing the two or three years just passed, how
ever, the new socialistic organization of agri
culture seems to have taken more definite form 
and to have been stabilized in some degree. 
Presumably the peasantry has accepted the 
new organization of agriculture in its reor
ganized forms and is ready, at least for the, 
time being, to carry it on. 

The reorganization of agriculture, particu
larly its concrete forms and the rapidity with 
which it was pressed, was dictated by the 
difficulties which the government continually 
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was startled by a great in
crease of wheat exports from the USSR in 
1930-31. Many interpreted this as a con
sequence of the reorganization of Soviet ag
riculture on new principles, and expected 
further expansion of such exports. Our ex
planations of the fact and of the outlook for 
exports were substantially different at the 
time.1 Developments in the following years 
have tended to confirm our analysis. 

Now that reorganization of Soviet agri
culture is crystallized in more definite forms 
and a certain degree of stability prevails, it is 
proper to resurvey the new forms of organi
zation and their effect on grain production and 
its possible further development. To be con
clusive, such a study involves rather detailed 
analysis of various governmental measures 
taken during the past four or five years with 
a view to stabilizing socialistic enterprises; 
for all of Russian agriculture-production as 

1 V. P. Timoshcnko, Agricultural Russia and the 
Wheat Problem (Food Research Institute, Grain Eco
nomics Series No.1, September 1932), esp. pp. 488, 514. 

[ 309 1 
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well as distribution-is now under the direct 
control of the government. Sometimes the 
organization of production is officially planned 
not only with a view to improvement and en
largement of the total (Jutturn, but also with 
regard to easier appropriation of the product 
for the needs of the state. Appraisal of the 
new organization of stale-controlled agricul
tural production and of the methods of ap
propriation of its products by the state, is 
essential before one can form reasoned judg
ments as to the prospective development of 
agricultural production in the USSR and the 
disposal of its products, including exports. 

We concentrate attention here upon recent 
developments in the Russian bread-grain situ
ation, since this aspect of agriculture lies 

closest to the world wheat problem. The allied 
problems of feed grains and the livestock 
industry, wherein the Soviet government is 
perhaps experiencing the greatest difficulties 
at present, must be treated only incidentally. 
We shall see that the achievements of the 
Soviet government up to the present time lie 
mainly in the field of the reconstruction of 
agriculture on socialistic principles rather than 
in larger and better production. The efforts 
directed toward increase of grain production 
failed to produce the spectacular results that 
many anticipated a few years ago. The out
look for further development depends on ap
praisal of the new forms of organization of 
agricultural enterprises, and is summarized 
in the concluding section. 

I. THE CRISIS FOLLOWING COLLECTIVIZATION 

The development of agricultural production 
in the USSR during the first two years which 
followed the hasty reorganization on collective 
principles more than confirmed our rather 
pessimistic appraisal formulated in 1931. The 
position of Soviet agriculture in 1932 seemed 
to many objective and competent observers ex
tremely precarious,1 Food shortage through
out the country, and famine in the Ukraine 
and the southeastern agricultural regions,2 
were objective evidences of this. The political 
situation was so strained that even within the 
Communist Party an eventual abandonment 
of the socialistic reorganization of agriculture, 
at least in its extreme forms, was discussed.3 

J For example, see Dr. Otto Schiller, "Die Krise del' 
sozialistischen Landwirtschaft in del' Soviet Union," 
BericlJte liber Landwirlschaft (Berlin, 1933). 

2 Concealed for some time from the outside world 
by official Soviet censorship, the fact of the famine of 
1 !J:l2 was recognized by all observers, even those who 
were not much disposed to puhlish alarming news 
about Soviet Hussia; only the explanation of the fact 
was under discussion. See W. H. Chamberlin, Russia's 
Iron Aae (Boston, 19:J4), particularly pp. 82-89 and 
3(; 7-(;9; and the exchange of lettel's between Chamber
lin and Louis Fischer in the Nation, May 29, 1935. 

3 For example, see Joseph Stalin's report, "Hesults 
of the First Five-Year Plan," to the plenary meeting 
of the Central Committee of the Communist Party on 
Jan. 7, 1933; also la. Nikulikhin, Sodalistic Recon
struction of Aariculillre durina lbe First Fiue-Year 
Plan (Moscow, 1934), pp. 92, 108. 

4 See A(Jricultural Russia, esp. pp. 226-40, 512-14. 

One of the principal causes of the critical 
situation of Soviet agriculture in 1932-33 was 
the ruin of the livestock industry. Cata
strophic was the decline in the number of ani
mals, particularly of the horses which con
tinued to be the principal source of farm draft 
power. This was partly a response of the peas
antry to the forced collectivization and partly 
a result of mismanagement of new collective 
enterprises which were peculiarly unfitted to 
handle animal husbandry. 

The great reduction of animal units put a 
stop to expansion of crop area and even caused 
a decline. By 1930-31 it was clear that short
age of draft power would limit the expansion 
of crop area in Soviet Russia,4 but it was then 
impossible to foresee that the catastrophe 
would go so far. The drive for collectivization 
in 1929-30 had already resulted in reducing 
the number of work horses by nearly 3 mil
lion head (about 12 per cent of the total). The 
decline proceeded further in 1931. In 1932 
the process was so much accelerated that more 
than 3 million work horses (17 per cent of the 
total) were lost in a single year. Production 
of tractors was pushed to the utmost, but failed 
to compensate for the decline in number of 
horses. Only 600,000 to 700,000 horsepower 
of tractors was produced in 1932. At the same 
time, purchasing power was insufficient to 
permit continued imports of American trac-
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tors. Thus draft power in Soviet agriculture 
was persistently declining, and in 1932 the de
cline was greater than in any previous year, 
equalling about 10 per cent of the total draft 
power, animal and mechanical together.1 The 
decline continued in 1933 but at a slower rate. 
Not until 1934, when Soviet industry was able 
to turn out more than a million horsepower 
of tractors and the rate of decline of horses 
diminished (though it continued until 1936), 
did the trend of draft power in Soviet agricul
ture turn upward. Even in 1935, the total was 
smaller than it had been just before the whole
sale collectivization, despite rapid expansion 
of domestic production of tractors. 

The shortage of the draft power in agricul
ture was an important immediate factor limit
ing agricultural production and causing the 
critical situation of 1932-33. But behind this 
lay another and more fundamental factor
the mood of the peasantry, its passive resist
ance to collectivization. Thousands, perhaps 
millions, of acres of grain in the principal 
grain-producing regions, particularly in Uk
raine and North Caucasus, were left unhar
vested by peasants in the autumn of 1932, 
while the same peasants were starving during 
the winter and spring of 1932-33. This in
dicates the intensity of that passive resist
ance.2 

The initiative of the peasants and their in
terest in an increase of grain production on 

1 Assuming that one tractor horsepower is equal to 
two live horses (the usual basis of calculation in 
nussia), the following tabulation presents in millions 
the development of draft power in Soviet agriculture 
after 1928 (data from Agriculture of the USSR, 1935, 
pp. 199, 217) : 

Work 
Year horses· 
1928 •........•. 22.8 
1929 •••..•..... 23.6 
1930 .••......•. 20.9 
1931 ........... 19.5 
1932 ........... 16.2 
1933 ......•.... 14.1 
1934 .•..•..•.•. 12.8 
1935 .•.•..•.••. 12.0 

.. In June. 

Tractor 
horsepower· 

.3 

.4 

.9 
1.4 
2.0 
2.7 
3.8 
5.5 

Total 
horsepower 

11.7 
12.2 
11.3 
11.2 
10.1 

9.7 
10.2 
11.5 

• As of Oct. 1, 1928-30; average for beginning 
and end of calendar years, 1931-35. 

2 In several southern regions, 30 to 40 per cent of 
the crop was left in the fields in 1931 also. See 
M. Kossior's remarks in Pravda, July 9, 1932. 

8 See L'vov, in Economic Life, Aug. 18, 1932. 
4 Ibid. 

collective farms were undermined by the gov
ernment policy of unlimited collection of grain 
without regard to the urgent needs of the mem
bers of the collectives. This policy was most 
strongly in effect during the crop year 1931-
32, when obligations to deliver grain to the 
government became unprecedentedly heavy. 
The government was much more successful 
in the collection of grain from peasants, par
ticularly from collective farms, than in stimu
lating increase of their grain production. In 
1931-32 the government collected twice as 
much grain as it had during the years just pre
ceding the wholesale collectivization, whereas 
the grain crop of 1931 was substantially 
smaller than the average for 1925-28. Fully 
a third of the total grain production, and 40 
per cent of production less seed, was taken by 
the government from the 1931 crop. Wheat 
collections were equal to more than half of 
the crop less seed. 

These fractions are averages for the whole 
country and for all groups of producers. The 
burden actually falling upon collectives, how
ever, was even heavier than that upon out
siders (see p. 355), in the face of official in
tentions to penalize the latter in order to 
induce them to join. Particularly heavy col
lections of grain from collective farms during 
the crop year 1931-32 took place in Ukraine 
and some of the eastern regions. In many 
parts of Ukraine, 80 per cent of the total crop 
and sometimes the whole was taken by the 
government;8 collectives which fulfilled their 
obligations early received successive fresh 
orders for deliveries; and local officers in 
charge of grain collection followed a theory 
that "when a collective fulfilled promptly its 
share of delivery, this meant that the original 
charge was too light and must be increased."4 
They also were saying that there was "no 
reason to lose time in collection of grain from 
individual farmers when it is simpler to order 
more grain from collectives." The collectives 
which were eager to fulfill their obligations 
were thus the greatest losers. Such a policy 
could hardly fail to offset any economic stimu
lus of peasants toward productive work on 
collective farms. 

The error of this policy was recognized by 
the government and plans were laid to change 
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the system in 1932, though with little success 
at the time.1 The grain collections for the 1932 
crop, though planned for a somewhat smaller 
total than in 1931,2 were even heavier in some 
regions. In Ukraine and North Caucasus, more 
than half of the total production of grain less 
seed was planned to be taken. It is therefore 
not surprising that the year 1932-33 was 
marked by peasant upheavals throughout 
these regions, that the population was starv
ing, and that by February 1933 the Soviet 
government was impelled to authorize pro
curement of 6 million quintals of seed for 
collective and state farms in order to provide 
for sowing of the 193,3 crop. A similar pro
cedure had been necessary in February 1932 
to supply seed for collective and state farms 
of the eastern regions of the USSR, from 
which excessive amounts of grain had been 
collected a few months earlier.s 

Under such conditions the crop area on 
peasant farms-of collectives and individuals 
combined-declined after 1931 (see p. 329). 
In that year it had been found possible for 
the government to compensate for the loss on 
peasants' lands by extremely rapid expansion 
of the crop area on state grain farms. In 
1932, however, the peasants' grain area de
clined by 15 million acres, and expansion of 
plantings on state farms compensated for 
only a small part of this decline. 

On the state grain farms, however, the 
situation was far from favorable. Although 
the crop area on these farms was enormously 
enlarged in 1931 and increased further in 
1932, their yield per acre was so low in 1931 
and 1932 that there was not much increase of 

1 Official communist speakers at the Third Confer
ence of the Communist Party of Ukraine and the 
resolutions of the conference recognized openly that 
the failure of the spring sowing campaign of 1932 
was in some degree caused by "serious mistakes com
mitted in the grain collection campaign of the pre~ 
vious year." See Pravda, July 9, 15, 1932. 

2 See Collection of Laws and Decrees of the USSR, 
May 13, 1932. 

a See Collection of Laws and Decrees of tbe USSR, 
Feb. 23, 1932, and Mar. 10, 1933. 

4 Quotations from Izvesiiia, Nov. 28, 1931. For 
equally severe criticism of work on the state livestock 
farms see "Concerning the Work of State Livestock 
Farms," in Collection of Laws and Decrees of the 
USSR, Apr. 25, 1932. 

production. Severe criticism of the work of 
the state grain farms was embodied in an 
official document signed November 1931 by 
Molotov, President of the Council of People's 
Commissars of the USSR, and by Stalin as 
Secretary of the Communist Party. Summar
izing the findings of special committees of 
investigation, they spoke of "crying ineffi
ciency and mismanagement" and of "the crim
inal attitude toward state property"; and em
phasized that "the land cultivation on state 
grain farms was quite unsatisfactory and 
they failed to utilize amply available technical 
equipment for an improvement of yields."4 
In this same document, a decree called for 
hastening a reorganization of the Grain Trust 
that had been decided upon three months 
earlier (August 25, 1931) by the People's 
Commissariat of Agriculture. Several state 
grain farms in the semiarid eastern regions 
were abandoned. The development of the state 
grain farms after 1932 was altogether differ
ent from the original plan worked out during 
1927-30 (see p. 338). 

The government realized that something 
must be done, and immediately, to prevent 
collapse of the whole structure of agriculture 
so hastily reorganized on socialistic lines. A 
shower of new decrees affecting all aspects 
of Soviet agriculture were published during 
the second half of 1932 and in 1933. These 
are indicative of the feverish activity directed 
toward salvation or stabilization of socialistic 
forms of' agriculture, which then were drift
ing toward catastrophe. 

These decrees, particularly those promul
gated during the earlier part of the period, 
suggest a certain hesitancy on the part of the 
government. Some of them sought to stimu
late the initiative of members of collectives, 
enhancing their private interest in improve
ment of work and increase of production. By 
decree of May 6, 1932, permission was granted 
to peasants to sell surpluses of agricultural 
products (after fulfillment of obligatory de
liveries to the government) in open markets 
at market prices; by decree of September 3, 
1932, the land tenure of collective farms was 
stabilized and by decree of January 19, 1933, 
a new system of obligatory grain deliveries 
to the government was established-fixing 
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them early in the winter for the next crop 
year. In contrast, other decrees sought to ter
rorize and subdue those who were hostile to 
socialist forms of agriculture. Such was the 
decree of August 7,1932 concerning protection 
of property, establishing the death penalty for 
theft of property from collectives and co-oper
atives. Other decrees pointed to further gov-

ernmental regulation of the minutest actions 
of collective farms, aiming to foresee and to 
prescribe bureaucratically for all activities on 
collective farms dispersed over thousands of 
miles of countryside. A classic example of 
such a decree was that of February 10, 1933, 
concerning the preparation of work animals 
for the spring sowing campaign.1 

II. RECENT GOVERNMENT MEASURES 

ECONOMIC PLAN Fon AGRICULTUnE 

The agricultural program formulated by the 
Soviet government in the fall of 1932 for the 
next crop year, and that incorporated in the 
Second Five-Year Plan for the development 
of agriculture during 1933-37, reveal a radi
cal change from the previous program of 
rapid crop expansion.2 It was plainly stated 
that further expansion of the crop area, par
ticularly of technical and of cultivated crops, 
was out of the question for the following 
years; and that such an expansion would put 
too heavy a burden on the available draft 
power, resulting in poor cultivation and low 
yields. Improvement of methods of cultiva
tion in order to raise yield was proclaimed as 
the principal goal for the next few years. 
This was evidently a conclusion drawn from 
experience (see pp. 328, 344). 

Only a very modest increase of the total 
crop area was contemplated in the Second 
Five-Year Plan-some 12 to 13 million acres 
within five years, or only 4 per cent of the 
1932 crop area. Practically all of this in
crease was designed for small grains, espe
cially wheat. In this respect the plan was in 
some degree inconsistent with the main objec
tive of increasing yield per acre through bet-

1 Dr. L. Volin, of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
describes Soviet policy during this period in some de
tail in "Recent Developments in Soviet Agriculture," 
Foreign Agriculture, January 1937, I, 3-28. 

2 Decree of Sept. 27, 1932, "On Measures Concerning 
Increase of Yield," issued jointly by the Council of 
People's Commissars of the USSR and the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party; and Second 
Five-Year Plan of Economic Development of the 
USSR, prepared by the State Planning Commission 
(Gosplan, Moscow, 1934), particularly the section on 
agriculture in I, 199-245. 

8 See Agricultural Russia, pp. 191-95, 248-52. 

ter crop rotations. In spite of some tendency 
toward diversification observable in postwar 
years,3 small grains, and particularly bread 
grains, occupy so large a proportion of the 
total crop area as to prevent a rational crop 
rotation. Shortage of bread grains dictated 
the agricultural policy in 1932, and the gov
ernment was obliged to husband carefully its 
limited means of production, particularly 
draft power, with due regard for bread-grain 
supplies. It was planned that two-thirds of 
the total increase of the crop area should be 
in the grain-deficit area north of the black
soil belt, in order to make these regions more 
nearly self-sufficient in grain. 

The second important aim of the new Five
Year Plan for agriculture was recovery of the 
livestock industry. Solution of this problem 
was no less urgent than solution of the grain 
problem. These goals tended somewhat to 
conflict, because recovery of the livestock in
dustry required enlargement of feed crops, 
which in turn limited the possibilities for a 
badly-needed increase of bread-grain produc
tion. The Second Five-Year Plan sought to 
reconcile these conflicting interests by assign
ing a somewhat greater increase to the area 
under the feed grains than to the area under 
bread grains. But the urgency of the bread
grain problem and the limited means of pro
duction did not permit them to go far enough 
in this direction (see pp. 332-34). 

It is important to mark here that in 1932 
the plan was to improve cultivation in areas 
already occupied and settled, rather than to 
expand crops in new areas as had been char
acteristic of the First Five-Year Plan. In
crease of production through improvement of 
the quality of work in limited areas was the 
economic plan for stabilization of agriculture. 
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In accord with this economic plan, the gov
ernment elaborated its plans for political 
domination of collective farms and for 
strengthening their organization. 

POLITICAL CONTROL OF COLLECTIVES 

After hesitancy in governmental policy 
toward the peasantry during 1932, early in 
1933 the Communist Party reached a decision 
that determined Soviet agricultural policy 
during the ensuing years. The decision was 
to rely more upon organizational control of 
and political domination of the peasantry, or
ganized in collective farms, than upon stimu
lating their personal initiative by granting 
economic advantages. The latter method, 
however, has not been completely abandoned; 
it has sometimes been combined with thor
ough governmental control, and in recent 
years (particularly since 1934) has been re
sorted to more frequently. 

An important decision was made by the 
Communist Party in January 1933 to organize 
political departments in every machine trac
tor station (MTS) and on every state farm, 
and to appoint to these departments tried and 
reliable Communist leaders who were to take 
under their political control the full guidance 
of all socialistic agricultural enterprises. Sev
eral thousand carefully selected party mem
bers were sent to the countryside early in 
1933.1 During the following two years they 
were in full control of all work on collective 
and state farms. They were not simply "the 
eyes of the Communist Party," but practically 
the directors of personnel in all socialistic 
enterprises. Without their advice and de
cision, nobody could be appointed to any post 
of importance. They were free to eject any 
member of a collective, even officers of any 
grade, and their effective powers included ex
treme measures of coercion or punishment 
against those who might resist their orders. 

The fundamental principles of Communist 
rural policy at the time were formulated by 
Stalin himseIf,2 who emphatically stated that 
complete collectivization of agriculture does 
not diminish but rather increases the respon
sibility of the Communist Party toward agri
culture. He said that at that stage the "Com
munist Party cannot restrict itself to separate 

acts of intervention in the process of agricul
tural development, but must have in her 
hands the complete direction of collective 
farms and must assume complete responsi
bility for their work." 

The first task of the political departments 
in the MTS at their organization early in 
1933, when collectives were inclined to resist 
deliveries of grain to the government, was to 
purge the collectives of elements regarded as 
inimical to the movement and unfriendly to 
the government. Official reports indicate the 
removal, during 1933, of from a third to a half 
of the total number of officers of eollectives
presidents, members of administrations, man
agers, accountants, etc.B The administrations 
of many MTS themselves were cleared of un
reliable elements. Members of collectives 
were thrown out by thousands or even by miI
lions.4 So revolutionary a change was possible 
only because the Communist Party could rely 
on certain groups of members within the 
collectives. The problem of the political de
partments was to organize these groups, and 
with their help to dominate the whole mem
bership. This organization of groups of "mili
tants" proceeded simultaneously with ejection 
of inimical elements, and the political depart
ments of the MTS were successful in creating 
strong nuclei of militant members in all col
lectives.G From these nuclei were chosen 
officers to replace those removed. 

1 The aims and purposes of these political depart
ments, their organization and selection, arc explained 
in L. Kaganovich's report to the joint plenary meeting 
of the Central Committee and the Central Control 
Commission of the Communist Party, ,Jan. 7-12, 193:i, 
and the resolution of the plenary meeting. 

2 See his reports, "Concerning the Work in the 
Countryside" and "Results of the First Five-Year 
Plan," presented to the plenary meeting of .January 
1933. 

a For example, see On tlie Agrarian Front, 1934, No. 
1, pp. 97-117, 118-36; 1935, No. I, pp. 28-45, Nos. 2 and 
3, pp. 14il-56. 

4 From an article in the same periodical, 19M, No. 
12, pp. 98-107, it appears that in one district of the 
Central Blaeksoil region from a fifth to a fourth of 
the total number of peasants then remaining outside 
of collectives were those previously ejected. 

5 See D. Davydov, "The R61e of Political Depart
ments in the Strengthening of Collectives," On the 
Agrarian Front, 1935, No.1, pp. 28-45. In 1933, every 
MTS included on the average about 400 organized 
militant members of collective farms; and in 1934, 
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These groups of militants were not neces
sarily memhers of the Communist Party; 
indeed, they were mainly non-memhers who 
actively supported the political departments 
in their execution of the party program. They 
were drawn from such elements as enthusi
asts for the collective movement, former poor 
peasants who were better ofT on collective 
farms than they had heen as individual farm
ers, and members of collectives who antici
pated individual advantage from active sup
port of the government program. Relying 
upon these groups of militants, the political 
departments of the MTS were able to con
tribute toward reorganization of collectives 
in order to make them more efficient eco
nomically. From their very heginning, as we 
have seen, the political departments of the 
MTS were designed not merely for political 
or party work, but also to undertake impor
tant tasks in the field of economic management 
of socialized agriculture, particularly in the 
organization of labor.l 

MACHINE TRACTOR STATIONS 

One of the first problems was to enhance 
the role of the MTS as organizations planning 
the work of collective farms and controlling 
their operations. The MTS had never been 
purely technical organizations, designed solely 
to promote efficient management and utiliza
tion of tractors and other complex agricul
tural machines; their function was always 
dual, including governmental control and 
domination of collective farms.2 Many leading 
Communists were finding in 1932, however, 
that "the political role of the MTS was not 

about 800. Since eaeh MTS served 30 to 35 collectives, 
the average collective had in 1934 a nucleus of 20-25 
militant members. Since in 1934 there were about 
3,500 MTS, the total number of militant members of 
collectives on which the Communist Party could then 
rely mlly be estimated at about 3 million. 

1 This was clearly expressed in }{aganovich's report 
to the ,January 1933 plenary meeting of the Central 
Committee of the Communist Barty. 

2 See Agricultural Russia, pp. 120, 238, 459-60. 
3 Kaganovich, lac. cit. 

4 By decree of Mar. 20, 1937, remuneration of the 
MTS was reduced by 10 to 20 per cent. lzvestiia, 
Mllr. 21, 1937. 

6 See Nikulikhln, Struggle for Profitable Collectives, 
pp. 163-65; On the Agrarian Front, 1934, No. 11, p. 9. 

equal to their economic importance.":) The 
mere fact that political departments were 
created within the MTS meant an enlarge
ment of their political role. 

At about the same time other changes were 
made which still further accentuated the de
pendence of collective farms upon the MTS. 
By decree of February 5, 1933, the Council of 
the People's Commissars of the USSR ap
proved a new model contract hetween the MTS 
and the collective farms, containing two im
portant innovations. First, the MTS acquired 
from collective farms all threshing machines 
with mechanical power; this made the col
lectives fully dependent on the MTS for thresh
ing, and insured to the MTS better control of 
grain production of collective farms. Second, 
the remuneration of the MTS for their work 
on collective farms was fixed by the new form 
of contract in kind instead of in money pay
ments as had been usual previously. For the 
complete series of operations connected with 
grain production, from plowing to threshing, 
the remuneration was fixed at 20 per cent of 
the total crop;4 and in addition, the collective 
farms were obliged to supply the MTS with 
the necessary labor, except for tractor drivers 
who were permanently employed by the MTS. 

Both of these changes greatly enhanced the 
importance of the MTS in collection of grain 
for the government. But they clearly dis
pleased the peasants, who resisted by refusing 
the services of the MTS, finding the costs ex
cessive.5 In order to escape payment to and 
control by the MTS, the collectives attempted 
to thresh their own grain, using very primi
tive methods. The government, however, never 
recognized their right to refuse the services 
of the MTS. 

The actual relationship between the MTS 
and the collective farms was contractual in 
form, but not in substance. Each MTS, receiv
ing from the government an outline of work 
for a crop year, prepared its own plans for the 
several collective farms in its district; and 
these plans were embodied in contracts with 
the collectives. The contracts, however, were 
regarded by the MTS merely as a formality, 
not binding upon themselves. Very few of the 
contracts between the MTS and the collectives 
were executed according to the letter of agree-
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ment. In some collectives, the work actually 
done by the MTS much exceeded the contrac
tual obligation, and in others fell far below.l 
Initiative to disregard the letter of contracts 
lay always with the MTS, never with the col
lective farms. Thus the MTS not only imposed 
on collective farms the plans which had been 
received from the government, but modified 
these plans during the crop year without any 
agreement with the collective farms. Even 
the new 1935 model charter for collectives, 
though much more liberal than the earlier 
ones, places the collectives under obligation 
to fulfill strictly the plans of agricultural pro
duction prescribed by the government. Since 
the government usually transmits plans to 
the collectives through the MTS, even today 
and under the new charter of 1935, the collec
tives are not free co-operative organizations 
but are in some degree organs of the state re
ceiving orders from the government, while 
the MTS are state organs whose principal task 
is enforcement. 

By establishing such political and organiza
tional control, the government was able to pro
ceed further with internal reorganization of 
collectives designed to make them more effi
cient. In this reorganization the objective was 
always to combine direct command and strict 
control with some encouragement of initiative 
on the part of members of collectives. This 
second element began to assume more impor
tance after 1934. 

INTERNAL ORGANIZATION OF COLLECTIVES 

Two measures were of great importance for 
strengthening collectives and improving their 
work. One of these was organization of smaller 
"permanent brigades" within the collectives, 
to which certain equipment, work animals, 
and land were assigned for the duration of a 

1 See LovJwv in On the Agrarian Fron!, 1935, No.4, 
pp. 54-67. 

2 Collection of Laws and Decrees of the USSR, No.6, 
Feb. 8, 1933. 

a See Z. Morozov in On the Agrarian Front, 1935, 
No.1, pp. 117-31. 

4 A. Muralov, in an article discussing the new model 
artel charter for collectives, Planned Economy, 1935, 
No.3, pp. 48-66, observed that in 60 per cent of all 
collectives separate tracts of land had actually been 
secured for permanent brigades. He observed also that 
the personnel of the brigades was far from stable. 

crop rotation. These brigades were responsible 
for the work on the land assigned to them; 
and, by various methods of distributing the 
incomes of collectives, the members of bri
gades were stimulated to get better results. 
The second measure involved remuneration 
on the basis of piece work. 

On February 4, 1932, the Communist Party 
had decided in favor of the organization of 
permanent brigades. In 1933 both measures 
were incorporated in a decree of the Central 
Executive Committee of the USSR, "Concern
ing the Strengthening of Collectives."2 During 
1933 and 1934 it was one of the most impor
tant tasks of the political departments in the 
MTS to organize permanent brigades in col
lectives and. to make them work effectively. 
It was regarded as one of the achievements of 
the political departments that by 1934 perma
nent brigades had already become basic units 
of production within the collectives,8 although 
this work had not been completed by the be
ginning of 1935.4 

Both measures represented a degree of re
versal of policies pursued during the early 
period of collectivization. Local agents of the 
government had then sought to organize large 
collectives-sometimes "giant collectives," in
cluding two or more villages-and to pool in 
them all property of members and all products 
of their work. Under such far-reaching pool
ing of interests it proved impossible to stimu
late the activity of individuals, and this was 
one of the reasons why the work on the col
lectives was so unsatisfactory. 

This creation of permanent brigades on 
collective farms, with tracts of land and allot
ments of equipment and work animals as
signed to them for a period of several years, 
meant that the collectives no longer existed as 
integral productive units but for production 
purposes were broken up into smaller units. 
This was a policy similar to that emerging 
in the reorganization of the state grain farms. 
The government sought, however, to organize 
the permanent brigades as relatively large 
units, permitting convenient use of tractors 
and other machines on their tracts of land. In 
the major grain-producing regions of the south 
and east, the collectives are usually large, in
cluding on the average 200 to 300 workers 
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with crop areas from 2,000 to 5,000 acres. 
Such collectives are usually divided into 4 or 
5 brigades with 40 to 80 workers in each and 
with the crop area varying widely from re
gion to region, perhaps within such limits as 
500 to 2,000 acres.! 

Such units were large enough for conven
ient use of tractors and machines but too large 
for pooling of the interests of individual mem
bers and for organization of labor. The mem
bers were organized for work in smaller units 
(zveno) to which were assigned a certain 
number of horses and machines. The policy 
was to maintain the personnel of these smaller 
groups throughout a crop year, and to make 
them responsible for certain operations and 
to interest them in the results of their work 
without assigning to them a tract of land for 
a longer period. In some regions and in some 
collectives, however, there was a tendency to 
form these smaller groups on a family basis 
and to assign tracts of land to them for longer 
periods.2 The government did not favor such 

1 The Research Institute for the Study of Collective 
Farms made a study of 188 hrigades in 32 collectives 
of the major grain-producing regions during the early 
period of organization of permanent brigades (1932). 
This study suggests that the common range of the 
crop area of a brigade was from 750 to 2,000 acres 
with from 30 to 80 workers. See Blllletin of the Eco
nomic Cabinet of Professor S. N. Prokopovich (Prague, 
1933), No. 105, pp. 12-13. In the book Organization of 
Prodllction in Grain Collectives, by M. Vainer, S. Demi
dov, and others (Sel'khozgiz, Moscow, 1936), in which 
the experience with the MTS and the collectives in 
the principal grain-producing regions is summarized, 
a description is given of a brigade on a collective farm 
in Western Siberia. The crop area of this brigade was 
about 1,300 acres and there were about 80 workers in 
it, including women and youths. 

2 See la. Ageev, "Internal Organization of Labor in 
Collectives," On the Agrarian Front, 1934, No. 10, 
pp. 63-75. This article describes practices characteris
tic of the northeastern part of Middle Volga. 

8 See an article on the distribution of incomes in 
collectives in the Bulletin of the Economic Cabinet of 
Professor S. N. Prokopovich (Prague, 1934), No. 113, 
pp. 10-12. 

4 Decree of Apr. 19, 1935, "Concerning the Work of 
Combines and the Pay of Combiners on State Farms 
and MTS," Collection of Laws and Decrees of the 
USSR, No. 21, Apr. 30, 1935. 

3 See V. Revzina, "Workday in Collectives," Planned 
Economy, 1935, No.7, pp. 48-59; also Ia. lakovlelI's 
report to the Fourth Session of the Central Executive 
Committee of the USSR, Jan. 2, 1934, as given in his 
Problems of Socialistic Organization of Agriculture 
(2nd ed., Moscow, 1935), pp. 102-42. 

a drift toward the old family farm, fearing the 
destruction of the larger units of production, 
the permanent brigades; but the peasantry in 
some regions evidently favored it. 

The principle of stimulating peasant initia
tive by introducing piece work had been for
mulated as early as 1928 and had been 
incorporated in the first model charter for 
collectives,s but apparently was forgotten later 
during the forceful drive for collectivization. 
By 1933, when the government sought to im
prove the work and organization of collectives, 
this principle re-emerged and was accentuated. 

By decree of January 30, 1933, the Central 
Executive Committee of the USSR ordered the 
People's Commissariat of Agriculture (1) to 
elaborate a gradation of various agricultural 
operations in terms of work-days, and (2) to 
establish model daily standards of accomplish
ment for the principal agricultural operations 
in collectives. All agricultural operations wi thin 
collectives were accordingly classified by the 
Commissariat into seven groups. In the high
est group were included the skilled operators 
of complex agricultural machines such as 
tractors and combines. In the lowest group 
were included persons engaged in daily chores 
and other light unskilled work-guards, mes
sengers, etc. The remuneration of a day's 
work for the highest group was fixed four 
times as large as that for the lowest group, 
with differentials also among the five inter
mediate groups. Thus a great differentiation 
in the remuneration of workers was estab
lished, and skilled labor on machines was 
placed in a privileged position. 

Later, the remuneration of such skilled 
mechanics as tractor drivers and combine 
operators was still further increased relative 
to other groups, and a system of premiums on 
their work was inaugurated.4 Among members 
of collectives there was some opposition to 
such large differentiation in remuneration, 
and attempts were made to reduce the differ
ential from 4 to 1 to 2 to 1, by reclassifying 
the tasks so as nearly to eliminate the two 
lowest-paid groups.5 But the government con
tinued to insist on widely differential wages. 

The Commissariat of Agriculture also es
tablished daily standards for the principal 
operations for the whole country, for instance, 
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2.5 to 3 acres as the daily standard for spring 
plowing. On these the collectives based their 
own standards, taking account of local condi
tions. 

Quality of work also was taken into consid
eration in the distribution of incomes of col
lectives. When, for example, yield per acre 
on the land of a particular permanent brigade 
on a collective farm was substantially above 
the average for the whole farm, the income 
of the members of this brigade was made pro
portionally larger than it would be if com
puted on the basis solely of the quantity of 
work done. The income of a brigade which 
obtained a yield substantially below average 
was correspondingly reduced. 

Similar principles of differential wages and 
income distribution within collectives are in
corporated in the new model charter for col
lectives (1935) which now regulates their 
activity, and the government attempts to en
force these principles rigorously in order to 
interest members of collectives in increasing 
yields through improvement of work. Un
questionably this policy has contributed to the 
improvement of work on collective farms in 
recent years. 

SECURITY OF LAND TENURE FOR COLLECTIVES 

During the drive for collectivization, the 
land tenure of individual farmers was sacri
ficed in the interests of the collectives, but 
this did not stabilize the land tenure of the 
collectives themselves. 

The organization of state farms in the well
settled regions, contrary to the original plan, 
often resulted in transfer of land from collec
tives to the new state farms. The changes in 
governmental policy toward the size of collec
tives also caused numerous changes in their 
boundaries: first, collectives of small and 
moderate size were welded together into giant 
collectives, and then these giants were dis
membered into collectives of smaller size. 
Finally, there was no established policy re
garding the land of members who left the col
lectives. All this caused serious entanglement 
and uncertainty of land relations in Soviet 
Russia. Many collectives did not know the 
exact boundaries of their land, and all were 
uncertain of their tenure. Such a situation 

clearly created obstacles to improvement of 
cultivation, and the government had to intro
duce greater security of tenure in order to 
improve collective farming. 

In the autumn of 1932 a law was promul
gated whereby the land then in the possession 
of collectives was secured to them and further 
changes and repartition of lands were forbid
den, while state property in land was reaf
firmed. 1 This law also created, for jurisdiction 
in all kinds of litigation over land, special land 
commissions whose decision was necessary for 
any shift of land from one collective to another 
or to a state farm. Collectives were also pro
tected by this law against losing their land 
because of departing members. Such members 
had no further claim to land which they 
brought into collectives, and could be granted 
only free lands from the state land fund. Thus 
the rights of individual members of collectives 
were sacrificed in the interest of the collec
tives themselves. 

Security of the land tenure of collectives 
was even more definitely confirmed by Part II 
of the new (1935) model charter of collectives, 
which plainly states that land occupied by a 
collective is secured in its permanent posses
sion by law, forever. Each collective receives 
from local organs of the government a special 
state deed, confirming the permanent tenure 
of its land and indicating the size of the hold
ing and its exact boundaries. This of course 
requires a survey of all land in Soviet Russia, 
and the government is hastening to complete 
this survey. The delivery of these deeds to 
collectives is made a very solemn procedure, 
evidently in order to impress on peasants the 
stability of tenure of their collectives. 

However, survey of land and issuance of 
state deeds could not move so rapidly as was 
desired, because of the great confusion in land 
relations after the revolutionary collectiviza
tion of agriculture. The lands of the majority 
of collectives were intermingled,2 and before 

1 Decree of the Central Executive Committee and of 
the Council of People's Commissars of the USSR of 
Sept. 3, 1932, "Concerning the Creation of Stable Land 
Tenure of Collectives," Collection of Laws and De
crees of the USSR, No. 66, Sept. 13, 1932. 

2 According to official statistics of the People's Com
missariat of Agriculture, 40 per cent of all collectives 
had their lands intermingled at the beginning of 1935, 
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the survey began it was necessary to end this 
confusion and to rearrange them rationally. 
In some regions the situation is complicated 
by the fact that land and farmsteads of indi
vidual farmers who remained outside of col
lectives are intermingled with the land of 
collectives. This is particularly characteristic 
of those regions in which settlement on in
dividual farms, not in villages, was typical, as 
in the western and northern parts of Russia. 
Here a problem of resettlement arose.1 

It was expected that all collectives would 
receive state deeds to their land by the end of 
1935; but for technical reasons completion 
was not possible so early. By accelerating the 
pace in recent months, the government suc
ceeded by the end of 1936 in delivering deeds 
to nearly 90 per cent of all collectives (218,000 
out of about 245,000 reported on July 1, 
1936);2 and the completion of the process may 
be expected within a few months. With the 
haste that was involved, the arrangement of 
lands for many collectives will probably not 
be the most rational, despite efforts of the gov
ernment to improve the grouping of lands of 
collectives before survey and deeding, and to 
find better locations for MTS serving groups 

and these cases were particularly difficult of arrange
ment. See Shu lei kin, "Land Forever for Collectives," 
Socialistic Reconstruction of Agriculture, 1935, No.8, 
pp.4-5. 

lOn the Agrarian Front, 1935, No.1, pp. 59-70. 
2 Bol'shevik, 1937, No.3, p. 27. 
3 See especially Iakovleff, Problems of Socialistic 

Organization of Agriculture, p. 124; his speech at the 
Second Congress of members of collectives, Feb. 11, 
1935; and H. Muralov in Planned Economy, 1935, No.3, 
p.55. 

4 Such is the opinion of Professor S. N. Prokopo
vich; see his Bulletin, No. 132, November-Deceml)er, 
1936, p. 112. 

5 The policy directed toward an expansion of the 
livestock industry within the individual husbandries 
of members of collectives as well as of outsiders was 
determined upon by the government earlier, coinci
dently with the proclamation by Stalin of his slogan 
"to make all members of collectives well-to-do." By 
decrees of the Council of People's Commissars and of 
the Central Committee of the Communist Party, Aug. 
14 and Nov. 5, 1933, the government enabled members 
of collectives to acquire for private use about 1 ¥., 
million young heifers from socialized herds of col
lectives and from members of collectives who already 
had cows. Similar measures directed toward expan
sion of the livestock industry within individual 
husbandries of members of collectives were taken 
later with reference to other animals. 

of collectives. The necessity for arranging 
and surveying the land of collectives also de
layed the apportionment of separate tracts of 
land to permanent brigades of collectives 
(p. 316), as well as the introduction of rational 
crop rotations in collectives." But in spite of 
delay, security of land tenure of the collectives 
will be of great importance in strengthening 
collective farms and improving agricultural 
practice within them. 

NEW MODEL CHARTER FOR COLLECTIVES 

We have already mentioned the new model 
charter for collectives. It was approved in 
solemn meeting of the second congress of the 
members of collectives in February 1935, and 
then approved also by the government and the 
Communist Party and published as a state 
law. It marks an important stage in the de
velopment of collectivization, or even in the 
development of the agrarian revolution in 
Soviet Russia. Some observers think that the 
new model charter for collectives means the 
end of the agrarian revolution and formal 
recognition of the status quo created by this 
revolution.4 The authors of this charter and 
the official commentators upon it emphasize 
that its principal aim is to reconcile the pri
vate interests of individual members of col
lectives with the public interest in collectives. 

The new charter made many important con
cessions to private interests of members of 
collectives. Their rights to engage independ
ently in husbandry on neighboring lands were 
more definitely recognized, and permission 
was given to organize private animal hus
bandry on a larger scale. Here the govern
ment apparently felt impelled to grant conces
sions in order to prevent further decline of 
the livestock popUlation and to stimulate its 
recovery.5 Concentration of common efforts 
of collectives mainly upon production of field 
crops, while leaving for individual husband
ries of members of collectives the larger part 
of the livestock industry, made collectives 
more acceptable to peasants and promoted 
their reconciliation to the collectivization of 
agriculture. 

The new charter accorded better protection 
to the shares of individual members in the 
income of collectives, limiting the "plowing 
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back" of income into various "capital" funds 
to 10 to 20 per cent of the total money income, 
while previously these assignments had fre
quently far exceeded these percentages. Never
theless, all obligatory deliveries to the govern
ment ill killd are placed ahead of the supply 
of individual members of collectives, and only 
those surpluses which remain after the fulfill
ment of obligations to the government and the 
MTS may be distributed among the members. 

The new charter also gives better pro
tection to individual members of collectives 
against arbitrary expulsion, and enhances the 
role of the general assemblies in the govern
ment of the collectives. Generally speaking, 
it makes the organization of collectives more 
democratic in form. It remains to be seen how 
soon and how far this democratization will be
come a reality. There are direct statements 
by the government that its local agents sys
tematically violate the new charter of collec
tives and continue to remove officers of collec
tives in arbitrary ways. The articles of the 
charter protecting individual members against 
arbitrary expUlsion also are not observed.! 
Quite aside from this, collective farms under 
the new charter remain very far from pure 
co-operative organizations and continue to be 
state organizations dominated by the govern
ment through the MTS. 

The change of governmental policy in reI a-

1 See Collection of Luws ulld Decrees of tl1e USSR, 
1935, No. 65, pp. 918-19. 

2 This reduction, however, was insufficient. The 
average arable area in state grain farms in 1932 was 
still about 140,000 acres, and their average crop area 
was about 50,000 acres. 

3 The unsatisfactory work of state grain farms in 
1933 and particularly their great difliculties with har
vest of the 1933 erop are set forth in the report of 
Iurkin, People's Commissar for State Farms, to the 
Fourth Session of the Central Executive Committee 
of the USSR (see lzvestiiu, .Jan. 5, 1934). Cf. an article 
by Feigin in Socialistic Reconstruction of Agriculture, 
1935, No. 12, p. 64. 

4 Heorganization of the state grain farms was de
cided by a decree (Dec. 22, 1!)33) of the Council of 
People's Commissars of the USSH "Concerning the 
Diminishing the Size of State Grain Farms" (Collection 
of Laws and Decrees of the USSR, No. 74, Dec. 31, 
1933). The best formulation of the causes of unsatis
factory work on state grain farms and of the prin
ciples of reorganization may be found in the report 
of Stalin to the Seventeenth Congress of the Com
munist Party (see Pravda, .Jan. 28, 1934). 

tion to grain collection, introduced by the de
cree of January 19, 1933, had important efIects 
upon the development of collectives. Discus
sion may be postponed, however, to Section 
VI, wherein the whole system of government 
grain collection is considered. 

REORGANIZATION OF STATE FARMS 

We have seen that reorganization of the 
state grain farms, because of their unsatis
factory work, was decided upon by the Soviet 
government in the autumn of 1931. This de
cision was acted upon early in 1932. The state 
grain farms were reduced in size,2 and sub
divided into divisions with quasi-independent 
management. Their direction was decentral
ized by organization of several semi-autono
mous regional grain trusts. Finally, all state 
farms were removed from the administration 
of the People's Commissariat of Agriculture 
and placed under a special new People's Com
missariat of State Farms. 

This reorganization, however, failed to bring 
the desired results, and several further re
organizations of the state farms were under
taken in the next few years. The several 
reorganizations vacillated as to direction, in
dicating that the government failed to find a 
proper form of administration for big state 
agricultural enterprises. There were appar
ently greater difficulties in improving the work 
of the state farms-pure state enterprises
than of collective farms, in which at least 
certain elements of co-operation are involved. 
Indeed, it is widely recognized, by some of the 
critics of the collective movement as well as 
by its sympathizers, that following a cer
tain change in the mood of the peasantry in 
1933, some improvement in the work of the 
collectives can be perceived. No such im
provement in the work of the state grain 
farms took place at that time; on the con
trary, the greatest difficulties were experi
enced in harvesting the 1933 crop.s 

This experience gave rise to revision of the 
fundamental principles underlying the organ
ization of state farms, particularly state grain 
farms. Reorganization was initiated by Stalin 
himself and took place during 1934 and 1935:! 
It involved (a) further decrease of the size 
of farms; (b) discontinuance of extreme spe-
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cialization in production of small grains, and 
introduction of crop rotations and of livestock 
enterprises; and finally (c) improvement of 
Jiving conditions for agricultural workers in 
order to secure for state grain farms a suffi
cient contingent of permanent labor. 

These principles were quite different from 
those embodied in the original plan for organ
ization of "grain factories" formulated during 
1928-30. The total acreage in a state grain 
farm was now not to exceed 50,000 to 60,000 
acres, or 37,000 acres in farms with a sub
stantial portion of cultivated crops; and all 
farms were to be subdivided into quasi-inde
pendent divisions with crop areas not exceed
ing 5,000 to 6,000 acres. Such farms, though 
still large, are far smaller than those of 175,000 
to 200,000 acres, which were regarded in 1930 
as of optimum size. Diversification of crops 
and introduction of crop rotations and of live
stock on state grain farms also were contrary 
to those principles which guided the first 
organizers of grain factories: monoculture, 
complete mechanization of farming, and ex
clusion of livestock from state grain farms. 
These last principles had been formulated 
when grain factories were planned in order 
to expand wheat production in the semiarid 
regions of the southeast; but after the crop 
failures of 1931 and 1932 this plan was 
dropped (p. 338), and for state grain farms 
in old settled regions new principles were 
necessary. 

New principles were also needed in relation 
to permanent labor. It had been supposed that 
fully-mechanized grain factories would re
quire a relatively small number of workers, 
but their number actually increased in 1933 
to an army of 150,000 "permanent" workers, 
and during the weeding or harvesting seasons 
this army increased several-fold.1 Of even 
greater importance, the permanent workers 
were permanent only nominally. so frequently 
did they change their places because living 
conditions on the newly-organized state farms 
were so primitive and rough, with unsatis-

1 Agriculture of tbe USSR, 1935, pp. 770-73; also 
lurkin, op. cit. 

2 Decree of Mar. 26, 1934. Collection of Laws and 
Decrees of tIle USSR, 1934. No. 17, p. 235. 

factory housing and a poor supply of food and 
necessaries. This shifting of personnel was 
bound to result in inefficient work. Hence the 
decree of December 22, 1933, paid particular 
attention to improvement of the living condi
tions for workers in order to hold them longer 
on the state farms. Special assignments of 
funds for construction of individual houses 
for workers, apportionment to workers' fami
lies of plots of land for gardening and of live
stock, improvement of the supply of foods, 
were measures whereby this decree sought to 
improve living conditions on state farms and 
thus to solve their labor problem. In order 
to improve the labor supply of state farms, 
the government exempted individual farmers 
hired for a season by state farms from obliga
tory deliveries of grain and other agricultural 
product~ to the state.2 

Yet this reorganization did not result in 
prompt improvement of the work of the state 
grain farms, as is suggested by the fact that 
during the following two years the govern
ment found reason twice to reorganize the 
People's Commissariat of State Farms and its 
local organs. By decree of April 22, 1934, 
there was organized in this Commissariat the 
Principal Direction of State Grain Farms; in 
this was concentrated the whole operative di
rection of state grain farms, although the re
gional grain trusts, of which there were 23 
in 1934, were preserved. By decree of Novem
ber 27. 1935, these trusts, directing groups of 
state farms in their respective regions, were 
abolished except for a few in distant regions 
of Siberia and Central Asia; individual state 
farms were put under immediate direction of 
the People's Commissariat of State Farms; 
and the Principal Direction of State Farms was 
subdivided into five territorial divisions, each 
directing state farms in its territory. The 
headquarters of all five divisions were located 
in Moscow; this points toward centralization, 
a policy opposite to that applied when the 
state grain farms were reorganized in 1931. 

The last-mentioned decree was designed 
also to change the character of state farms, 
making them more like private enterprises. 
Thus the power of the directors was sub
stantially increased. in relation to personnel 
as well as to disposition of funds and conclud-
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ing of contracts. The directors could appoint 
and dismiss all personnel, with the sole ex
ception of their own deputies and principal 
accountants; and within certain limits estab
lished by financial plans, they could manage 
all funds and property of state farms. This 
last step in reorganization was perhaps no 
more successful than the previous ones; at 
least one may read in the official press that 
"the power of the directors of state farms has 
not been really increased," and that "minute 
tutelage of directors by the Commissariat of 
State Farms hinders any strengthening of 
state farms and the development of their pro
duction." Hence the official press speaks once 
more of "the necessity of radical change in 
the direction of state farms."i 

This record of the continuous reorganiza
tions of state farms is given here in.order to 

show that their work does not yet satisfy the 
government, and that further changes may 
reasonably be expected. In this connection, 
importance attaches to the fact that beginning 
with July 1935 the government, by special de
crees, has taken from state farms more than 
20 million acres of land (including no less than 
3 million from state grain farms) and trans
ferred them to neighboring collective farms." 
Such transfers as these in the main represent 
removal of surplus land from state farms, 
but in several cases the state farms were trans
ferred in total. According to the plan of 
spring sowing for 1937, state farms are as
signed 24.6 million acres instead of 30.7 mil
lion acres as in 1936, a reduction of about 6 
million acres.8 This points toward reduction 
of the activity of state farms and replacement 
by increased production on collective farms. 

III. CON CENTRA TION OF AGRICULTURAL ENTERPRISES 

The process of collectivization may now be 
regarded as complete. Only a very small 
fraction of the area in field crops is now 
planted by peasants remaining outside the 
collectives - according to the spring sowing 
plan for 1937, less than one per cent of the 
total crop area. The rapidity of issue of the 
state deeds securing the present land tenure 
of collectives (p. 319) reflects the decision of 
the government to stabilize land relations as 
they are now. There is no intention on the 
part of the government to expand state farms, 
and there is rather an opposite tendency (p. 
340). Hence one may assume that the present 
structure of Soviet agriculture, with regard 

1 See M. Temkin, "Without Plan," /zvestiia, Sept. 
22, 1936. 

2 Such transfers are made by special decrees of the 
Council of People's Commissars of the USSR. The 
first was issued on July 7, 1935, and they continued 
throughout 1935 and 1936. Transfers took place in all 
the principal agricultural regions of the USSR, with 
relatively the largest areas of land transferred in 
Ukraine and North Caucasus. Recent pUblications in
dicate that the transfer of land continues and that 
by the end of 1936 more than 40 million acres of land 
have thus far been transferred to collectives. Bol'she
vne, 19:-37, No.3, pp. 25-26. 

8 USSR Delegation in Great Britain, Monthly Re
view, February 1937, p. 83. 

1 Agriculture of the USSR, 1935 (Moscow, 1936), 
p.13. 

to size and number of enterprises, may be 
representative of the near future as well. It 
is therefore appropriate to present the rele
vant data for 1935, with comparisons for 
some previous years. 

CHANGES IN SCALE OF ENTERPRISES 

One of the most important effects of the 
socialistic reorganization of agriculture in 
Soviet Russia was the practically complete 
disappearance of small-scale enterprises from 
the production of field crops; they continue 
the prevailing form of enterprise in the live
stock industry and in gardening. The gov
ernment at present can say-and is repeat
ing with pride-that the USSR has become a 
country with the largest agricultural enter
prises in the world; and that the collective 
farms, machine tractor stations, and state 
farms together represent an organization of 
agriculture similar to that of industry.4 

Elimination of small-scale enterprises from 
agriculture was in accord with orthodox 
Marxian theory, which made no substantial 
differentiation between economic laws gov
erning agriculture and those governing indus
try. In Marxian theory, a large-scale enterprise 
in agriculture has the same technical and 
economic advantages as in industry, and the 
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only way of increasing productive power in 
agriculture is to create large-scale mechan
ized enterprises. From this point of view, 
the development of Soviet agriculture from 
the revolution of 1917-18 until 1929 meant 
degradation of agriculture rather than im
provement, since the size of agricultural enter
prises created by the first revolution was even 
smaller than in pre-revolutionary Russia.1 In 
1927-28 the Soviet government, inaugurating 
its Five-Year Plan for industrialization that in
volved large-scale socialistic enterprises, per
ceived its disharmony with the social structure 
of agriculture. This disharmony helps to ex
plain the second agrarian revolution, which 
was organized by the government from the 
top. 

The forced collectivization of peasant farm
ing, and organization of large state farms and 
of machine tractor stations controlling col
lective farms, resulted in a radical change 
of the structure of Soviet agriculture. Data 
are given in Table 1 for the year when the 
socialistic reorganization of agriculture be
gan (1928), the year in which forcible social
istic reorganization resulted in acute agri
cultural crisis (1932), the year when certain 
improvements and stabilization of the social
istic agriculture took place (1935), and the 
latest year. Now, instead of 24.1 million 
small and tiny peasant farms, there are only 
about 2.0 million. Less than 260,000 large 
productive units were created; and these in 
turn are controlled by a still smaller number 
of directing units. 

In 1928, practically all agricultural produc
tion was in the hands of 24.1 million peasant 
families on their small or very small farms. 
The 1,407 state farms in 1928 were not so 
much newly created "grain factories," organ
ization of which had barely started, as rem
nants of state farms which had been created 
in the early period of the revolution (before 
1922) and then had withered throughout the 
period of the NEP (New Economic Policy).2 
Most of them' were small and weak enter
prises, as may be seen from their minor im
portance in the total crop area of the USSR 

1 See Aaricultural Russia, pp. 59-70 and 77-78. 
21bid., pp. 126-28. 

(Table 2, p. 324). Much the same may he 
said of collective farms in 1928. After 1925 
the policy of the Soviet government favored 
voluntary organization of collectives by ex
tending certain privileges to them. But in 
1928 the collectives were in most cases very 
small groups of poor peasants, while the 
middle and well-to-do peasantry remained 
completely outside. These collectives differed 
from those which were forced on the peas
antry after the winter of 1929-30. 

TABLE l.-NUMBER OF AGRICULTURAL ENTERPRISES 

IN SELECTED YEARS, 1928-36* 

___ 'l_,.y_p_e_o_f C_D_tp'_,rj}_r_IA_e ___ 1 __ 10_28 __ ~~1~1193r, 

State farms and similar 
enterprises· ....... 3,125" 9,009" 8,982" 

State farms only... . . .. 1.407· 4,337° 4,1184 4,323d 

Machine tractor stations 2.502° 4.376 r 4.950" 
Collective farms 

(thousands) ...... . 
Peasant households 

(millions) 
In collectives ., ..... 
Outside of collectives. 
Total ..... " ....... . 

33.3' 211.1' 249.4" 244.5' 

.4' 
24.1' 
24.5' 

15.1' 
9.4' 

24.5' 

17.3h 18.4h 

3.6" 2.0h 
20.9h

[ 20.4" 

• Auriculture of the USSR, 1935, p. 191; for peasant 
households, Socialistic Auriculture, June 1, 1936, as quoted 
in Bulletin of the Economic Cabinet of Professor S. N. 
Prokopovich, No. 129, June~July 1936. Data for 1936 from 
Pravda, Nov. 24, 1936. 

"Including farms belonging to consumers' co-operatives 
and to organizations supplying workers with food (ORS). 

b Spring. d Jan. 1. f June 1. "July 1. 
e Dec. 31. ' Harvest. 0 Oct. 1. 

Between 1928 and 1932 came the second 
agrarian revolution which both fundamen
tally altered the structure of Soviet agricul
ture and brought agriculture to the brink of 
a precipice. Yet even in 1932 about two
fifths of the peasantry remained outside of 
collectives, forming nearly 10 million pro
ductive units. However, these played a smaller 
role in total production (Table 2), because a 
large part of their property had been confis
cated and turned over to collective farms. 

Between 1932 and 1935 there was no funda
mental change in the structure of agriculture. 
The growth of state farms was arrested, as 
they were passing through a severe crisis 
(p. 338). The process of collectivization con
tinued, although at a much slower rate. The 
number of peasant households within collec-
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tives increased by only 2.3 million in more 
than three years from June 1, 1932, to Octo
ber 1, 1935. This represents net increase, 
however; for many hundred thousands of 
members of collectives were expelled during 
1932-34 (p. 314-15). 

Of particular interest is the great decline 
in the number of peasant households remain
ing outside of collectives, which fell from 9.4 
million in 1932 to 2. 0 million in 1936. The 
decline of over 7 million was not compen
sated by the increase of 3.3 million in house
holds within collectives; about 4.1 million 
peasant households disappeared from the 
countryside, if one can trust the statistics.1 

Similar data by years show that the greatest 
disappearance of peasantry from the country
side took place during 1933-34, when the 
total number of peasant households declined 
by 1.9 million or 8 per cent. At that time the 
position of the outsiders, particularly those 
thrown out of collectives by the political de
partments of the MTS, became unbearable, 
and they migrated to cities, supplying labor 
for new industries. 

Migration to cities (aside from the forces 
motivating it) must be regarded as healthy 
for Soviet agriculture, for the Russian coun
tryside was overpopulated before as well as 
after the revolution of 1917-19.2 But there 
is evidence that the decrease of peasant house
holds did not always occur in the most over
populated areas. Thus recent official estimates 
of the rural population by provinces in Uk
raine show that the agricultural population 
has recently declined in the southeastern 
prairie regions, never overpopulated, but con
tinued to grow in the highly overpopulated 
regions on the right bank of the Dnieper. 

In 1928, as shown by Table 2, 97 per cent of 
the total crop area was in small peasant farms 
averaging each about 11 acres in crops. By 
1935, 12 per cent of the total crop area was in 
large state farms, averaging several thousand 

1 These figures are apparently estimates; there has 
been no census of population in the USSR since 1926. 
A new census, taken in January 1937, will presumably 
yield extremely interesting data on migration of popu
lation during this revolutionary decade. 

2 Agricultural Russia, pp. 66-67, 505. 
8 Discussion based on data in Agriculture of the 

USSR, 1935, pp. 641, 647-48. 

acres each; more than 80 per cent of the area 
was in collective farms, averaging over a 
thousand acres; while 3 to 4 million individ
ual farms of outsiders, each only half as large 
as in 1928, contained only 5 per cent of the 
total crop area. By the spring of 1937, these 
individual farms contained less than 1 per 
cent of the total crop area. 

TABLE 2.-RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF PRINCIPAL 

TYPES OF AGRICULTURAL ENTERPRISES IN 

SELECTED YEARS, 1928-35* 

Percentl1ge of Average crop 
Type of total crop area acreage per unit 

enterprise 
1928 1932 1935" 1928 1932 1935 -----------

State farms ....... 1.5 10.0 12.2 1,344 5,691 7,732 
Collective farms ... 1.2 68.1 82.0' 104 1,072 1,095 
Individual farms ... 97.3 21.9 5.2 11 7 5 

• Agriculture of Ille USSR, 1935, p. 194. 

a In crop statistics for 1935 tlle crops on lands of agri
cultural laborcrs and city workers are shown separately, 
and account for .6 pcr cent of the total crop area. 

o Including crops in individual households of members 
of collectives, amounting to 3.3 per cent of total crop area. 
If these crops are regarded as crops on "individual farms," 
then the proportion of total crop area within "individual 
farms" rises from 5.2 to 8.5 per cent. 

In some respects the data in Table 2 are too 
highly generalized to present a correct picture 
of the degree of the concentration of agricul
tural enterprises in large operating units. 
First, the average size of collectives given for 
the whole USSR includes the forest regions 
north of the blacksoil belt, where collective 
farms are very small; and this lowers the 
average size of collectives in such a way as to 
understate their size in practically all other 
regions. Second, the data do not indicate the 
way in which the MTS group collective farms 
into still larger productive units. And finally, 
among the state farms our data do not show 
separately the state grain farms of much 
larger size. Details necessary to complete the 
general picture are given below. 

COLLECTIVE FARMS BY REGIONS 8 

Regional variations in the size of collective 
farms are large. Generally speaking, the size 
of individual collectives was determined by 
two fundamental facts of rural life: the types 
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of settlement and the size of land holdings of 
peasant families as they existed in the differ
ent regions before the socialistic reorganiza
tion of agriculture. Collective farms were 
usually organized on the basis of villages with 
the lands belonging to them. Since villages 
were usually large in the blacksoil belt, par
ticularly its prairie section, large collectives 
are found in this area. 

The greater size of the family farms in the 
southern and southeastern parts of European 
Russia made the size of collectives in these re
gions particularly large. This area includes 
North Caucasus, Lower Volga, Middle Volga 
(particularly east of the Volga), and south
eastern Ukraine. The average size of the crop 
area per collective varies here (in 1934, by 
provinces) from 2,500 to 5,000 acres, typi
cally above or around 2,500. On such farms, 
large tractors can be conveniently used, even 
when fields are subdivided into several tracts 
for permanent brigades formed within the col
lectives (p.316). 

In the blacksoil belt north of these steppe 
regions, the size of collective farms, though 
somewhat smaller, is also large. Thus, in 
Ural and Western Siberia, where grain be
comes progressively important, the average 
crop area per collective is from 1,500 to 2,000 
acres, with the typical area about 1,000 or 
1,500 acres. In the densely populated Central 
Blacksoil and northwestern Ukraine regions, 
with their large Villages, the size of collective 
farms is also above the average for the USSR. 
Here the average crop area per collective 
varies by provinces between 1,000 and 1,500 
acres, with the typical size around 1,000 acres. 

Such collective farms as these are also large 
enough to permit convenient use of tractors. 
But in the densely populated part of the Uk
raine and Central Blacksoil regions, the farm 
population is too large per farm, averaging 
from 200 to above 300 workers per collective 
where crop areas average from 1,000 to 1,500 
acres. The use of tractors in these regions 
would free too much labor and result in greater 
agricultural overpopulation, from which these 
regions have already suffered for several dec
ades. Only an outflow of population from 
farms to cities or organization of intensive 
branches of agriculture, particularly of inten-

sive livestock industry in the individual house
holds of members of collectives, can be ex
pected to solve the problem of overpopulation. 
In general, collectivization failed to solve this 
problem. The size of the crop area per house
hold within collectives remains in these re
gions as small as it was when these households 
represented individual farms. Under certain 
conditions, collectivization and mechanization 
may even contribute to greater overpopula
tion, in so far as there is a tendency to retain 
population on the land. A similar effect sprang 
from communal holding of land in prerevolu
tionary days. 

In the regions north of the blacksoil belt, 
where the villages were always small, collec
tive farms are also small. The average crop 
area per collective by provinces (1934) here 
varies from 250 to about 600 acres. In some 
provinces the typical size of the crop area per 
collective is below 250 acres, and in others 
around 250 or slightly above. All these farms 
are too small and irregular for convenient use 
of large tractors. In these regions the group
ing of collectives around the MTS for more 
convenient use of tractors seems more rational 
than in the prairie regions. Collective farms in 
Transcaucasia and in the southern part of 
Central Asia are also small, much as in the 
regions north of the blacksoil belt. 

MACHINE TRACTOR STATIONS 

The MTS, as we have seen, were organized 
not only as purely technical units for more 
efficient utilization of power machinery, but 
at the same time as devices for governmental 
control of collectives. Here we consider them 
in their technical aspects, as large productive 
units co-ordinating groups of collective farms. 

At the end of 1935 there were 4,376 MTS. 
It was planned to increase their number to 
4,951 by the end of 1936.1 and (according to 
the Second Five-Year Plan) to 6,000 by the 
end of 1937. In 1935 only 53 per cent of the 
collective farms were served by the MTS. But 
the collectives served by MTS are, on the aver
age, relatively large in size, since the MTS are 

1 Gosplan of the USSR. Basic Indexes of the Eco
nomic Plan for 1936, p. 35. 
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most active in the southern and eastern areas 
where the collectives are large. Hence the crop 
area within collectives served by the MTS com
prised 72 per cent of the total crop area in 
collective farms. In the southern and eastern 
areas (except Siberia), the collectives served 
by the MTS contained 80 to 90 per cent of the 
total crop area in collectives. 

On the average for the whole USSR, in 1935 
each MTS served 30 collective farms contain
ing a crop area of about 45,000 acres. The 
number of farms served by a single MTS 
varied regionally because of the dilTerent 
sizes of the collectives. In the southeastern 
prairie area the typical MTS served 10 to 20 
collectives; in the blacksoil area north of the 
steppe, from 20 to 30 farms, or even 30 to 40 
farms, as in the Central B1acksoil region; and 
in the area north of the blacksoil belt, more 
than 50 collective farms. The crop area served 
by a single MTS varied less by regions: in the 
southern and eastern prairie regions, it was 
about 50,000 crop acres per MTS; in the re
gions north of the hlacksoil belt and in Siberia, 
from 35,000 to 40,000 acres. In 1934, more 
than a fifth of all the MTS served much larger 
crop areas, sometimes more than 100,000 
acres. But the policy of the Soviet govern
ment has recently been to reduce the area 
served by one MTS. It may be assumed that 
the size of the MTS in 1935 will be typical for 
the near future; at least it corresponds to the 
size of MTS projected for 1937 in the Second 
Five-Year Plan. 

On the average for the whole USSR in 1935, 
each machine tractor station had 60 tractors 
of various horsepower, and the total horse
power per MTS was about 1,000. The equip
ment of the MTS with tractors (as to their 
number and total power) varied little by re
gions, except that the MTS of the northern 
area were the smaller. Such equipment of the 
MTS with tractors corresponds to projections 
for 1937 under the Second Five-Year Plan. 

The size of the MTS remains large even after 
the reduction of recent years. The technical 
necessity of such concentration of tractors in 

1 See M. Vainer, C. Demidov, el a[., Or(janizalion of 
Production in Grain ColleclilJe Farm.~ (Moscow, 1!J:l6). 

2 See F. Gaievius, Sociali!;[ic Rqcons{ruclion of A(fri
culture, November 1 !J35, p. 111. 

large groups may be questioned, particularly 
because the present practice is to divide each 
MTS into several brigades with 2 to 4 tractors 
in each, and to attach these brigades to sep
arate collective farms for the whole crop year. 1 

In the principal grain-producing regions, one 
tractor brigade usually serves one collective, 
though more than one brigade may be attached 
to the larger collectives. Each tractor brigade 
is supplied, also for a crop year, with the neces
sary work-machines, as well as with perma
nent tractor drivers. Hence each tractor bri
gade represents practically an independent 
productive unit adjusted to the size of one 
collective and, in recent years, really attached 
to a particular collective for more efficient 
utilization. Might it not be technically simpler 
for each collective, at least in the principal 
grain-producing regions, to have its own trac
tor brigade and to use the MTS only as a repair 
shop? Under such conditions the collectives 
might be more concerned with economical 
utilization and better repair of tractors, while 
under the present system the MTS cannot 
cover their costs of production with the fifth 
of the total crop that is collected in kind from 
collectives in remuneration for their services.2 

The extreme concentration of tractors and 
of other machines, particularly combines and 
th reshers (p. 315), appears to exist not so 
much for reasons of technical expediency as 
for the purpose of control of semi-eo-operative 
collective farms by the MTS, which are purely 
state organizations. In a socialistic country 
the concentration of means of production may 
thus be pushed beyond technical expediency 
for reasons similar to those which impel in
dustrial and public utility combinations in 
capitalistic countries. 

The size of the state grain farms and the 
necessity to reduce them in order to increase 
their efficiency have been discussed earlier. 
Here we may point out that even after reduc
tion of size, the state grain farms remain ex
cessively large. At the end of 1934, when the 
process of reduction was half finished, the 
average total area of state grain farms was 
about 75,000 acres, and the area of arable land 
about 50,000 acres, although the average crop 
area was only 23,000 acres because of incom
plete utilization of arable la.nd. 
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IV. EXPANSION OF CROP AREA 

In preceding sections we have analyzed re
cent Soviet governmental policy toward agri
culture and the structural reorganization of 
agriculture resulting from this policy. In the 
present and following sections we propose to 
show the actual development of agricultural 
production in the USSR in recent years as 
influenced by these two factors. The agri
cultural policy and the socialistic reconstruc
tion of agriculture both aimed at increased 
and improved agricultural production. The 
question is: How successful were they? The 
answer constitutes at once an appraisal of 
Soviet policy and of the new organization of 
agriculture, as they are only means to the end. 
This was frequently overlooked in the Soviet 
official press, in which the success of govern
mental policy was commonly measured by the 
rapidity with which collectivization proceeded, 
by the number of MTS and state farms or
ganized, by the number of tractors produced, 
etc., rather than by the expansion of crop 
area, by increase of yield per acre, or by im
provement of agricultural practice. Here we 
apply these tests, first with reference to ex
pansion of crop area. 

TOTAL CROP AREA AND GRAIN AREA 

During the early period of socialistic recon
struction of agriculture, the Soviet government 
succeeded in expanding the crop area sub
stantially. Between 1929 and 1931, the total 
crop area increased by 45 million acres, or 
more than 15 per cent (Table 3). The grain 
area expanded somewhat slowly, by about 20 
million acres or nearly 9 per cent. But the 
area under wheat and rye expanded more than 
the total grain area (by 24 million acres) ; this 
means that bread-grain sowings were in
creased at the cost of feed grains, of which 
the crop area was reduced. The area under 
the two principal feed grains, oats and barley, 
was reduced by 6 million acres (Table I). 
Governmental policy emphasized expansion of 
the bread-grain area, particularly wheat, re
Ilecting the pressure of the shortage of bread 
grain after 1928. Collective and state farms 
were ordered to expand their wheat areas at 
any price; and the orders were executed at 

the expense of other grains. Since the peasants 
were then slaughtering much of their live
stock before joining the collectives, and the 
care of animals within collectives was unsatis
factory at least in the early period, there was 
no particular stimulus to maintain feed-grain 
crops. Later, the shortage of feed contributed 
greatly to further shrinkage of the livestock 
industry. But the wheat area was expanded
in two years by 18 million acres, or 24 per cent. 

TABLE 3.-ToTAL AND GnAIN Cnop AIIEA, 1928-36* 

(Million acres) 

Year 
1 

Crop Grain Wheat and 

I area area rye urea 

1928 ......... \ 279.2 227.8 129.4 
1929 ......... 291.7 2.37.3 135.1 
1930 ......... j 314.4 251.5 154.7 
1931 ......... 1 336.8 2.58.0 159.4 
1932 ......... 332.2 246.4 150.0 
1933 ......... \ 320.5 250.9 144.9 
1934 ........ '1 324.9 2.58.7 146.5 
1935 ......... i 328.1 255.6 149.6 
1936 ......... \ 330.4 2.52.5 

* Agriculture of lite USSR. 1935. Tnble 29, p. 203, nnd 
Table 101, p. 268; for 1936, Pravda, Nov. 2,1, 1936. 

It was also the policy during the early pe
riod of the collectivization to impose on the 
peasantry rapid expansion of certain techni
cal crops, such as cotton in Central Asia, sugar 
beet in Ukraine, sunflower in the southeastern 
regions of the USSR, and flax in the regions 
north of the blacksoil belt. The area under 
cotton and sugar beet practically doubled from 
1929 to 1931, though with disastrous results 
to the yield per acre. The area under sun
flower and flax also rose greatly by 1931. 

Growth of the total crop area by 15 per cent 
within two years was not unprecedented. Dur
ing the early years of the NEP, 1922-26, 
growth of the total crop area had been even 
more rapid; but in this period rapid growth 
reflected the very low post-revolutionary level 
from which the increase began in 1922, as well 
as rapid increase in the number of draft ani
mals. In 1929, on the other hand, the crop 
area stood at a high level; and the draft power 
declined not less than 10 per cent from 1929 
to 1931 (p. 311), in spite of the rapid expan-
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sion of the use of tractors. Between these two 
years the area cultivated per horsepower in
creased by more than a third and the burden 
on horses in 1929 had already been heavy 
under Russian conditions. l 

While there may appear to be reason to 
question whether official crop statistics may 
not overstate the growth of the crop area from 
1929 to 1931, these statistics on the whole 
seem credible. The periods of agricultural 
operations-plowing, seeding, and harvesting 
-were extended beyond reasonable limits. 
Planting and harvesting were performed at 
unprecedentedly late dates,2 resulting in poor 
yields on late-sown fields, but extending the 
crop area nevertheless. In the two following 
years, when shortage of draft power forced a 
contraction of cultivated area, the crop area 
per horsepower remained even larger than 
in 1931. In 1935 it was about the same as in 
1931, although there is evidence that the 
quality of work had improved somewhat. 

In order to expand the crop area in 1929-31, 
tractors were used with two or even three 
teams of drivers for 24 hours daily (when not 
under repair), at night by torch-light. At that 
time such "intensive" use of tractors was re
garded as economical. Soviet economists, 
pointing to the performance of tractors, 
boasted of the advantages of socialistic organi
zation of agriculture as compared with capi
talistic. But ideas about profitable use of 
tractors later changed somewhat. With this 
frantic recourse to tractor cultivation, it was 

1 A(Jriculiural Russia, pp. 232-33. 
2 In 19:30-32, from 20 to 25 per cent of the total 

spring crOp area was sown after .June 1, while usually 
planting continues as late as this only in a few distant 
northern regions. Fall sowings in 1930-33 to the ex
tent of 15 per cent were performed after Ocf.oher 15, 
whereas usually all plantings of winter crops arc 
complete at that date, with a few exceptions in such 
southern areas as Crimea or Caucasus. See data on 
periods of planting, for 19:10-35 in Agriculture of the 
USSR, 19.35, p. 207; for HJ22-27 in Statistical Review, 
1928, No.3, pp. 16-17, and No.8, pp. 20-22. 

8 See A(Jriculfure of tlIe USSR, 19.15, Tahle 58, p. 213. 
4 In the First Five-Year Plan, hy 1 !J:l2-:J:J the total 

crop area was to reach a50 million acres and the grain 
area 275 million acres. Actually, the total crop area 
was :J:l2 million acres, and the grain area 246 million. 
In the Second Five-Year Plan the areas planned for 
19:17 are 345 million acres in all erops and 25!J million 
acres in grain. 

possible to expand the crop area to the level 
shown by official statistics for 1931. 

Despite all governmental efforts the trend 
of expansion of crop area was broken in 1932, 
when a decline of 2 per cent took place. The 
grain area fell by about 5 per cent as the gov
ernment sought even more strongly to expand 
technical crops and devoted much draft power 
to this purpose. The larger areas of' the laUer 
crops in 1932, however, produced smaller 
crops of sugar beet, cotton, llax, and sunflower 
seed. 8 The shortage of draft power and the 
passive resistance of peasants (pp. 310-12) 
operated against the expansionist policy of 
the government, with the result that the agri
cultural plan for the next five years had to he 
revised downward before the goal set by the 
First Five-Year Plan had been reached:1 The 
crop area planned for 1937 was put several 
million acres lower than had been planned 
for 1932 in the First Five-Year Plan. This 
represented full recognition of failure of the 
first plan so far as concerns rapid expansion of 
crop area. As we have seen, the Second Five
Year Plan emphasizes improvement in quality 
of work and increase of yield per acre, but not 
expansion of crop area. 

Analysis of the development of crop areas 
in various agricultural enterprises created by 
the reorganization of agriculture reveals that 
expansion of crops on state farms became 
urgent after 1930. The growth of crop area 
on peasant land, particularly of the very im
portant grain crops, had been arrested at that 
early date. In official Soviet statistics, empha
sis always falls on the ensuing rapid growth 
of the socialistic forms of enterprises, but 
never on the extent to which growth of the 
socialistic enterprises compensated for decline 
of individual enterprises. 

The data in Table 4 show that the grain 
area on peasant lands, combining those in 
collectives and individual farms, began to de
cline after 1930;. it was () million acres smaller 
in 1931 than in 1930. This reduction hegan at 
the very time when the government forced 
socialistic forms of organization upon the 
peasantry. The grain area on peasant lands 
has never since attained the level of 1930, and 
from 1932 to 1935 it was below the level in 
1929, before forced collectivization began. It 
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was only through expansion of area on state 
farms (from 7 to 30 million acres during 
1930-35) that the total grain area in 1935 was 
about the same as in 1930. This expansion on 
state farms offset reduction of grain area on 
individual peasant farms which was not com
pensated by expansion on collective farms. 
The same development occurred with refer
ence to all crops, except that here the decline 
of area started a year later. 

TABLE 4.-ClloP AREAS IN VARIOUS TYPES OF 

AGIUCULTURAL ENTEUPRISE, 1928-35* 

(Million acre .• ) 

'fotal Oraln 

Year Peasant farms I Peasant farms 
State State I 
farms cOl1ee'l Inlll- I farms Ool1ec·: Inlll· I 

tlve vidual Total __ !~iVldUaJI~ --
-;;- --;-;- 271.51274.9 2.71 2.61 222 .6 22.5.1 1928 .... 

1029 .... 6.6 10.3 275.8 286.1 3.8 8.4 I 22.,.1 2.'l-3.5 
1030 .... 9.7 94.1 210.6

1 

304.7 7.2 ! 73.41170.8 244.2 
1931. ... 27.1 195.1 114.6

1

309.7 20.0 ! 150.8

1 

87.2 2.38.0 
1032 .... 3.3.2 226.2 72.8 209.0 22.8 1170.8 52.7 223.5 
1033 .... 34.9 231.4 54.1 285.6 W.B I 185.2 I 38.9 224.1 
1034 .... 37.3 243.6 44.0 I 267.5 26.7 i 109.8 I 30.2 230.0 

1035 .... 40.0 258.3 29.8 I 288.1 29.8 i 20B.6 I 17.2 225.3 

• Auriculture of tlle USSR, 1935, Table 99, pp. 252-59. 

There was no marked improvement in the 
general position during the four years begin
ning with 1932; indeed, the total crop area on 
peasant lands did not increase at all. The same 
situation continued in 1936, when the total 
crop area as compared with 1935 increased by 
only 2 million acres and the grain area de
clined by 3 million. Under such circumstances, 
the drive for expansion of crop area on state 
farms at any price was a sheer necessity for 
the government. There can be no question of 
its great cost. 

Because of the great regional differences in 
agricultural conditions in the USSR, natural 
as well as social, it is advisable to devote some 
attention to regional aspects of acreage de
velopment. Table 5 summarizes regionally 
the changes in total crop area and grain area 
for the period 1928-35. Here the administra
tive subdivisions of the USSR are grouped 
into five major areas l in accordance with soil, 
climate, and popUlation characteristics. The 
principal grain-surplus areas are the South
ern, Eastern, and Siberian. Climatically, the 
Eastern area is the most arid, although there 

is semiarid country in southern parts of the 
Southern and Siberian areas. The black-soil 
belt falls wholly within these three areas. The 
Eastern and the Siberian and Far Eastern 
regions are areas of comparatively new coloni
zation, toward which the Russian agricultural 
population has been moving in recent decades 
and where crops have been expanding on new 
land. 

TABLE 5.-REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF Cuop AHEAS 

IN SELECTED YEAHS, 1928-35* 

(Million aar .. ) 

Major area lIn8 I lu:n 11IJ:14" I HJ34" 1 1!):l5 

TOTAL CHOP AnnA 

USSR ................ 279.2 ' 336.8 i 324.6 : 324.9 ' 328.1 
1 ,1 

Northern and Central. 62.8 i 71.5 74.2! 74.9 i 76.2 
Eastern ............... 64 . .5 I 88.2 81.51 78.9 i 79.7 
Southern ............. 111..5 : 131.4 . 121.4 ' 121.5: 121.3 
Siberia and Far East.. 26.9: 27.31 30.4 32.5 : 32.9 
Central Asia and I . 

Transcaucasia ....... 13 . .5l 18.4 17.1 17.11 18.0 

GnAIN Anp.A 

USSR 
I I: . ............... 227.8\258.0: 258.7: 2.58.7 . 2.55.6 

Northern and Central. 47.8 .50.7 .53.1, .53.6 53.0 
Eastern ............... .57.9 i 7.5.2 71.8 i 69.3 69.1 
Southern ............. 87 . .51 96.7 9.5.11 95.2 92.2 
Siberia and Far East .. 24.61 24.0 27.2 29.1 29.0 
Central A;;ia and 

11 . .51 12.3 'l'ranscaucasia ....... 10.0 i 11.4: 11.5 
i I 

• Summarized from Tables I and II. 

o In old boundarIes, as In 1928 and 1931. 
• In new boundaries, as In 1935. 

The greatest expansion of crop area during 
the early period of socialistic reorganization 
of agriculture took place in the Eastern re
gions. From 1928 to 1931 the tolal crop area 
here increased by nearly 37 per cent, and the 
grain area increased by 30 per cent. In the 

1 The European part of the USSR is divided into 
three large arcas: Northern and Central regions, north 
of the blacksoil bclt; SOllthern regions, on the black 
soils; and Eastern regions, on the black soils and south
ern brown soils in the basin of the Volga and farther 
east, including also such Asiatic regions as the 
Kazak ASSR and the Asiatic. parts of the Ural re
gion. The remaining Asiatic subdivisions are grouped 
into two areas: Siberia and the Far East in the north, 
and Central Asia and Transcaucasia in the extreme 
south of the USSR, settled mninly by non-Slavic 
oriental populations. For details of the composition of 
these major areas, see note following Table II. 
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USSR as a whole, the total crop area increased 
over the same period by about 21 per cent, and 
the grain area only by about 13 per cent. In no 
other area did the expansion of crop area 
proceed so rapidly.l Such rapid expansion in 
the Eastern regions is explained partly by the 
fact that agricultural production here had re
covered relatively least after the revolution 
and the famine of 1921-22.2 The policy of 
the Soviet government was therefore to ex
pand grain production, particularly wheat, by 
organizing most of the state grain farms on 
thinly settled lands in these semiarid regions. 

This drive was apparently successful in the 
early years, and the importance of the East
ern area increased; its total crop area rose 
from 23 per cent of the total crop area of the 
USSR in 1928 to 26 per cent in 1931. But this 
increase of the crop area did not bring increase 
of grain production. Not only in 1931 and 
1932, when grain crops of the USSR generally 
were small, but also in the very favorable 
year 1930, the contribution of the Eastern 
area to the total grain production was sub
stantially smaller than in 1928.3 The results 
of the expansion of crop area in the Eastern 
regions were so disappointing that during th,e 
later years, following 1931, a relatively large 
decline of crop area occurred. The setback 
was so severe that even in 1935, when agricul
tural production had recovered somewhat, the 
crop area in Eastern regions was 7 to 8 per 
cent smaller than in 1931, and the area under 
wheat had fallen even more. This is explained 
partly by the fact that the government, disap
pointed with the results of the crop expansion 
in the Eastern area, altered its program for 
development of state grain farms and shifted 
them more to the Southern area in the Euro
pean part of the USSR. But the crops on peas
ant land (collectives and outsiders together) 
declined even more between 1931 and 1934, by 
nearly 10 per cent. 

1 Large percentage increases of total crop area in 
Central Asia and Transcaucasia reflect expansion of the 
cotton area, which more than doubled; other crops, 
including grains, increased much less. 

zIt has been estimated that by 1927-28, only from 
3/4 to 4/5 of the prewar crop area had been recovered 
in these regions. See Agricultural Russia, p. 18I. 

3 For regional grain production, see Table I. 
4 Agriculture of tIre USSR, 1935, Table 99, pp. 252-59. 

The crop area in the Southern regions de
veloped similarly, although in the early period 
expansion was less spectacular than in thc 
Eastern regions. Growth of the crop area in 
the Southern regions between 1928 and 1931 
was below the average for the whole USSR, 
as was to be expected in view of relatively con
siderable recovery of agricultural production 
there before 1928, and better utilization of agri
cultural land. But the setback in the Southern 
area after 1931 was even greater than in the 
Eastern regions and crops on peasant land 
shrank greatly here-to such an extent that 
after 1931 it could not be replaced by a sub
stantial increase of the crop area on statc 
farms. The following tabulation, in million 
acres, illustrates the change of total crop area 
from 1931 to 1934 on peasant land and on state 
farms respectively in the Eastern and South
ern regions: 4 

Eastern area Southern area 
Enterprises 1931 1934 1931 1934 

On peasant land .. 78.9 71.3 119.6 105.3 
On state farms ... 9.3 10.2 11.8 16.1 

Total ........ 88.2 81.5 131.4 121.4 

Despite the much greater expansion of crop 
area on state farms in the Southern area than 
in the Eastern, the decline of the total crop 
area was proportionately the same. It is neces
sary to recall that the conflict between gov
ernment and peasantry in 1932 happened to 
be most severe in the Southern regions
Ukraine and the North Caucasus. Here the 
conflict acquired political significance. In 
some localities the resistance of peasants be
came active rather than passive, and the pop
ulations of whole villages and small regions 
were sometimes deported in total, as happened 
in places of North Caucasus. On the other 
hand, Ukraine was most severely affected by 
the famine of 1932. All this interfered with 
the normal work of the peasantry, and conse
quently their crop areas were reduced when 
we take into account not only the collective 
farms but also the farms of outsiders. Expan
sion of crop area in collectives was not enough 
to compensate for reduction of crop area of 
outsiders, despite the fact that large numbers 
of outsiders were forced into collectives. 
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A quite different development took place in 
the third important grain-surplus area, Si
beria. Here the crop area expanded very little 
during the early period of reorganization of 
agriculture. Between 1928 and 1931 the total 
crop area increased only 1 to 2 per cent, while 
the grain area declined by 2 to 3 per cent. The 
crop area on peasant land fell even more, by 
8 to 9 per cent; but this decline was fully offset 
by substantial expansion on state farms, which 
grew by nearly 3 million acres. Except for the 
state farms, there was no expansion of crop 
area in Siberia during this early period, partly 
in reflection of a fairly high level (above the 
prewar) already attained in 1928. Collectivi
zation of this distant area proceeded much 
more slowly than in the Southern area and 
in the Volga region of the Eastern area. In the 
summer of 1931 in Siberia, only two-fifths of 
the peasant households were in collectives, 
whereas in the Southern and Volga regions 
two-thirds to more than four-fifths (varying 
in different sections) of the peasant house
holds were collectivized. 

Perhaps because of the slower rate of col
lectivization, the Siberian regions did not ex
perience a setback of crop area in later years 
as severe as that in the other two grain-surplus 
areas. Indeed, there was a substantial expan
sion in Siberia and the Far East between 1931 
and 1934, amounting to 3 million acres or 11 
per cent in total crop area. This occurred not 
only on state farms (2 million acres) but also 
on peasant land (1 million), the peasants, in 
collectives and outside, expanding their crop 
area by 4 to 5 per cent. In this respect Siberia 
was unique, for elsewhere areas of crops on 
peasant land were reduced. Even in the grain
deficit area north of the blacksoil belt, where 
crop areas were slightly expanded (3 to 4 per 
cent), all of the expansion was on state farms, 
while peasants maintained their own crop 
area at the level of 1931. 

It is of particular interest to note that pre
cisely in these areas, Siberia and the Northern 
and Central regions of the European part of 
the USSR, the assistance of the government 
to collective farms through the MTS was rela
tively the smallest. At the end of 1935, less 
than two-fifths of the collectives in these two 
areas were served by MTS; whereas in the 

Eastern area two-thirds were served and in 
the Southern area more than four-fifths. De
spite (or because of) this smaller assistance 
the peasants of Siberia were able to extend 
their crop area and the peasants of the North
ern regions were able at least to maintain 
it, whereas the peasants in the south and east, 
assisted greatly or perhaps over-assisted, re
duced their crop areas by 10 to 12 per cent. 

Generally speaking, it was characteristic of 
the period 1931-35 that crop areas, particu
larly of grain, were expanded in the grain
deficit regions, while in the principal grain
surplus regions crop areas were reduced. In 
this respect Siberia and the Far East does not 
present a prominent exception, for here the 
grain-surplus area lies only in the western 
part, the eastern being a grain-deficit area. 
This general development is explained partly 
by the fact that the burden of obligatory grain 
delivery to the state, fixed by law since 1933, 
has been relatively much heavier in the grain
surplus regions than in the grain-deficit re
gions (see pp. 350-51), per acre of crops or 
per unit of total production. In effect, peas
ants in the grain-deficit areas were producing 
more for their own consumption and less for 
the state, while those in the grain-surplus 
regions were producing more for the state and 
less for themselves. It is clear that the greater 
stimulus for expansion of crop area on peas
ant land lay in the grain-deficit areas. 

Governmental policy toward expansion of 
crop areas in different regions also was 
changed in 1932. Since then, more attention 
has been paid to expansion in the humid re
gions north of the blacksoil belt than in the 
eastern semiarid regions, where the earlier 
results fell so far below expectations. The 
Second Five-Year Plan set as a goal expansion 
of crop area by 12.5 million acres in these 
humid regions. Beginning with the spring of 
1934, the collectives in the northern regions 
which were extending cultivation onto new 
lands were exempted from taxes in kind and 
in money on crops grown on these lands for 
a period of two years.1 By later decrees this 
privilege was granted to collectives in Siberia. 

1 Decree of the Council of the People's Commissars 
of the USSR and of the Central Committee of the 
Communist Party of Apr. 23, 1934, Collection of Laws 
and Decrees of the USSR, 1934, No. 21. 
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BREAD GRAINS AND FEED GHAINS 

The bread-grain problem was persistently 
one of the most important to the Soviet gov
ernment, from the very beginning of the revo
lution. The socialistic reorganization of agri
culture was undertaken partly in order to solve 
the grain problem. It motivated the formation 
of huge state grain farms early in 1927-28, 
and partly also the collectivization of agricul
ture so ruthlessly forced upon the peasants in 
1929-31. It is of particular interest to inquire 
how successful the Soviet government has been 
in its solution of the bread-grain problem. 

Rye is not so much less important in Russia 
than wheat, and both must be considered to 
get a correct picture of the bread-grain supply 
in the USSR. They must also be treated to
gether in discussion of the question of compe
tition between the bread grains and the feed 
grains. Since the importance of the bread 
grains among other grains is unusually great 
in Russia and ever has been so/ the develop
ment of the total grain area as discussed above 
gives a general view of the development of the 
bread-grain crops. But certain divergences 
must be noted, and a few special questions 
require discussion. 

From Table 3 (p. 327) it appears that, on 
the whole, the recent development of the area 
under the bread grains had about the same 
characteristic features as the total grain area: 
rapid cxpansion until 1931, a considerable 
reduction in the two following years, and, after 
1934, some recovery toward the previous 
level. But from 1929 to 1931, as we have seen, 
expansion of the bread-grain area was the 
more pronounced. The bread grains, particu
larly wheat, were displacing the feed grains, 
oats and barley. 

Later, an emergency requirement for feed 
crops, necessary in order to check further 
deterioration of the livestock industry, caused 
the government to shift emphasis toward the 
feed grains. These grains consequently occu
pied a larger fraction of the partially re
covered total grain area in 1934 and 1935, and 
the bread-grain area could be expanded only 
slightly, by less than 5 million acres. The area 

1 See Agricultural Russia, pp. 248-52. 
2 Ibid., pp. 191-95. 

under bread grain in 1935 was still 10 million 
acres smaller than in 1931, although the total 
grain area had reached the 1931 level by 1934. 
In 1935 and 1936, the total grain area declined 
somewhat because of urgent necessity, again 
in connection with the crisis of the livestock 
industry, to expand such crops as seeded hay 
and other feed crops, as well as vegetables for 
food in order to compensate for the lack of 
meat. Thus the new emergency, created by 
the crisis in the livestock industry, became a 
factor limiting the possibilities for definite 
solution of the bread-grain problem. 

This competition between the bread grains 
and the feed grains and other feed crops is re
flected by the changes in the fractions of the 
total grain area devoted to these crops, as well 
as in the ratios of grain area to total crop 
area. As shown in Table 6, the fraction of the 

TABLE 6.-PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL CROP AREA IN 

GRAIN, AND OF GRAIN AREA IN DIFFERENT 

GRAINS, 1928-36* 

Percentage Percentage of graIn area In 
Year of total 

crop area Bread I Feed Groats Other 
In graIns graIns graIns· graIns· graIns" 

1928 ...... 81.6 56.8 31.5 9.4 2.3 
1929 ...... 81.3 56.9 31.8 8.9 2.4 
1930 ...... 80.0 61.5 28.5 6.9 3.1 
1931. ..... 76.6 61.8 27.2 7.4 3.6 
1932 ...... 74.2 60.9 26.0 9.4 3.7 
1933 ...... 78.3 57.7 27.5 10.7 4.1 
1934 ...... 79.6 56.6 28.8 9.9 4.7 
1935 ...... 77.9 58.5 29.3 7.4 4.8 
1936 ...... 76.5' .... . ... ... . .. 

* Complied from Agriculture of the USSR, 1995, Tables 
94, 104, 985. 

a Oats, barley, corn. 
b Millet, buckwheat. 

c Including dry legumes. 
d Pravda, Nov. 24, 1936. 

total crop area occupied by all grains fell sub
stantially between 1928 and 1932. This was 
not so much a sign of continued diversification 
of farming, somewhat characteristic of the de
velopment of peasant farming in 1922-28,2 
as a result of the rapid expansion of a few 
technical crops (cotton, sugar beet, etc.) on 
specialized farms in some regions. 

The proportion of the total grain area occu
pied by the bread grains increased substan
tially between 1929 and 1931, from less than 
57 per cent to nearly 62 per cent, whereas the 
proportion occupied by the feed-grain crops 
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(oats, barley, and corn) declined from 32 to 
26 per cent. The feed-grain area had been re
duced by 1932 to a level too low even for Rus
sian agriculture, wherein these grains had 
always occupied only a small share of the 
grain area. This occurred because the live
stock population had also been greatly re
duced/ following the forced collectivization. 

When in 1932 the government officially rec
ognized the plight of the livestock industry 
and set about to improve it, emphasis neces
sarily fell upon expansion of feed-grain area, 
although at the same time there was serious 
shortage of bread grain. This emergency in
evitably put a stop to further expansion of 
technical crops, and even involved reduction; 
for cultivation of these required excessive use 
of the draft power which could not be spared 
from cultivation of either feed grains or 
bread grains. The ratio of grain area to total 
crop area accordingly rose from 74 per cent in 
1932 to 78-80 per cent in 1934 and 1935, not 
far from the level characteristic before the 
forced collectivization in 1929-30. At the same 
time the ratio of feed-grain area to total grain 
area rose from 26 to 29 per cent, while the pro
portion occupied by the bread grains fell to 57-
58 per cent. Even with this expansion, the feed 
grains occupied too small a proportion of 
the grain area in 1935-less than in 1929. 
Substantial recovery of the livestock popula
tion requires further expansion of feed-grain 
acreage, especially in view of official plans to 
improve the quality of livestock-an objective 
necessitating substantial expansion of such 
feed crops as seeded hay and roots. The gov
ernment has indeed followed this direction, 
although expansion of these crops is rather 
slow. The area under the feed crops (exclud
ing feed grains) rose from 5.4 per cent of the 
total crop area in 1934 to 6. 5 per cent in 1935. 
In connection with this the ratio of grain area 
to total crop area fell from 79.6 per cent in 

1 The following official data indicate the numbers 
(millions) of vadous types of livestock in the sum
mers of 1928 and 1932 (Agriculture of the USSR, 1935, 
p. 519): 

Sheep 
Horses Cattle and Hogs 

goats 
1928 ......... 33.5 70.5 146.7 26.0 
1932 ......... 19.6 40.6 52.1 11.6 

1934 to 77.9 per cent in 1935 and declined 
further to 76.5 per cent in 1936. The process 
presumably will continue if the government 
adheres to its plans for rehabilitation and im
provement of the livestock industry. 

The marked fluctuations in the ratio of area 
in millet and buckwheat to total grain area 
require some comment. These crops are used 
in the USSR mainly as food, in the form of 
groats (cracked grain, boiled for porridge). 
Millet in particular plays a special role among 
the grains. Frequently it is a sort of emer
gency crop sown when planting of other spring 
grains cannot be continued because of a late 
season or a shortage of seed. Millet can be 
sown later than other grains and requires 
relatively little seed per acre. Fluctuations in 
the ratio of millet-and-buckwheat area to total 
grain area during 1928-35 represent largely 
fluctuations in the sowings of millet and are 
explicable largely by its emergency uses. The 
spring of 1930 was exceptionally favorable 
for extension of spring sowings, and conse
quently millet was not much sown. During 
the following three years, when spring sowings 
were delayed, a fairly substantial portion of 
the grain area was planted late with millet. 
Shortage of seed in some regions in 1932 and 
1933 contributed to this development. Millet 
and buckwheat occupied a relatively large 
fraction of the grain area in 1934 also. This 
points toward strain in the spring sowing 
campaigns of all these years; it was impossible 
to execute the sowing plans with the more 
valuable grains. Reduction of the share of 
millet in the grain area of 1935 points toward 
less strain in this sowing campaign, though 
there were also more favorable climatic con
ditions in the spring. Hence the total grain 
areas reported for 1932-34 tend to overstate 
the results of the drive for expansion of grain 
area, for they include abnormally large per
centages of the less valuable grain crops. 

The foregoing discussion helps to clarify 
the position of the bread grains among other 
grains in the USSR as well as their competi
tion with the feed grains. They competed not 
so much for land as for the means of produc
tion, particularly draft power, which was at 
a minimum during 1930-35. With shortage 
of draft power and because of the very short 



334 SOVIET AGRICULTURAL REORGANIZATION 

sowing period usual in the principal grain
producing regions, it was impossible to ex
pand the bread-grain area and the feed-grain 
area simultaneously. The government was 
therefore impelled to shift the emphasis in its 
plans from one to the other, according to the 
degree of emergency in either field. When, be
cause of the short duration of the sowing sea
son, it proved impossible to extend sufficiently 
either of these groups of principal grains, re
course was usually had to secondary grains 
lih millet. 

WHEAT AND RYE 

Substantial shifts occurred also between 
the bread grains themselves. The government 
adhered to a policy of stimulating expansion 
of the wheat area, which sometimes and in 
certain regions led to a shift from rye to wheat, 
particularly winter wheat, since it was impos
sible to expand both. The competition be
tween wheat and rye was not only for the 
means of production, but also for land and for 
place in the crop rotations, for these shifts 
occurred mainly in the densely populated 
regions of Ukraine and Central Russia. 

The policy of stimulating expansion of 
wheat rather than rye preceded the reorgani
zation of agriculture. With collectivization 
of agriculture and organization of state grain 
farms, the government acquired greater con
trol over agriculture and could therefore fol
low this policy more effectively through direct 
planning of crop areas. The policy was pur
sued not merely because of the greater value 
of wheat as a domestic bread grain, but mainly 
with a view toward increase of grain exports, 
since wheat had a larger international market 
than rye. There is no question that this mo
tive dominated until 1932. 

It was also an early policy of the govern
ment to favor shift from spring wheat to 
winter wheat, which yields better. During the 
1920's considerable efforts had been made to 
expand the area of winter wheat so far as cli
matic conditions permitted'! After the social
istic reorganization of agriculture this policy 
was pursued even more vigorously. Hence 
considerable changes occurred in the relative 

1 See A(Jricultural Russia, pp. 258-59. 

importance of the various bread grains during 
the period 1928-35 (illustrated in Table 7), 
and in their regional distribution as well. 

TABLE 7.-BflEAD-GflAIN ACflEAOE, 1928-35* 

____ M_Ill_IO_n_ac_r_cB ____ 1 PcrccntllJlCH 

Year Wheat Wheat Winter 
to wheat 

Total Ryo bread to 1111 
'l'ota! Winter SprlnJl gralna wheat 

-----------------
1928 ..... I 120.4 68.5 15.3 53.2 60.0 1)2.9 22.3 
1020 ..... 135.1 73.5 16.2 57.3 61.6 54.4 22.0 
1030 ..... 164.7 83.4 24.9 58.5 71.3 53.9 20.8 
1931. ..•. 150.4 01.1 28.0 63.1 68.3 57.2 30.7 
1932 ..... 150.0 85.3 29.2 56.1 64.7 56.9 34.2 
1033 ..... 144.0 82.2 26.7 55.4 62.7 66.7 32.6 
1034 ..... 146.5 87.1 26.7 60.4 69.4 69.4 30.6 
1935 ..... 149.6 91.6 30.8 00.8 68.0 61.2 33.0 

• A(fricullure of tile USSR, 1935, pp. 268, 1367. 

We have seen that the governmental policy 
during the early period of reorganization of 
agriculture was to expand the bread-grain 
area at any price, and this policy was pursued 
with apparent success though at the cost of 
other grains. During this period the total area 
under bread grain was much expanded. But 
growth of the rye area was checked as early as 
1931. It will be recalled that decline of the 
grain area on peasant land also started at the 
very beginning of the reorganization of agri
culture. Since practically no rye was grown 
on state farms, which continued to expand 
their crop area throughout the whole period, 
the decline of the rye area on peasant lands was 
immediately reflected in decline of the total 
rye area. This has continued without inter
ruption. By 1934 the rye area was less than 
in 1928, before the reorganization of agri
culture. 

Expansion of the total wheat area between 
1928 and 1931 by more than 22 million acres, 
about a third, represented mainly expansion 
of winter wheat. The area of winter wheat 
increased by 13 million acres, more than four
fifths, while the much larger area under spring 
wheat increased by less than 10 million acres 
or less than one-fifth. The slower growth of 
spring-wheat area reflected two opposing proc
esses: (1) a rapid expansion of the spring
wheat area in the Eastern regions, where the 
"grain factories" were then being organized 
with great haste; and (2) a shift from spring 
wheat to winter in the south, where rapid 
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extension of the total wheat area came solely 
in winter wheat and the spring-wheat area de
clined. Moreover, during 1928-31 there was 
no expansion of wheat acreage in Siberia, the 
area second in importance for spring wheat. 

The shift to winter wheat, both from rye 
and from spring wheat, proceeded so vigor
ously that the growth of winter-wheat acreage 
persisted in 1932, when all other grain areas 
were considerably reduced. But in 1933 the 
winter-wheat area fell sharply, mainly be
cause of developments in Ukraine and North 
Caucasus, the two principal winter-wheat re
gions of the USSR. Here the conflict with the 
peasantry and the famine of 1932 were most 
pronounced, and the setback to winter-wheat 
acreage was so severe that it even retarded 
general recovery of winter wheat, which failed 
to appear until 1935 although substantial re
covery of the spring-wheat area occurred in 
1934. The winter-wheat area continued in 
1934 to decline in the principal winter-wheat 
regions, and only the vigorous drive of the gov
ernment for expansion of winter wheat in Cen
tral Russia compensated for this decline and 
made possible maintenance of total winter
wheat acreage at the level of 1933. In 1935, 
however, substantial recovery of winter-wheat 
sowings occurred both in Ukraine and in North 
Caucasus, and the total winter-wheat area was 
brought to a level above the earlier peaks of 
1931 and 1932, and twice as large as in 1928.1 

Against the doubling of the winter wheat area 
from 1928 to 1935, and expansion of more than 
15 million acres, must be set the decline of the 
rye area from 1930 to 1935 by more than 13 
million acres, and also the fact that the spring
wheat area after two years of recovery, 1934 
and 1935, was still 2 to 3 million acres smaller 
than in 1931. 

The fact that recovery of the spring-wheat 
area after the setback of 1932-33 began in 
1934, earlier than the recovery of winter wheat, 
is explained partly by regional developments, 
particularly the substantial increase of wheat 
area in the Siberian regions where only spring 
wheat is grown. Siberia, as we have seen, was 
the only area where substantial increase of 
crops on peasant lands occurred between 1931 

1 For yearly fluctuations of wheat acreage by re
gions, see Tables I and II. 

and 1934, synchronously with expansion of 
crop areas on slate farms. This contributed 
to early recovery of the spring-wheat area in 
1934. But in 1935 this process did not con
tinue, and the spring-wheat area was practi
cally the same as in 1934. This check to the 
growth of the spring-wheat area cannot be 
explained simply by shift from spring to win
ter wheat, for reduction of the spring-wheat 
area occurred in regions where no such shift 
can occur, as in Western Siberia. The setback 
in Siberia in 1935 was due to reduction of 
areas on state farms, for crops on peasant 
lands continued to expand. This rellects the 
crisis of the state farms and transfer of part 
of their land to collectives (pp. 337-40). 

Generally speaking, growth of the spring
wheat area is proceeding but slowly, and in 
1935 it was 2 to 3 million acres smaller than 
in 1931 and only 3 to 4 million acres larger 
than in 1929, before the socialistic reorganiza
tion of agriculture. With such small expan
sion of spring-wheat area and with reduction 
of rye area, it is clear why the total bread
grain area increased only a little in spite of 
a doubling of the winter-wheat area. 

The divergent course of development of the 
two bread grains resulted in substantial change 
in their relative importance from 1928 to 1935. 
Rye became substantially less important as 
compared with wheat: in 1928 and 1929, be
fore the collectivization, it had occupied 46 to 
47 per cent of the total bread-grain area, but 
in 1935 less than 39 per cent. At present the 
ratio of wheat to rye area is about 3 to 2. This 
ratio not only exceeds that of early post-revo
lutionary years, but also of prewar years when 
Russia was a great wheat exporter. 

The enhanced importance of wheat is ex
clusively due to winter wbeat, which has risen 

. from 12 to 20 per cent of the total bread-grain 
area. Winter wheat now occupies a third of 
the total wheat area, whereas in 1928-29 it 
occupied only a fifth to a fourth. But the rela
tive importance of the two winter bread grains 
together (winter wheat and rye) has not 
changed. They occupy now, as in 1928-29, 
nearly three-fifths of the total bread-grain 
area, leaving two-fifths for spring wheat. 

Since regional aspects are important for 
understanding of the development of winter-
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and spring-wheat areas during 1928-35; as 
well as of the shift from spring wheat to 
winter, we present pertinent data in Table 8. 

TABLE 8.-DISTBIBUTION OF WHEAT ACBEAGE BY 

MAJOH ABEAS IN SELECTED YEAHS, 1928-35* 
(Million acres) 

Major area 192811031 1 1934·1 1034b 11035 

ALI. WHEAT 

USSR ................... 68.5 91.1 87.1 87.1 

Northern and CentraL ... 1.1 1.3 4.9 5.0 
Eastern .................. 24.0 34.0 31. 0 30.1 
Southern ................ 23.8 35.2 29.3 29.3 
Siberia and Far East ..... 13.5 13.1 15.0 15.8 
Central Asia and Trans-

caucasia .............. . 6.1 7.5 6.9 6.9 

SPRING WHEAT 

USSR ................... 53.2 63.1 i 60.4 60.4 

Northern and CentraL ... .8 1.0 3.3 3.4 
Eastern .................. 23.4 33.21 29 .8 28.8 
Southern ................ 13.0 12.0, 8.6 8.6 
Siberia and Far East ..... 13.4 13.11 14.9 15.8 
Central Asia and Trans-

caucasia ............... 2.6 3.8 3.8 3.8 

WINTER WHEAT 

USSR ................... 15.3 28.0 1 26.7 26.7 

Northern and CentraL ... .3 .3 1.6 1.6 
Eastern .................. .6 .7 1.2 1.2 
Southern ................ 10.8 23.2 20.8 20.8 
Siberia and Far East ..... .0 .0 .0 .0 
Central Asia and Trans-

caucasia ............... 3.6 3.7 3.1 3.1 

• Summarized from Tables I and II. 

a Old boundaries, as in 1928 and 1931. 
b New boundaries, as in 1935. 

91.6 

6.6 
30.3 
32.2 
15.1 

7.4 

60.8 

4.6 
29.3 
8.1 

15.1 

3.7 

30.8 

2.0 
1.0 

24.1 
.0 

3.7 

The rapid expansion of wheat crops during 
the early period of the reorganization of agri
culture was mainly in the two principal wheat
surplus areas and enhanced their importance 
at the expense of wheat-deficit regions as well 
as in relation to Siberia, the third impor
tant wheat-surplus region. In the Eastern area, 
spring-wheat acreage expanded greatly, in
creasing by 10 million acres or more than two
fifths. In the Southern area only the winter
wheat area expanded, partly at the cost of 
spring wheat; but the area under winter 
wheat more than doubled from 1928 to 1931, 
increasing by 13 million acres. Thus the East
ern area in 1931 contained more than half of 

the total spring-wheat area of the USSR, and 
the Southern contained more than four-fifths 
of the total winter-wheat area. These two areas 
together contained more than three-fourths of 
the total wheat acreage. 

But this position was not maintained, for 
the setback of 1932 seriously affected these 
two wheat-surplus areas, and their recovery 
thereafter was slow. Their relative importance 
has remained less than it was in 1931. The 
decline of spring-wheat area in the Eastern 
regions was so great and the ensuing re
covery so slow that these regions could not 
keep step with recovery of wheat in the USSR 
as a whole. The relative importance of the 
Eastern area in 1935 was less than in 1928, 
when its crop area was 20 to 25 per cent 
smaller than before the war. 

This points toward failure of the official 
plan to expand wheat in the semiarid regions 
of the east. Moreover, in expansion of wheat 
the more humid regions of Siberia also lagged 
behind other regions of the USSR, despite the 
fact that Siberia was the only area not affected 
by the setback of 1932 and 1933. The share 
of Siberia and the Far East in the total wheat 
area was substantially smaller in 1935 than in 
1928. The unsuccessful efforts of the govern
ment to expand wheat in the Eastern regions 
are connected with the failure of the state 
grain farms to fulfill the original ambitious 
plan assigned them during 1927-30. This 
problem is discussed below (p. 337) . 

Here it is pertinent to note the growing im
portance of wheat, both of spring and winter, 
in the humid regions north of the blacksoil 
belt. Before the collectivization in 1928, their 
share in the wheat area was only 1 to 2 per 
cent. It declined further during the early 
period of the reorganization of agriculture, 
which was characterized by the "Drang nach 
Osten." But after the failure of this drive the 
attention of the government turned to the 
humid regions north of the blacks oil belt, and 
the Second Five-Year Plan emphasized ex
pansion of grain production, especially wheat, 
in this and other grain-deficit regions (Far 
East). Enlargement of the wheat area in the 
regions north of the blacksoil belt by 5 to 6 
million acres in 1931-35 indicates a degree of 
success in this drive. Yet this expansion to 
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date has been almost wholly at the expense of 
rye, of which the acreage has fallen by nearly 
5 million acres. Expansion of wheat in the 
northern humid regions is important enough 
to deserve discussion below (p. 340). 

Table 8 indicates that the Soviet government 
has not yet succeeded in expanding winter 
wheat much beyond the regions where it was 
formerly cultivated-the southern European 
part of the USSR, Transcaucasia, and Turkes
tan, which in 1935 still contained 90 per cent 
of all the winter-wheat acreage of the country. 
Success in this policy is limited to expansion 
of winter wheat in the regions north of the 
blacksoil belt,! which contained another 6 to 
7 per cent. There was practically no spread 
of winter wheat in the Eastern regions. Rus
sian wheat breeders have persistently sought 
to develop new varieties of winter wheat re
sistant enough to the cold and snowless win
ters and the recurrent droughts characteristic 
of the Eastern regions, but definite results have 
not yet been achieved. Experiment continues 
with a few promising varieties but, as an au
thority on plant breeding for these particular 
regions recently stated, very little has been 
accomplished toward expansion of winter 
wheat in the Lower and Middle Volga regions, 
to say nothing of regions farther east.2 Some
times the Soviet government moves too rapidly 
and advises new varieties before they have 
been sufficiently tested, with resulting set
back to expansion as in 1927-28.3 

1 That winter wheat has been extended only in the 
western part of the northern area may be seen from 
Tables I and II. 

2 See G. K. Meister, "Soviet Plant Breeding and Its 
Achievement," Socialistic Reconstrllction of Agricul
ture, December 1935, p. 138. Meister, for many years 
in charge of plant breeding work in the Samtov Experi
ment Station in the Lower Volga region, mentions par
ticularly two new varieties of cold-resistant wheat 
(Lutescens 329 and 1060/10). He states that they permit 
wheat to expand considerably to the east, in the Lower 
and Middle Volga regions; but later he observes that 
the cold-resistant varieties are not good yielders and in 
baking quality are not high (p. 140). Still later he 
states that "very little was done fOl' expansion of 
winter wheat to the east," and emphasizes the many 
difficulties that hamper solution of the problem. 

a See Agricultural Russia, pp. 258-59. Reduction of 
the winter-wheat area in 1929 was caused by heavy 
winterkiIling in 1927-28, for which inappropriate use 
of insufficiently tested new varieties of wheat was 
partly responsible. 

STATE FAHMS IN SEMIAHID REGIONS 

We have seen that the crop area in state 
farms persistently increased and compen
sated, at least partially, for decline of crops 
on peasant land after 1930-31 (pp. 328-29). 
On the other hand, the unsuccessful efforts to 
expand wheat crops in the Eastern area repre
sented failure of the state grain farms (pp, 
335-36). This apparent contradiction re
quires further explanation. 

The state grain farms are one of several 
kinds of state farms. There were also livestock 
farms, seed-breeding farms, cotton farms, 
sugar beet farms, etc., besides state farms or
ganized during the period of food shortage 
especially to supply food for urban workers, 
and those organized by the consumers' co
operatives (controlled by the state). All such 
state farms produce crops, and their crop area 
has recently expanded as they grew rapidly 
in number. But only the state grain farms 
concern us here. These were created during 
1927-30 with the special purpose of solving 
the grain problem, and it is pertinent here to 
inquire into their success. 

Table 9 reveals significantly divergent 
trends. In early years, the expansion of crop 

TABLE 9.-CROP AREAS ON STATE FARMS, 1929-35* 

(Million acres) 

'fotul crop areu GraIn area 

I Grain farms i ; Grain farms 
: All . ! All :------

Year 

i farms I Area I Percentage i farms i Area I Percentage 

---I i--I 1--1--1 
1929 .... , 5.6 I .4 i 6.4 I 3.8 I .4: 
1930 .... i 9.71 2.91 30.3 I 7.2 I 2.9 i 
1931. ... 127.1 10.8. 39.7 120.0 110.7 I 

1932 .... 1 33 .2 I 11.2: 33.8 122.8 i 10.7 : 
1933 .. < 34.9 I 8.0 I 22.9 i 26.8 i 7.8

1
' 1934 .... 37.3 I 8.1 I 21.8 .28.7 I 7.9 

1935 .... ' 40.0 I 9.0 22.5 29.8l 8.6: 

9.5 
40.7 
53.4 
47.1 
29.3 
27.5 
28.9 

* See il{Jl'irllItlll'e of Ihe l"ssn. lD.35. Table's !l9, 5·((j, 5·li, 
and 985. 

area in the state grain farms was mucn more 
rapid than in all state farms, and in 1931 they 
contained two-fifths of the total crop area in 
all state farms and more than half of the 
grain area. But in 1932 the growth of crop 
area in state grain farms was arrested and 
their relative importance declined. Their crop 
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areas were greatly reduced in 1933 and have 
never since recovered much, so that recently 
the state grain farms contained only a little 
more than a fifth of the total crop area in all 
state farms and somewhat above a fourth of 
the grain area. The state grain farms even 
failed to keep step in expansion of grain area 
with those state farms on which grain pro
duction was only a secondary enterprise. 

Even this development of crop area on the 
state grain farms does not show the depth of 
the crisis which they experienced in 1931 and 
1932, when their yield per acre averaged only 
about half of what it had been in 1929 and 
1930 on a much smaller acreage.1 For this 
reduction in yield the rapid expansion of crop 
area on the state grain farms was to some de
gree responsible. 

The critical situation of the state grain 
farms in 1931 gave rise to the successive re
organizations described above (pp. 320-22), 
without apparent success. These reorganiza
tions were not limited to change of size and 
of internal organization as productive enter
prises; on the contrary, the entire plan for 
state grain farms was changed, and the de
cision was made to shift cultivation of wheat 

1 Yields per acre of all grain and of wheat on state 
grain farms were about as follows, in 60-pound bush
els per acre: 

Year All grain Spring wheat Winter wheat 

1929 ........... 7.7 7.4 
1930 ........... 10.0 9.5 
1931 ........... 4.5 5.1 
1932 ........... 5.9 
1933 ........... 7.6 
1934 ........... 7.6 8.8 4.8 
1935 ........... 10.7 10.6 11.6 

These data are not separately published but are here 
computed from data on production and acreage scat
tered in several Soviet publications. 

2 Second Five-Year Plan of the Economic Develop
ment of the USSR (Gosplan, Moscow, 1934), p. 222. 

3 Agricultural Russia, pp. 128-30. The early plan 
was that in large part the state grain farms should 
be organized in regions where annual average rainfall 
ranged from 10 to 14 inches. Only a few state grain 
farms in 1935 were in regions with annual average 
rainfall below 14 inches, and practically none in re
gions with rainfall below 12 inches. See an official 
report puhlished by the People's Commissariat of 
State Farms, Slate Farms of the People's Commis
sarial of State Farms of ille USSR (Moscow, 1936), 
Vol. 1. 

4 The discussion which follows is based 011 detailed 
statistics of state grain farms in Agriculture of ille 
USSR, 1935, pp. 730-77. 

on state farms from semiarid regions to re
gions of high yields.2 This meant that expan
sion of wheat production on unoccupied land 
difficult to settle by peasants because of 
drought was to be replaced by creation of state 
grain farms in regions already well settled 
and on land already occupied by peasants or 
easy to occupy. After 1931, the development 
of state grain farms was mainly in well-popu
lated Ukraine, North Caucasus, and the Cen
tral Blacksoil region, instead of in regions 
east of the Volga and in Central Asia, as had 
been planne(V Organization of state grain 
farms in the more humid areas was presum
ably a device to combat resistance of the peas
ants to excessive grain collections, when col
lective farms of the southern area were 
passing through a severe crisis (pp. 311-12). 

Reduction of land area in state grain farms 
after 1931 occurred exclusively in regions east 
of the Volga,4 particularly in the semiarid 
eastern regions, while no reduction of land in 
state grain farms occurred in the southern 
European regions west of the Volga. Indeed, 
the crop area in state grain farms of the south
ern regions increased by 20 per cent. This 
growth was less spectaCUlar, however, than 
the synchronous growth of tractors and com" 
bines, which increased 2Y2 times, and of labor 
supply, which was trebled. Efforts to expand 
crops were apparent in the south, but not in 
the eastern regions, where tractor equipment 
was not enlarged between 1931 and 1934 . 
With the crop area in 1934 only half as large 
as in 1931, the number of tractors on the east
ern state grain farms ought to have been more 
than sufficient, if they were used efficiently. 
Such other equipment as combines was 
greatly increased on the eastern state grain 
farms, though not so rapidly as in the south. 
In any event, investment in the means of pro
duction on eastern state grain farms enlarged 
50 per cent from 1931 to 1934, and yet even 
with this increased equipment the eastern 
farms could not handle satisfactorily a crop 
area cut in half. 

H cannot be said that shortage of draft 
power was responsible for this, for the state 
grain farms in 1934 had two or three times 
more draft power per acre than agriculture 
throughout all of the USSR. State grain farms 
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in the eastern and Siberian regions had 11 to 
12 acres of crops per horsepower, while in the 
country as a whole the burden approached 30 
acres per horsepower. It was not a heavy task 
to work 12 acres of small-grain crops per 
horsepower of tractors in the open plains east 
of the Volga, resembling the Great Plains of 
America-the more so because the highly 
mechanized farms also had 2 or 3 workers 
per 100 acres of crops annually on the average, 
and were practically one-crop farms. 

Reasonable explanations of the difficulties 
experienced by the state grain farms after 
1931 may be found in Soviet publications 
themselves.1 During their first few years of 
operation the state grain farms, equipped with 
new American tractors and manned with 
trained drivers sent from cities, were rela
tively successful, particularly in the excep
tionally favorable crop year 1930. The situa
tion changed when, encouraged by this rela
tive success, the government undertook to 
expand the state grain farms very rapidly 
(against the warnings of a few experienced 
agronomists, it is true).2 Trained tractor 
drivers could not be had in sufficient numbers, 
and new ones had to be trained. Living condi
tions for workers were extremely crude on the 
new farms, and consequently it was impos
sible to retain trained workers. Hence the 
tractors were badly run, and plowing and 
planting could not be completed promptly. 
In general, all rules of agronomy were ignored 
on the state grain farms. 

In spite of the increased equipment, the 
plowing of fallow in 1932 was reduced by half 
as compared with 1931, and only 15 per cent 

1 See especially E. PreobrazhensI{y, "State Farms on 
Their Way to Profitableness," Planned Economy, 1935, 
No. 10, pp. 58-79. 

2 See M. Gerchikov, On the Agrarian Front, 1931, 
No.3, pp. 3-13. Here it is stated that Professors 
N. MaItarov and Doiarenko objected to the plan of in
creasing deliveries of grain from state farms to 1.6 
million tons within fonr years, and adYised a slower 
tempo. Mr. Gerchikov, then head of all state grain 
farms, disagreed; but in less than a year he was dis
missed in disgrace because of the failure of the state 
grain farms. 

8 See Agriculture of the USSR, 1935, Tables 548-551, 
pp. 742-1,7. 

4 See Preobrazhensky, op. cit. 
5 Agricllltllre of the USSR, 1935, p. 748. 

of this was plowed early (before June 1); 
whereas in 1930 nearly half of the plowing for 
fallow on state farms had been completed 
before June 1, an extremely important matter 
under Russian climatic conditions. The situa
tion with the fall plowing for spring crops was 
even worse. In 1932 and 1933, with a much 
larger number of tractors, less than a third as 
much land was plowed as in 1930, and in 1934 
the improvement was slight.8 The bulk of the 
spring sowing was done on land plowed only 
in the spring and therefore was delayed. This 
naturally reduced the yield per acre. Further
more, neglect of agronomic rules resulted in 
weed infestation, and this in turn made har
vesting with combines impossible. The use of 
simple harvesting machines instead of com
bines required much more labor than had been 
planned, and consequently the harvest was 
delayed. Grain cut but unbound (there were 
not many binders in the USSR, and labor on 
the state grain farms was short or inefficient) 
remained weeks and months exposed to the 
weather and in large part was lost. In order 
to make possible the use of combines at har
vest, it was decided to weed the fields by hand. 
But to weed 50,000 to 60,000 acres of grain
the usual size of the crop area on state grain 
farms before subdivision in 1934-35-an army 
of 3,000 to 4,000 was needed.4 Such an army 
was difficult to find in the semiarid eastern 
region and there was no place to lodge so 
many. Yet the state farms sought to do this, 
and official statistics show that the fraction 
of the fields in state grain farms weeded by 
hand rose from 7.5 per cent in 1932 to 45.4 
per cent in 1934.5 This gives us a picture of a 
half-Americanized and half-Oriental social
istic Russia: "grain factories" equipped with 
modern tractors and combines, but also with 
an army of 3,000 to 4,000 workers necessary 
to prepare the fields for the use of machines 
invented to economize labor. 

Such was the situation of the state grain 
farms in their most critical period, 1932-34. 
In 1935 some improvement occurred, mainly 
because better use of tractors and combines 
had been learned. During the past two or 
three years great emphasis has been put on 
increase in the use of combines. Economical 
use is possible only after the land on state 
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farms has been sufficiently cleared of weeds, 
and this requires thoroughgoing change from 
previous practices. The government evidently 
made great efforts in this direction. In 1935 
and 1936 the state grain farms succeeded in 
harvesting practically all of their crops with 
combines-97 per cent in 1935 and 99 per cent 
in 1936. But great difficulties remained in 
using combines in the eastern and Siberian 
regions and they were inefficient under cer
tain conditions.1 

Such improvement as has occurred on the 
state grain farms recently represents an in
crease of production without regard to cost. 
But all achievements are minor, as is admitted 
officially; and achievements in the direction 
of increasing yield per acre are particularly 
smal1.2 

Governmental dissatisfaction with the ex
perience in seeking to expand grain acreage 
in semiarid country is suggested not only by 
the shift toward increase of wheat production 
in the humid regions, but also Cafter 1932) by 
the energy devoted to study of an ambitious 
project of irrigating more than 10 million 
acres of land in the semiarid area of Middle 
and Lower Volga. Great disappointment is 
implied by the reduced plan for spring sow
ings on state farms for 1937, and by the con
tinuous transfer of land from state farms to 
collectives during the past two years. It seems 
clear that state farms no longer are expected 
to contribute heavily to expansion of grain 
production. 

WHEAT IN HUMID REGIONS 

The decision to increase grain production, 
particularly wheat, in the northern humid 
regions instead of in the semiarid east, calls 
for discussion of the feasibility and economic 
soundness of this new plan. 

1 See K. Soms, "Socialistic Grain Factories," Bol'she
vik, Oct. 15, 1936, pp. 19-31. In several state grain 
farms in Siberia, -combines harvested on the average 
only 9 to 12 acres per day and the farms were not 
equipped to dry wet grain. 

2 See Mr. Kal'manovich, People's Commissar of 
State Farms, Socialistic Reconstruction of Aaricullure, 
1936, No.3, p. 225. 

8 See V. Rumiantsev, "Production of Grain in the 
Non-blacksoil Area," Planned Econom1J, 1936, No.4, 
pp. 141-51. 

4 Ibid., p. 146. 

Crop land in the area north of the blacks oil 
helt occupies a much smaller fraction of the 
land area than in the southern regions. Even 
excluding the extreme northern provinces, 
arable land in the European northern area 
occupies only 30 to 35 per cent of the total 
area. These statistics are frequently used to 
show the great possibilities for further ex
pansion of grain crops. But there are many 
limitations to such expansion. At best it can 
go but slowly; before land is brought under 
crops it must be cleared of forest or scrub, 
drained, or otherwise improved; and rational 
improvement ought to be preceded by an ex
tensive preliminary soil survey. 

The Second Five-Year Plan included the 
goal of bringing 12-13 million acres of new 
land under cultivation within five years in the 
Northern and Central area. From 1933 to 
1935, about 5 to 6 million acres were put under 
crops, but this land was mostly meadow and 
pasture not requiring much improvement, and 
only a small part of it involved clearing of 
forest or scrub.3 This suggests that occupa
tion of new land must proceed rather slowly. 
On the other hand, expansion of grain crops 
without occupation of new land would mean 
reduction of feed crops in this area, which is 
not desirable in view of the increasing require
ments of feed for the recovering livestock in
dustry and would be poor agronomic tech
nique.4 Agricultural specialists have esti
mated that, through occupation of new land 
and some reduction of area in fallow, it will 
be possible by 1937 to increase the grain area 
in the Northern and Central regions by 5 to 6 
million acres. But these specialists gave warn
ing that reduction of fallows by transfer to 
feed crops ought to proceed slowly, and only 
after sufficient clearing of weeds. They also 
estimated that the area under wheat might 
be increased by 8-9 million acres, partly at 
the cost of less valuable grains, particularly 
rye. 

Between 1932 and 1935 the wheat area in 
these regions rose by about 5 million acres, 
and the plan for 1936 called for an increase 
of a million more. Hence the Five-Year Plan 
for expansion of the wheat area in the North
ern area by about 8 million acres by 1937 
seems likely to be fulfilled. Until 1935, how-
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ever, practically all of the expansion was at 
the expense of rye (Tables I, II). 

Further expansion of wheat in the Northern 
area may encounter shortage of soils suitable 
for profitable wheat cultivation. Preliminary 
official estimates suggest that a total of 40-50 
million acres of land suitable for wheat exists 
in the Northern area, and through liming of 
acid land this area may reach 50-60 million 
acres.1 Allowing for rational crop rotations, 
from 10 to 12 million acres of wheat might be 
grown in this area, of which nearly 7 million 
were already occupied by wheat in 1935. 
Hence the margin for further expansion of 
wheat on suitable soils in the northern part 
of European Russia seems rather narrow. 

Other factors work against rapid expansion 
of wheat north of the blacksoil belt. Here 
wheat cultivation requires considerable use 
of fertilizer, mainly in the form of manure. 
Specialists put this requirement on land of 
average quality at 30-40 tons per hectare, of 
which only half should be replaced by mineral 
fertilizers in case of shortage of manure.2 But 
the present supply of manure is insufficient 
even to continue fertilization on the level 
characteristic of peasant farms before collec
tivization, when they grew rye, a less exacting 

crop.S Expansion of wheat both on new land 
and also by replacement of rye has its limits 
and can proceed only at a moderate pace. 

Furthermore, the economic soundness of 
the whole project for expansion of grain crops 
and particularly wheat in northern areas 
has properly been questioned by some spe
cialists in the USSR. Here production of 
wheat, though technically feasible with in
tensive cultivation, is associated with consid
erable costs and is normally exposed to the 
competition of wheat grown in regions of ex
tensive cultivation. Other more valuable 
crops, better fitted to the economic and cli
matic conditions of the northern areas, com
pete with wheat for the best lands, and also 
for manure which at present is so limited. The 
rapid expansion of wheat in the Northern area 
of the USSR after 1932 may therefore be ex
plained on much the same basis as its recent 
expansion in such countries of western Eu
rope as Germany: elimination of the free 
market and expansion of production at high 
cost, in order to achieve a certain degree of 
self-sufficiency. Within Soviet Russia this 
policy has been applied to different areas of 
domestic agriculture, elsewhere only to na
tions as a whole. 

V. EFFORTS TO INCREASE GRAIN YIELDS PER ACRE 

The achievements of socialistic agriculture 
in the USSR cannot be measured solely by its 
success in expansion of the crop area. The ex
tremely rapid expansion of crop area resulted 
in reduction of the yield per acre in the early 
period of organization of state grain farms, 
and under the circumstances may be regarded 
as economic loss rather than as achievement. 
Definite conclusions as to the success of the 
reorganized agriculture of the USSR in- in-

1 See P. Mitrofanov, "Concerning Expansion of 
Wheat in the Northern Non-blacksoil Area of the 
Union," On the Agrarian Front, 1934, Nos. 2, 3, pp. 
25-35; and M. M. Lapin, "Wheat in the North and 
Methods of Its Cultivation," Agriculture of the USSR, 
1935, p. 96. 

2 Agriculture of the USSR, 1935, p. 100. 
8 According to statistics of the People's Commis

sariat of Agriculture, the yearly supply of manures 
on collective farms (metric tons per hectare) was as 
follows in recent years (V. P. Mosolov, in Socialistic 

creasing of grain production involve an 
answer to the question: Did yields per acre 
of grain increase after the reorganization? 

The answer is not easily found because of 
the short duration of the experiment, even if 
comparable statistics of yields were at hand; 
for yields in the USSR vary greatly from year 
to year and from region to region. The diffi
culty of analysis is all the greater because offi-

Reconstruction of Agriculture, 1935, No. 12, pp. 176-
87): 

Northern region .... 5.5 
Leningrad province. 5.0 
Western province ... 3.3 
:Moscow province ... 2.7 

Ivanov province ... 3.1 
Gorki region ....... 1.5 
Tartar ASsn ....... 1.2 
White Russl:m SSR. 1.7 

In 1927 in these regions more than half of the winter 
crops received manure, on the average 20 to 25 tons 
per hectare; while in 1934 only about tWo-fifths of 
the winter crops were manured and the average appli
cation was 10 to 15 tons per hectare. Cf. Statistical Re
view, 1928, No. 12, p. 6, and Agriculture of the USSR, 
1935, pp. 337, 339. 
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cial crop statistics underwent a fundamental 
change in 1933, in the middle of the period 
of agricultural reorganization. The agencies 
of collection, the methods of collection, and 
the methods of reporting crop statistics were 
all changed at the same time. Postwar crop 
statistics of the USSR were not comparable 
with the official crop statistics of prewar Rus
sia.1 Once more the statistical series on yields 
and total production are broken into two 
incomparable groups: those before and those 
after 1933. Hence interpretation of the offi
cial crop statistics in recent years must be 
preceded by analysis of their comparability. 

CHANGES IN CROP STATISTICS IN 19332 

A State Commission for determination of 
yield and total production of grain was cre
ated by decree of December 17, 1932. This 
Commission is independent of any other gov
ernment department and is subordinate di
rectly to the Council of the People's Commis
sars of the USSR. By decree of March 5, 1933, 
282 regional commissions of this body were 
created, independent of local organs of the 
central government as well as of the provin
cial and republican governments. Their presi
dents are directly appointed by the Council 
of the People's Commissars of the USSR. 

The State Commission and its regional or
ganizations were purposely made independ
ent, for their principal task is to check the 
estimates of yields and of total production of 
grain made by local governmental organs. 
This was clearly stated in a decree of July 15, 
1933, where the purpose of the regional com-

1 Agricultural Russia, pp. 163-72, 388-93, 410-13. 
2 Our description of the organization of crop statis

tics is based on decrees of the government and on the 
following publications: N. Osinsky, "The Results of 
the 1933 Crop," Planned Economl', 1934, No.2, pp. 75-
98; E. 1. Vorotnitsky, For Socialistic Accounting of 
Crops (Sel'khozgiz, Moscow, 1935); 1. Levitin, "Meth
ods of Estimating Grain Yields," Plan, 1935, No. 13, 
pp. 17-20. Useful interpretation of the changes in or
ganization of crop statistics is given in the Bulletin of 
the Economic Cabinet of Profe.~sor S. N. Prokopovich, 
No. 112, April 1934. 

a Mr. Kaganovich addressed members of the regional 
commissions in these terms: "You must speak the 
truth about the crop. Your work is a struggle for 
high yields, a struggle for preservation of the whole 
crop" (Socialistic Reconstruction of Agriculture, 1934, 
No.1, p. 151). 

missions was set forth as "an early determi
nation of the correct size of crops and deter
mined resistance to any kind of local, anti
state attempts for concealment of crops." The 
functions of crop estimating performed by 
the Central Administration of Economic Ac
counting were discontinued by decree of 
March 5, 1933, and such technical work as 
remained was subordinated to the State Com
mission. 

Oral instructions given to members of the 
regional commissions from government rep
resentatives leave no doubt that the govern
ment expected from the regional commissions 
not merely statistical work but a battle for 
high yields and for preservation of crops.8 
The dual role of those whose duty it was to 
estimate the crop inevitably affected their work 
as statisticians. 

Crop area.-Statistics of crop areas are 
based on the reports of chiefs of separate bri
gades in collectives checked by the presidents 
of collectives. Until recently, most of the land 
in collectives was not surveyed, and the crop 
areas were therefore determined by guess. But 
the regional commissions in such cases re
quire physical measurement of crops. Gen
erally speaking, the statistics of crop area at 
present may be better than they were earlier, 
when it was necessary to estimate crop areas 
on 25 million small independent farms. Crop 
areas in 1935 were ascertained by methods 
approaching complete census, and hence may 
be regarded as reliable. 

Yields.-Estimates of yields per acre are 
based on three kinds of statistics: (a) sub
jective estimates of yields in quintals per 
hectare collected once a month during the 
growing period; (b) measurement of unhar
vested crops just before harvest by the samp
ling method; and (c) controlled threshing of 
crops in sample collectives. 

Subjective estimates of crops are collected 
from most collectives and state farms. Esti
mates by presidents of collectives are checked 
by the MTS or by village soviets. The crop esti
mate for 1933 was based mainly on these sub
jective estimates. The measurement of unhar
vested crops in 1933 was performed on 5,500 
collective farms in 22 provinces. In 1935 it was 
planned to measure crops of rye on 5,025 
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collectives, of winter wheat on 2,225, and of 
spring wheat on 3,960. This may represent 
3 to 4 per cent of all collectives producing the 
respective crops. In each enterprise selected 
for measurement of unharvested crops, from 
200 to 500 samples are taken, each a square 
meter in size; the number of samples depends 
on the size of crop area in the enterprise and 
on the degree of homogeneity of yield in the 
respective region. A random sampling method 
is prescribed for selection of square meter 
samples. For estimates of yield based on con
trolled threshing, from 10 to 15 per cent of the 
collective farms in each administrative re
gion were selected in 1933 and 1934. 

The basic crop statistics in the USSR might 
be very satisfactory if it were not for the dual 
position of the regional commissions, whose 
function is not only to estimate the size of 
crop correctly but also to strive for its preser
vation against loss and concealment. In con
nection with this, the objective of measure
ment was changed. Previously, the crop statis
tics purported to give the best estimate of the 
crop actually collected into barns, on the as
sumption of usual or probable losses in har
vesting. But the objective of the present sys
tem is to estimate the normal economic crop, 
which is a "biological" or unharvested crop 
less "technically inevitable" losses in harvest
ing, or, to use the words of Soviet crop statis
ticians, the carefully harvested crop without 
excessive losses and plundering. 

For 1933, the technically inevitable losses 
in harvesting were estimated by N. Osinsky, 
at that time responsible for the crop statistics, 
at 10 per cent of the biological crop on the 
average for the USSR.l This percentage evi
dently represents the average deduction from 
the biological crop used in the estimate of the 
normal economic crop, officially reported in 
1933 and thereafter. 

The official crop statisticians clearly recog
nized that "technically inevitable" losses are 
not the same as usual or probable losses in har
vesting. Their argument was that if they 
should deduct the actual losses, they would 
be sanctioning perpetuation of existing short
comings - bad management, inadmissible 
losses, etc.; and that the normal economic crop 
for each collective ought to be regarded as a 

goal which it should achieve. Evidently the 
goal had to be above the average achievement. 

The usual average losses in harvesting, in 
the circumstances of the USSR in recent years, 
were substantially above 10 per cent. Many 
statisticians, basing their views on objective 
data published in the USSR, estimate these 
losses at about 20-25 per cent of the biological 
crop. One of the most important causes of 
such large losses is delay of harvest. After the 
collectivization of agriculture, the date of har
vest usually lagged behind the date at which 
un collectivized peasants had been accustomed 
to harvesU Even in 1935, actual losses appar
ently amounted to 20-25 per cent rather than 
10 per cent, if several statements of high offi
cials are reliable.s 

Accordingly, the official reports on yield of 
grain per acre and on total production of grain 
in the USSR published after 1933 are not com
parable with the official crop statistics of 
earlier years. Many statisticians who use offi
cial crop statistics reduce the official estimates 
of grain crops for years after 1932 by 10 per 
cent in order to achieve comparability. Such 
an adjustment must be regarded as a rough 
approximation to a correction that should 

l1zvestiia, No\,. 21, 1933. 
2 This is substantiated by comparison of the dates of 

harvest published in official Soviet statistics for re
cent years with statistical data on harvest on peasant 
farms during 1922-26 published in the Statistical Re
view, August 1928, pp. 20-26. 

S Stalin, speaking to expert operators of combines 
on Dec. 1, 1935, said: "You know yourself that har
vesting with simple harvesting machines results in 
enormous losses of grain .... everybody recognizes 
that with such methods of harvesting we are losing 
from 20 to 25 per cent of our crop" (Socialistic Recon
struction of Agriculture. December 1935, p. 8). Tcher
nov, People's Commissar of Agriculture, speaking 
officially about the same time, stated that "with har
vesting by combines we shall have an economy of 
losses around 10 poods 0.64 quintals) per hectare" 
(ibid., January 1936, p. 19). On the official estimate 
of the yield of grain per hectare of 8 to 9 quintals in 
the USSR in recent years, this means about 20 per 
cent of the crop. Since with the best methods of 
harvesting by combines some losses are still inevitable, 
the People's Commissar of Agriculture himself ap
pears to estimate actual losses characteristic of the 
USSR at more than 20 per cent of the biological crop. 
Even in 1935 the combines harvested not more than 10 
per cent of the total grain area, and in 1933 and 1934 
much less. Hence, harvest by combines was not typi
cal even of the 1935 crop and the loss in harvest ap
proached 20 per cent. 
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vary somewhat from year to year, from region 
to region, and also between various grain 
crops. But in certain comparisons it should 
be applied, with explicit mention in each case. 

INTERPRETATION OF CROP STATISTICS 

The Soviet government openly recognized 
the failure of its plan to raise the yield per 
acre of grain during the First Five-Year Plan 
(1928-32), and set this as a central goal of 
the Second Five-Year Plan (1933-37). As 
achievements in the field of agriculture in 
1928-32, expansion of crop area and extension 
of cultivation upon new land were officially 
stressed.1 We have seen, however, that the 
plan was not fulfilled in this respect, particu
larly as regards the grain area; and that the 
goal set for 1937 by the new plan is below that 
fixed for 1932 (pp. 327-28). 

With regard to yield, the objective of the 
First Five-Year Plan was to raise the yield per 
acre of grain during the five years 1928-32 
by 35 per cent. In our earlier study that plan 
was characterized as utopian,2 but the actual 
development was even worse than we antici
pated. It is hazardous to draw conclusions 
about change in trend of yield during a five
year period, particularly in areas like Russia 
where wide yearly fluctuations of yields are 
characteristic; but attentive study of the offi
cial statistics of yields in 1928-32 indicates 
that the trend was declining rather than rising. 
Indeed, the tabulation which follows shows, 
in 60-pound units per acre, that the yield per 
acre of all grains was more than 10 per cent 
smaller in the last two years than in the first 
two. The yield per acre of spring wheat de
clined strikingly, but yields of other spring 
grain also were reduced. This comparison 
holds some significance because the earlier 
two years were more or less similar to the 
later pair in their climatic characteristics; 

1 Gosplan, Second Five-Year Plall of Economic De
velopment of the USSR (Moscow, 1934), p. 219. 

2 Agricultural Russia, p. 292. 
8 Data for 1909-13 as given in the Second Five-Year 

Plan of Economic Development of the USSR, I, 467. 
The data for 1928-32 in this source differ in some 
cases (in decimal places only) from data published in 
Agriculture of the USSR, 19B5, p. 212, the source which 
we here use. 

4 Agricultural Russia, pp. 284-89. 

either two-year period may be described as 
below average but not exceptionally unfavor
able for crops. The middle year, 1930, was 
exceptionally favorable. Significant also is 

Year All WInter SprIng WInter Oats SprIng 
graIns wheat wheat rye barley ------------

1928 ....... 11.7 11.6 11.9 11.6 14.1 11.4 
1929 ....... 11.2 11. 7 8.8 12.2 12.3 13.4 
1930 ....... 12.6 15.8 10.9 12.5 14.4 14.0 
1931. ...... 10.0 13.5 5.9 11.9 9.4 11.0 
1932 ....... 10.4 11.0 7.6 12.5 10.9 11.0 

1!l31-32 
averages· 88.7 105.1 65.4 102.5 77.3 88.7 

• As percentages of 1928-29 averages. 

the great decline in the yield of spring wheat
the crop which was feverishly expanded over 
the whole period, particularly on the state 
farms where agronomic practices were es
pecially unsatisfactory and where yields were 
extremely low (pp. 337-39). Analysis of the 
agronomic practices on collective farms, which 
are described below, also indicates that the 
decline of yield from the beginning to the end 
of the period is more reasonably explained by 
deterioration in quality of work than by ad
verse weather. In 1931 and 1932, Soviet agri
culture was at the depth of its crisis. 

Official Soviet statistics recently presented 
a comparison of the average yield of grain per 
acre in 1928-32 with the average for the five
year prewar period 1909-13, as shown below 
in 60-pound units per acre, without adjust
ment of the prewar statistics.8 Soviet statis
ticians responsible for the postwar crop esti
mates before 1933 found it necessary to raise 

Crop 

All grains ........... . 
Winter wheat ........ . 
Spring wheat ........ . 
Rye ................ . 
Oats ................ . 
Barley, spring ....... . 

1909-13 

11.0 
12.9 

9.2 
11.0 
11. 8 
12.7 

1928-32 

11.2 
12.7 

9.0 
12.1 
12.2 
12.2 

the prewar official statistics of yields by 9 
per cent in order to make them comparable 
with their own estimates of postwar crops; and 
in our opinion such correction was necessary.' 

Without such adjustment, the tabulated 
data suggest that the averages for 1928-32 for 
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practically all crops were very close to the pre
war averages (presumably adjusted to the new 
frontiers). But if, as we believe, the usual 
correction was proper, there is reason to con
clude that during the period of the reorganiza
tion of Soviet agriculture, grain yields per 
acre were somewhat lower than before the 
war and were also tending to decline further. 
This was one of the principal reasons why the 
government decided in 1932-33 to change its 
program from one of rapid expansion of crop 
area to one of stabilization of area and in
crease of production through increase of yield. 

The program for raising yield is as am
bitious as the earlier one; it calls for enhance
ment ~y 33 per cent in the five years ending 
with 1937. This program also seems to us 
unrealistic, though less so than the earlier one 
since it does not include a plan simultaneously 
to expand the crop area greatly as the earlier 
plan did. With a smaller crop area in 1932-
34, however, the burden of crops per horse
power was greater than it had been in 1930-31, 
to say nothing of 1928-29. Such a situation 
prevailed until 1935, when the total supply of 
draft power increased somewhat, but was still 
below 1930. Under such conditions the culti
vation of land up to 1935 could not be done 
much better and much more promptly than 
during the preceding years of the crisis, as 
official data appear to show. 

Direct comparison of grain yields per acre in 
1933-35 with yields in earlier periods is com
plicated by the incomparability of the crop 
statistics described above. Comparisons are 
given below (in 60-pound units per acre) for 

Crop 

All grains 
Winter wheat.. 
Spring wheat .. 
Rye .......•.. 
Oats ......... . 
Barley ....... . 

1925-29 

11.7 
12.7 
10.5 
12.1 
13.0 
11.8 

1928-32 

11.2 
12.7 

9.0 
12.1 
12.2 
12.2 

1933-35 
(a) (b) 

12.9 11.6 
14.0 12.6 
11.7 10.6 
13.4 12.0 
14.7 13.2 
14.0 12.6 

three periods, 1925-29, 1928-32, and 1933-
35; and data for the last period are given 
(a) as officially reported and (b) reduced by 
10 per cenU 

Even if fully comparable data were avail
lble, the average for 1933-35 would tend to 
)verstate the long-term average yield. It so 

happens that weather conditions were favor
able in two of these three years, 1933 and 
1935, and moderately adverse only in one, 
1934; whereas during the whole five-year 
period 1928-32 only one year, 1930, was really 
a good year. Inclusion of 1936 would lower 
the recent average, for that crop, for which 
official statistics are not yet available, was 
badly injured by drought.2 But even the aver
age for the three years 1933-35, when roughly 
adjusted for comparahility, shows that the 
yield per acre of grain was only slightly above 
the average for the period of revolutionary re
organization of agriculture, which ended with 
severe crisis. And comparison with yields of 
grain for the five-year period 1925-29 which 
preceded wholesale collectivization shows that 
reorganized agriculture even after the acute 
crisis was over did not produce better yields 
than had earlier been obtained from the small 
peasant farms. This, however, could reason
ably be expected, for the situation of reorgan
ized agriculture in 1933 and 1934 was still one 
of strain, and in some respects agricultural 
technique, particularly timeliness of perform
ance, was worse than on peasant farms. Not 
until 1935 did substantial improvement in 
agricultural technique appear, as the increased 
supply and better use of mechanical draft 
power permitted less hasty operations. 

The statistics "as reported," given in Table 
10 (p. 346), show that during 1933-35 total 
grain production averaged more than a fifth 
larger than in 1928-32, with growth of bread
grain production only a little less. The greatest 
increase is claimed for wheat, nearly a third. 
Our interpretation of these statistics is that, 
under the best of circumstances, such crops 
might have been garnered from the 1933-35 
stand in the fields, if only the harvesting opera
tions in the USSR had been performed satis
factorily. But the crops of grains actually 
garnered in 1933-35 were substantially 
smaller than as reported. As a rough approxi
mation, the statement may be ventured that 

1 Data for 1928-35, Agriculture of the USSR, 1935, 
p. 212; for 1925-27, Statistical Handbook for the USSR 
(Moscow, 1929), pp. 179, 181, 187, 193, 195. 

2 In Foreign Crops and Markets, Apr. 26, 1937, the 
total 1936 grain crops of the USSR is appraised (on 
the basis of various official statements) 14 per cent 
below the 1933-35 average. 
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total grain production on the average in 1933-
35 exceeded the average for the reorganization 
period 1928-32 by about a tenth. Bread-grain 
prod uction probably increased less than 10 per 
cent, production of rye being substantially re
duced as a consequence of the reduced rye 

TABLE 10.-GnAIN PnoDucTION, 1928-35* 
(Million 60-lb. units) 

I Total Year All I Winter I Spring I Total I Rye· bread 
grains whe!lt whent wheat grains 

As RllPORTllD 

1928 ..... 2,694 176 632 808 709 1,517 
1929 ..... 2,636 190 503 693 748 1,442 
1930 ..... 3,070 368 621 989 867 1,856 
1931.. ... 2,553 378 375 753 808 1,561 
1932 ..... 2,567 320 424 744 809 1,553 
1933 ..... 3,300 430 589 1,019 889 1,908 
1934 ..... 3,285 315 803 1,118 740 1,857 
1935 ..... 3,310 439 693 1,132 785 1,918 

Average 2,704 286 511 797 788 1,586 1928-32 .. 
1933-35 .. 3,298 395 695 1,090 805 1,894 

RllDUCllD DY 10 PER CENT 

1933 ..... 2,970 387 530 917 I 800 1,717 
1934 ..... 2,956 284 723 1,006 . 666 1,671 
1935 ..... 2,979 395 624 

1,
019

1 

707 1,726 
Average 

1933-35 .. 2,968 355 626 981 724 1,705 
i 

* Data, except as corrected, from Ayr/culture of the 
USSR, 1935, pp. 213, 273, 27!1. Since the data on crop area 
may be accepted ns satisfactory, the ndjustment of totnl pro
duction must be the same as the adjustment of yield per acre. 

• Inel udlng spring rye. 

area. The production of wheat on its expanded 
area was somewhat less than a fourth larger 
in 1933-35 than in 1928-32; this grain showed 
relatively the largest increase. The total pro
duction of the two bread grains increased 
between 1928-32 and 1933-35 perhaps only 
about in proportion to the growth of total 
population of the USSR.l As compared with 
the critical years 1931 and 1932, the produc
tion of bread grain per capita was subs tan-

1 Official statistics give population estimates of 
154.3 and 165.7 million persons as of .Jan. 1, 1929 
and 1933, respectively-an increase of 7.4 per cent 
(Socialistic ConstrucUon of tbe USSR, Moscow, 1935). 
These estimates reflect rough approximations calcu
lated without a census basis after 1926. 

2 See A. Mashirin, "Actual Problems of Mechaniza
tion of Our Agriculture," Socialistic Reconstruction of 
A{friculture, 1935, No. 10, p. 18. 

B A{fricultllre of Lbe USSR, 1935, p. 200. 

tially better during 1933-35, however, and the 
population doubtless sensed improvement. 

FACTOHS AFFECTING YIELD 

Discussion of agricultural technique pre
vailing in the reorganized agriculture of the 
USSR during recent years serves somewhat 
to substantiate the interpretation of official 
crop statistics given above. 

Until very recently, practically the sole im
provement of agricultural technique on collec
tive farms as compared with small peasant 
farms before collectivization was the deep 
plowing of land made possible by tractors in 
the larger fields of collectives, and a greater use 
of agricultural machinery. Other improve
ments of agricultural practice lie in the future, 
not in the past. In the period under review, 
1933-35, there was a great deal of disregard of 
elementary rules of agrotechny on collective 
farms, though perhaps in lesser degree than 
was characteristic on state farms. This disre
gard of agronomic technique resulted partly 
because the collectives were incompetently 
managed, partly because draft power in agri
culture was so deficient that timely perform
ance of work was impossible. 

There is no doubt about the rapid increase 
in number and importance of tractors in 
Soviet agriculture. But the tractors were used 
not to add to draft power available to improve 
cultivation of land, but for emergency re
placement of work horses which were dis
appearing. Under such conditions, the use of 
tractors was inevitably too hasty and not al
ways competent. The problem was not only 
to build tractors but also to construct the 
usual attachments of tractors, such as plows, 
cultivators, drills, etc. Hastily constructed 
models of such implements were not always 
the types best for Russian conditions.2 Gen
erally speaking, the shortage of good working 
attachments for tractors was even more acute 
than the shortage of tractors. It should be 
borne in mind that horses continued to be 
important on collective farms in spite of the 
catastrophic reduction of numbers. Mechani
cal draft power in Soviet agriculture supplied, 
according to official statements, only 17.6 per 
cent of the total for the spring of 1933 and 33.1 
per cent for the spring of 1935.8 
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Tractors were used in collectives mainly 
for plowing, leaving other work for horses. 
But in 1933 the tractors plowed only 15 per 
cent of the crop area on peasant land (ex
cluding state farms), and in 1935 somewhat 
less than 40 per cent. The importance of trac
tors in the plowing of fallow was greater: 45 
per cent (on peasant land) in 1933, and in 
1935 nearly 90 per cent.t This is undoubtedly 
an important achievement. 

However, deep plowing is not the only re
quirement of good agrotechny. In the north
ern non-blacksoil area, deep plowing may even 
lower the fertility of land if a sufficient quan
tity of manure is not applied at the same time. 
The utility of deep plowing under the dry
farming methods that prevail in semiarid re
gions has been under discussion by specialists 
until recently, though at the present time it 
has become part of the credo about which dis
cussion is excluded in the USSR. 

Under the climatic conditions of the USSR, 
the timeliness of plowing is sometimes more 
important than its depth, as is true also of the 
timeliness of seeding and harvesting. The 
importance of timely plowing has long been 
disregarded in Russia; and in this respect the 
present position is not satisfactory, though 
some improvement has occurred by contrast 
with 1931 and 1932. The following examples, 
taken from official statistics, substantiate these 
generalizations. 

Early breaking of fallow, before Mayor at 
least before June 1, considerably enlarges the 
average yield of grain under Russian condi
tions. Government agencies are now fully 
aware of this, and do their best to improve 
current practice though not always with great 
success. In 1935 nearly half of the fallow 
was broken before June; in 1934, only 28 per 
cent; and in 1933, only 10 per cent. Even this 
was great progress by contrast with 1931 and 
1932, when practically no early plowing of 
fallow occurred.2 

Early fall plowing for spring crops (before 
October 1 or not later than October 15) re
sults in substantial increase of yields. But the 
area plowed before October 1 in 1935 was only 
32 per cent of the total fall-plowed area, and 
there was not much improvement after 1933, 
when early plowing was 29 per cent. Plowing 

before October 15 in 1935 made up about half 
of the total fall-plowed area. All other plow
ings were performed much later, and their 
efIectiveness was therefore much diminished. 
Furthermore, a large fraction of the land is 
sown in the USSR neither on plowed fallow 
nor on fall-plowed land whether early or late, 
but simply on land plowed just before planting 
either in fall or spring. In 1932, two-thirds of 
the total crop area was sown in this way; in 
1933, three-fifths; in 1934, about a half; and 
even in 1935, more than two-fifths.2 

Plowing and cultivation of land were thus 
hasty and not always satisfactory, and sow
ings were delayed. We have seen (p. 328) that 
the very late sowings-later than peasants had 
ever sown-were usual during 1930-33. The 
improvement in 1934 was not large, and only 
in 1935 did the situation improve definitely in 
this respect; but even then two-fifths of the 
crop area was not sown on fall plowing or 
fallow, and the fallows that were plowed 
promptly were not always promptly cultivated, 
as appears from numerous official statements.3 

In regions where crop cultivation without 
fertilizer results in poor crops, less manure 
was available during recent years than peas
ants had before collectivization (p. 341). Nor 
has the supply of mineral fertilizer increased 
as fast as would be desirable. In 1933 this 
supply reached the prewar level, which was 
extremely low.4 In 1935 and 1936 the supply 
increased substantially, but amounted to only 
2 million tons. This was largely used for such 
technical crops as cotton and sugar beet, of 
which the areas were twice as large as in pre
war years. Little was available for general 
farming and particularly grain production. 

The introduction of rational crop rotations 
is at its very beginning. In January 1936, the 
People's Commissar of Agriculture said that 
there was very little to boast about in this re
spect; according to his estimate,5 not more 

1 Percentages computed from data in Agriculture 
of tile USSR, 1935, Tables 24, 30, 163, 165. 

2 Ibid., p. 206. 

8 See, for instance, Socialistic Reconstruction of 
Agriculture, 1936, No.1, p. 6. 

4 Agricultural Russia, p. 209. 

5 Socialistic Reconstruction of Agriculture, 1936, 
No.1, p. 20. 
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than 40 per cent of the crops were produced 
under rational rotations. A year later an au
thority on Soviet agricultural economics wrote 
that two-thirds of the collective farms needed 
radical change in their rotations.1 The policy 
of fostering grain production created barriers 
to introduction of rational crop rotations in 
some regions, Ukraine for instance. In the 
eastern regions, the introduction of rational 
crop rotations is generally difficult and is de
layed by shortage of seed for perennial hay.2 

Cultivation of wheat particularly does not 
follow a rational rotation. A fourth of all the 
spring wheat sown in 1934 was preceded by 
spring wheat; and, in western Siberia, nearly 
half of the spring-wheat crop followed spring 
wheat. Less than half of all winter wheat was 
planted on fallow in 1934, and more than a 
third followed other small grains, which is 
far from a rational rotation.s 

Improvement of seed grain, particularly 
wheat, is generally regarded as a very effective 
means of increasing yields under the condi
tions of the USSR. The work of state labora
tories points toward the possibility of raising 
yield per acre of the four principal grains by 
10 per cent through replacement of common 
seed with improved sorts.4 The official statis
tics show rapid expansion of grain crop area 
planted with improved seed: from 3.1 per 
cent in 1928 to 24.5 in 1931, 27.3 per cent in 
1933, and 35 per cent in 1935. Expansion of 
wheat acreage sown with improved seed has 
proceeded with particular rapidity; according 
to official data, 63 per cent of the total winter
wheat area and 43 per cent of the total spring
wheat area in 1933, and 70 and 50 per cent 
respectively in 1935.5 

All this might suggest that improvement of 
seed ought to have contributed substantially 
toward increase of grain yield per acre, if it 
were not for the continuous complaints of 
high officials about the great confusion of the 
seed problem, a and recent pessimistic discus
sions by an authority on the question, who said 
that only 4 per cent of the grain area, and not 
the 35 per cent as officially reported, was 
sown with really certified seed in 1935. Some 
of the "improved seeds" are not grown on en
terprises sufficiently supervised by experts, 
and cannot be regarded as certified seed. Still 

more important is this authority's pessimistic 
view of the outlook. In his opinion the prin
cipal reason for difficulties with reproduction 
of improved seed is that grain produced for 
seed has usually been taken by the state or
ganization which collects grain for food, and 
every year much improved seed goes for con
sumption. Collective and state farms retained 
for their seed not their best grain, but what 
remained to them (in most cases the poorer
quality grain) after the obligatory deliveries 
to the state.7 The official statistics must there
fore be interpreted with reserve. 

Recent examination of the best new varie
ties of wheat and other grains officially recom
mended for use as seed shows that in many 
if not most cases even those most widely ap
proved are not sufficiently resistant to various 
fungous diseases, particularly rust and ergot. 
Many also have weak straw and consequently 
are not resistant to lodging; this is an im
portant shortcoming in the USSR, particularly 
if harvesting is to be done with combines. 
Specialists recognize these shortcomings of 
Soviet plant breeding, which in this respect 
lags behind not only the American and Cana
dian but also the western European.8 

1 A. Gaister, "Socialism and Land Fertility," Bol'sIw
vik, 1937, No.3, p. 32. 

2 N. M. Tulaikov, "Problems of Wheat Agrotechny 
on Black and Chestnut Soils," Socialistic Reconstruc
tion of Agriculture, 1935, No. 12, pp. 188-96. 

B Agriculture of tlie USSR, 1935, pp. 334, 365. 
4 Socialistio Reconstruction of Agricultllre, 1935, 

No. 12, p. 148. 
5 Although on collectives the use of improved seed 

was somewhat smaller, in 1935 improved seed was 
used on 54 per cent of the winter-wheat area of col
lectives and on 40 per cent of the spring-wheat area 
(Agriculture of tlie USSR, 1935, pp. 30 (Introduction), 
367; Socialistic Reconstruction of Agriculture, 1935, 
No. 12, pp. 149-50). 

a Stalin, in his report to the Seventeenth Congress 
of the Communist Party, January 1934, stated: "The 
grain and cotton seed situation is so entangled that 
it would require a long time to disentangle it" (Pravda, 
Jan. 28, 1934). 

7 P. I. Lisitsyn, "See Cultivation and Exchange of 
Seed," Socialistic Reconstruction of Agriculture, 1935, 
No. 12, pp. 150-52. 

8 G. K. Meister, "Soviet Plant Breeding, Its Achieve
ment and Its Perspective," Socialistic Reconstruction of 
Agriculture, 1935, No. 12, pp. 138-47; also ibid., 1936, 
No.6, pp. 161-68. Insufficient resistance of the best va
rieties of wheat to various diseases is confirmed also by 
the official publication of the All-Unioll Institute of 
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We have earlier referred to the great losses 
incurred in harvesting grains, of which one of 
the most important causes was delay. Late 
harvest was cha:racteristic not only of the 
critical years 1931 and 1932, but also of 1933 
and 1934. The harvest of 1934 was delayed 
more than that of 1933 in spite of the fact that 
grain matured two to three weeks earlier. 
Even in 1935 the improvement was small. 

Under such conditions, efforts have been 
made by the government in the past two or 
three years to replace simple harvesting ma
chines by combines. The number of combines 
in the USSR has increased with tremendous 
rapidity, as may be seen from the following 
tabulation in thousands: 1 

Year State fanns MTS Total 

1930 ........ 1.7 1.7 
1931 ........ 6.3 .1 6.4 
1932 ........ 11.9 2.2 14.1 
1933 ....... . 13.4 10.5 23.9 
1934 ........ 15.4 15.2 30.6 
1935 ........ 19.5 29.5 49.0 
1936 ........ 65.7 89.6 

In the earlier years, practically all of the 
combines were on state farms, but after 1933 
the number used on collective farms through 
the MTS increased very rapidly, and hy 1936 

Plant Breeding, Regioning of the Varieties of Cereals 
(Leningrad, 1935). The descriptions of the winter
wheat varieties are given on pp. 33-79, and of the 
spring-wheat varieties on pp. 120-60. 

1 Data for 1930-35 from Agriculture of the USSR, 
1935, p. 200; for 1936, total number on Nov. 1 from 
Pravda, Nov. 24, 1936, and the number on MTS from 
Bol's11evik, 1937, No.3, p. 30. The number of combines 
on the MTS at the end of 1936 was computed by add
ing to the number at the end of 1935 the number re
ceived during 1936. 

2 Data for 1933-35 from Agriculture of the USSR, 
1935, p. 26 (Introduction); for 1936, state farms from 
Bol'shevik, 1936, No. 20, pp. 21-22, MTS from ibid., 
1937, No.3, p. 30. 

3 Socialistic Reconstruction of Agriculture, 1936, 
No.1, p. 19. 

4 According to official statistics, the following grain 
acreage was harvested by combine: 

Per- Per-
Year Million cent- Year Million cent-

acres ages acres ages 
1930 ..... 1.5 .6 1933 . .... 4.0 1.6 
1931 ..... 4.0 1.6 1934 . .... 9.5 3.7 
1932 ..... 3.0 1.2 1935 ..... 25.7 10.0 

Data for 1930-34 from Agriculture of the USSR, 
1935, p. 238; for 1935, ibid., p. 1363, and Bol'shevik, 
1936, No. 20, pp. 21-22. 

there were two or three times as many com
bines for collectives as for state farms. 

It seems to us that the government is per
haps moving in this direction farther than 
is economically sound under Russian condi
tions. An explanation perhaps lies in the fact 
that harvest with combines facilitates govern
mental control over the grain crops, and per
mits grain to be taken directly from combines 
to government warehouses without entering 
the barns of collectives. The government has 
used this method in recent years. 

We have seen that the large number of com
bines on state grain farms did not help them 
much in early harvest of crops, and that thou
sands of workers had to be brought in to 
weed fields so that combines could be used. 
For several years the combines could not be 
made to work satisfactorily at critical mo
ments, and stood idle while crops were har
vested with simple machines or with scythes . 
Such a situation persisted until 1933 and into 
1934. But considerable improvement has oc
curred recently, as may be seen from the fol
lowing official data on the number of acres 
harvested during the season on the average 
per combine: 2 

1933 

State farms 220 
MTS .......... 176 

1934 1935 

368 488 
312 648 

1936 

663 
882 

It is clear that Soviet agriculturists have 
learned to handle combines effectively, though 
difficulties persist in certain regions (Siberia 
in 1936) and under certain weather conditions, 
particularly in fields invaded by weeds. 

Soviet officials mention that harvest by com
bines saves from 2 to 3 bushels of grain per 
acre which would otherwise be lost.3 This 
tends to confirm our earlier statement that 
losses in harvest in the USSR exceeded 20 per 
cent of the unharvested crop in 1933-35, and 
does not affect our appraisal of the size of 
crops in those years, when only small frac
tions of the crops were harvested by com
bines.4 Not until 1936 was the role of the com
bines in harvesting very important: nearly a 
fourth of the total grain area of the USSR was 
then harvested by combine, and in the prin
cipal grain-producing areas of the south and 
the east, nearly a third. 
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No doubt combines will play an important 
role in future grain harvests, at least in the 
southern and eastern areas; and this may sub
stantially reduce the loss in harvest. Harvest
ing by combine in 1936 presumably saved 

much grain which otherwise would have been 
lost under the weather conditions of that year. 
But on the whole the importance of the com
bine lies in the future and not in the past of 
Soviet agriculture. 

VI. GOVERNMENTAL GRAIN COLLECTION 

CHANGES IN THE SYSTEM 

The system of grain collection based on 
contracts for future crops, which has existed 
in the USSR since 1927-28,1 degenerated 
within a few years into a system of arbitrary 
requisition of grain characteristic of the early 
days of revolution. In some respects the 
state's requirements for delivery of grain in 
1931-32 were even more stringent than they 
were during the period of war communism, 
when IJeasants were obliged to deliver to the 
state all surpluses in excess of their needs for 
consumption; in 1931-32 the government re
quired delivery of a certain percentage of the 
crop even before consumption needs were 
covered. The conflicts between the collectiv
ized peasantry and the state in 1931 and 1932 
arose precisely because the collectives in
tended first to secure their requirements for 
consumption and seed and to deliver to the 
state only the remaining grain, whereas the 
government always insisted that fulfilment 
of the contracts must come first. The con
tracts themselves lost their character of free 
contracts when collective farms in the major 
grain-surplus areas were compelled to agree 
to deliver from a fourth to a third of their total 
crop (at average yield), and individual farm
ers were required to deliver a percentage 
of their crops not smaller than did collective 
farms of their respective regions. 

Furthermore, the government insisted on 
the execution of contracts by collcctives, but 
did not feel itself similarly bound by the con-

1 Agricultural Russia, pp. 456-59. 
2 Planned Economy, 19i1il, No.4, p. 18. 
B Collection of Laws and Decrees of ilw USSR, 1932 

No. 31, pp. 295-97. ' 
4 Collection of Laws and Decrees of the USSR, 19i1il 

No.4, pp. 26-29. ' 
(; In subsequent years, obligatory delivery of winter 

grains was also based on the plan for sowings assigned 
to collectives and not on actual sowings. 

tracts. When one collective could not fulfill its 
deliveries, local agents of the government 
transferred the deficit as an additional bur
den upon collectives which already had ful
filled their obligations, so that the collectives 
which harvested the better crops were placed 
in a worse position.2 We have seen that this 
system had a disastrous efl'ect upon the de
velopment of agricultural production, and the 
government had to change it if the trend 
toward catastrophe was to be arrested. 

Important changes in the organization of 
grain collection occurred in 1932 and 1933. 
First, the government sought to stimulate 
rural activity by permitting collectives and 
their members to sell their surplus grain, after 
executing their obligation to the state, on free 
markets and at market prices. This policy 
was announced by decree of May 6,1932.8 The 
government expected that this decree would 
stimulate expansion of grain sowings in 1932, 
but this expectation was disappointed. The 
decree rather created confusion among the 
producers, and the plan of grain delivery 
from the 1932 crop was not fulfilled, although 
it involved somewhat less grain than the plan 
for 1931. 

The government and the Communist Party 
therefore decided to change the basis for 
obligatory deliveries of grain to the state. 
Instead of indeterminate obligations based on 
quasi-contracts, it was decided to introduce 
fixed obligations based on law, in efl'ect a tax 
in kind. A decree of January 19, 1933,4 es
tablished for each province the average quan
tity of grain which collective farms must 
deliver from each hectare of their crops (as 
actually sown for winter crops and for spring 
crops as assigned according to the plan for 
spring sowing).G Working from these norms, 
the republican and provincial governments 
were to establish (before February 15) the 
quantity of grain deliverable from each hec-
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tare of crop in every administrative district, 
and each collective was to receive its assign
ment according to these norms before spring. 
The norms of grain delivery for individual 
farmers were fixed 5 to 10 per cent above 
those for collective farms in the same districU 
The norms varied from province to province, 
being much higher for grain-surplus than for 
grain-deficit regions. The highest norm of 
3.3 quintals per hectare was established for 
Crimea, and Ukraine followed closely with 3.1 
quintals, while the lowest (0.8 quintals) was 
assigned to some northern provinces. 

At about the same time the governmental 
agencies of grain collection were centralized 
and reinforced. Instead of several organiza
tions, among which some were co-operatives, 
a single governmental agency-the Zagot
zerno-was created under the general guid
ance of the special Committee on Procure
ment of Agricultural Products, itself subordi
nate directly to the Council of the People's 
Commissars (after February 1933) . Local 
agents of the grain-collecting organization are 
independent of local provincial and republi
can governments, and they are recruited from 
the most reliable and tried members of the 
Communist Party.2 

It will be remembered that the role of the 
MTS in grain collection was also enhanced in 
1933, since by taking the threshing machines 
of collectives under their control they ac
quired greater control over crops, and by in
stituting payments in kind for their services 

1 So-called "kulaks" were segregated into special 
groups and their obligations were fixed 50 per cent 
above those for individual farmers (Collection of Laws 
and Decrees, 1933, No. 62). 

2 See the article "Grain Collection" in the Great 
Soviet Encllclopedia, LIX, 711-23. 

8 See Second Five-Year Plan of Economic Develop
ment of the USSR, I, 52i. 

4 A privilege granted to the peasants of the Far 
East and Eastern Siberia may be regarded as sympto
matic, showing that fear of war may alleviate the 
burdens imposed on the peasantry. By decrees of 
Dec. 11, 1933, and Feb. 5, 1934, the government ex
empted grain crops of collectives in these regions 
from obligatory deliveries to the state for 6 to 10 
years, and the crops of outsiders for 3 to 5 years. This 
exemption does not much affect the general grain 
situation of the USSR, for these regions are grain
deficit regions and occupation of land by new settlers 
is not easy under prevailing conditions. 

a supplementary method of collecting grain 
was devised. This device increased in impor
tance with the spread of the MTS. Ultimately, 
when all collectives are served by the MTS 
(as is planned for 1937), 40 per cent of all 
governmental grain collections will be ob
tained in this way-nearly as much as by oblig
atory grain delivery in the form of taxes 
in kind.3 Because of their obligation to the 
MTS, the collectives served by the MTS are 
assigned smaller grain deliveries to the state 
through taxes in kind; and in this way grain 
deliveries to the state as taxes in kind are 
gradually being replaced by grain deliveries 
in payment for the services of the MTS. 

Another method of grain collection is 
through payment of custom mills for flour 
milling. Such collection is rather difficult to 
control, for it involves some 200,000 small 
flour mills (mostly wind and water mills) dis
persed throughout the countryside. The gov
ernment complains of the organization of se
cret mills by "kulaks." Moreover, some peas
ants grind their grain in primitive hand mills 
in order to escape payment of taxes in kind. 

Grain produced on state farms must of 
course be delivered to the state grain-collect
ing organization aside from requirements of 
the farms. These requirements have some
times been so large that the percentage of 
total crop delivered by state farms sometimes 
failed to equal that of collective farms. The 
complaints of the officials in this connection 
indicate that difficulties with collection of 
grain from purely state enterprises were no 
less than in collecting grain from collective 
farms, and that net receipts of grain from 
state grain farms as percentages of their 
gross production have been much smaller 
than was contemplated. 

The system of grain collection and the prin
ciples on which it was based in 1933 continue 
with minor changes at present.4 The new sys
tem introduced a degree of stability into the 
obligation of collective farms toward the state, 
no matter how heavy these obligations were. 
Furthermore, these obligations have usually 
been announced early, and peasants have 
known before sowing what they must deliver 
to the state, regardless of the size of their ac
tual crop. This has evidently stimulated their 
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interest in larger and better production, as 
was the purposc of the government when the 
new system was introduced. It must be said, 
however, that at the outset the peasants had 
no great confidence in the stability of the new 
obligations in view of past expcriences; and 
the government felt impelled to proclaim the 
immutability of the new assignments and 
to forbid its own agents to increase them. 

The recent policy of the government has 
been to complete grain collections as early as 
possible-a kind of safeguard against the pos
sibility that the peasants might dispose of their 
grain otherwise before fulfilling obligations to 
the state. Grain must be delivered to the ware
houses of the grain-collecting organizations 
directly from threshing machines or from com
bines. Not more than 10 to 15 per cent of the 
early-harvested grain may be allotted to mem
bers of collectives for their own use, in ad
vance of their share in income; the rest must 
be hauled immediately to the state ware
houses. In recent years, collections have been 
completed at progressively earlier dates: in 
1933, by the beginning of December; in 1934, 
before the end of October; and in 1935, by 
October 10. Completion of grain collections in 
1936 has not yet been announced.1 

The policy of rushing grain collection early 
in the fall interferes greatly with the perform
ance of autumn agricultural operations, such 
as sowing winter crops and plowing for spring 
crops. In the conditions of Soviet Russia, with 
its great distances from railroad stations where 
the state warehouses are usually located, it 
has put a heavy burden on draft power which 
might better be uscd for more satisfactory 
and more timely performance of farming oper
ations. But the grain collection campaigns are 
regarded as a "battle for grain" which takes 
priority and toward which all party forces are 
mobilized. Even in recent years the grain col
lections seem not to proceed smoothly, as the 
early date of completion suggests. They are 
always conducted under strong party pressure 
and sometimes involve extra constraint, as in 
the Ural and Siberian regions in 1934.2 

In recent years the government has also had 
recourse to purchase of grain from collec
tives and their members as voluntary sellers, 
if collectives had surpluses after fulfilling 

their obligations. Before 1935, these purchases 
were performed by state grain-collecting 
organizations as well as by consumers' co
operatives (the Centrosoiuz); since then, all 
purchases of grain have been left to the co
operatives, while local agencies of the grain
collecting organizations merely receive the 
grain purchased by co-operatives. 

In contrast to other agricultural products, 
such purchases of grain are permitted only 
after completion of obligatory deliveries. In 
1933-34 they were allowed only in those prov
inces which completed their obligations in full. 
After 1934-35, the completion of grain de
liveries by separate collectives gave them and 
their members a right to sell their surplus 
grain. The prices paid by co-operative organ
izations are only moderately higher than the 
very low fixed prices paid by the government 
for obligatory deliveries, and far below mar
ket prices. In 1934-35 the prices paid for vol
untarily sold grain were 20 to 25 per cent 
above the fixed prices; in 1935-36, 30 to 35 
per cent above. According to official data, 
market prices in 1933 were 20 to 25 times the 
fixed prices for obligatory deliveries, and in 
J935, 10 to 15 times.s 

The incentive for collectives to sell their 
grain surpluses at prices so far below market 
prices is that they or their members obtain in 
this way a right to buy certain kinds of manu
factured goods from co-operatives in amounts 
equal to three times the sale of grain; and these 
goods they cannot get otherwise at any price 
or can buy only at much higher prices. The 
transaction represents a kind of barter made 
practicable because of the shortage on the 
market of many manufactured goods re
quired by the country population. 

Such voluntary sales of grain on a harter 
basis are practiced mainly by collectives. The 

1 By decree of 'Mar. 20, 1937, collective farms and 
outsiders were relieved of arrears in the grain tax in 
kind for 1936. Apparently the government is not in
sisting on completion of the 1936 plan. Izuestiia, 
Mar. 21, 1937. 

2 On the Agrarian Front, 1934, No. 11, p. 8. 
a See P. Kagarlitsky, "Grain Purchases of 1935-36," 

Souiet Trade, 1936, No.6, p. 49. TIle "market prices" 
mentioned above are not prices on big central mar
kets, but on local markets to which members of col
lectives bring products for sale. 
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individual members, less tied by various for
malities, are more mobile and prefer to sell 
their available surpluses on free markets at 
high market priees. But these sales are not 
large-an incidental proof that the surplus of 
grain left to members of collectives is small. 
Soviet marketing specialists estimate roughly 
that sales of grains on free markets during 
1935-36 were about 10 million quintals, equal 
to somewhat more than 1 per cent of the total 
grain production.1 We are unable to check 
the reliability of this estimate. 

Voluntary sales of grain to co-operatives on 
a barter basis were substantially larger in 
1934-35 and 1935-36 than these estimated 
sales on free markets. In some Asiatic re
gions they represented a substantial supple
ment to the obligatory deliveries, but not in 
the principal grain-surplus areas of Ukraine, 
North Caucasus, and the Volga regions. 2 Here 
it seems that only a little surplus grain remains 
after fulfilment of obligations to the state. 

In order to stimulate expansion of wheat 
production and of voluntary sales of wheat 
surpluses, the government in February 1936 
raised by 1.20 rubles per quintal the fixed 
price for wheat from the 1936 crop delivered 
on obligations due the state; and at the same 
time introduced a system of progressively 
increasing prices for wheat sold in excess of 
obligations.s As the quantity sold in excess 
of obligations rises, the price of wheat in
creases from 10 to 100 per cent above the 
fixed price. This represents an important en
couragement to wheat producers. But an in
crease of the fixed price by 1.20 rubles per 
quintal means only about a 10 per cent in
crease, so that the highest fixed price remains 
far below the open market price. Even at the 
highest fixed price, the voluntary sales of 
wheat must be encouraged by barter against 
manufactured goods. 

1 The Gosplan estimated the sales of bread grains by 
producers on free markets at 7.2 million quintals in 
1933,8.2 millions in 1934, and 10.5 millions in 1935. 
See Soviet Trade, January 1936, p. 34. 

2 Kagarlitsky, op. cit., p. 45. 
8 Decree of the Council of People's Commissars of 

the USSR and of the Central Committee of the Com
munist Party, Feb. 11, 1936 (Collection of Laws and 
Decrees of the USSR, 1936, No.9, pp. 162-64). 

STATISTICS OF GRAIN COLLECTIONS 

Official statistics of governmental grain col
lections and purchases, revealed for the first 
time with adequate detail in the statistical 
yearbook Agriculture of the USSR, 1935, make 
possible a quantitative appraisal of grain col
lections between 1928 and 1935 in which col
lections of bread grains (wheat and rye) can 
be segregated. These statistics portray changes 
in the importance of the various sources of 
the grain collection during that period and per
mit measurement of the burden of obligatory 
grain deliveries upon various groups of agri
cultural enterprises. Table 11 condenses this 
statistical information. 

TABLE 11.-GOVERNMENTAL GRAIN COLLECTIONS 
AND PURCHASES, 1928-35* 

(Million 60-1b. units) 

I I :' Pay· I Pay· 
, Grand 'I Pur· Total State 'I 'fax in menta' ments 

Year ! total chases obllga· farms kind to to 
i ,only tory· I MTS flour iii mills 

1928 ..... '~I'-"-"-I~ -"-"-'-"-"-1--"-"-~ 
1929 ..... i 590.8, .... ,590.8 14.4 ....,.... 84.5 

1930.... 813.5 I' 813.5 49.0 i 81.7 
1931.... 839.2 839.2 66.1 55.9 
1932..... 689.9 9.5 680.4 62.4 45.2 
193-3..... 855.6 15.2 840.4 75.8 608.1 99.7 56.8 
1934b .... 964.3 131.7 I 832.6 81.6 573.6 133.5 43.9 
1935b ... 1.043.2 127.2 I 916.0 110.8 571.9 208.5 24.8" 

+ Data from Agriculture of the USSR, 1935, pp. 19 (Intro
duction), 266. 

• Including grain deliveries of state farms. 
b Dnta for 1934 and 1935 are preliminary, and differ a 

little from similar data given in other tables in the same 
source. 

c Obtained from data in preceding columns; seemingly 
incomplete. 

Percentages to total grain crops, reducing 
official crop data for 1933-35 by 10 per cent, 
work out as follows: 

Total collections Obligatory 
Year and purchases deliveries 

1928 . ........ 14.7 14.7 
1929 ......... 22.4 22.4 
1930 ......... 26.5 26.5 
1931 ......... 32.9 32.9 
1932 ......... 26.9 26.5 
1933 ......... 28.8 28.3 
1934 ......... 32.6 28.2 
1935 ......... 35.0 30.7 

Governmental purchases of surplus grain 
on the voluntary basis are shown separately 
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because of their special position, as well as be
cause of the lack of complete information 
about their composition and sources. It can 
be said, however, that the bread grains com
prise roughly two-thirds of these purchases. 
Table 11 shows that purchases on the volun
tary basis acquired some importance in 1934 
and 1935, when they made up 12 to 13 per 
cent of total state grain collections. This is 
explained less by the availability of consider
able grain surpluses in collectives than by 
serious shortage of several kinds of manufac
tured goods in country markets, in exchange 
for which collectives were ready to barter 
grain which otherwise they would have dis
tributed among their members. The fact that 
after 1934-35 any collective was authorized 
to start its sale of surplus grain immediately 
after fulfilment of obligations, without wait
ing for completion of the grain deliveries by 
all collectives in the respective provinces, also 
contributed to increase of governmental pur
chases of grain on the voluntary basis. 

All other grain deliveries to the state are 
classified as obligatory deliveries, including 
tho~e by the state farms. Obligatory grain de
liveries other than those by state farms are 
divided after 1933 into three groups shown 
separately in Table 11. Only one of these 
groups, payments in kind to flour mills for 
milling, extends through the whole period 
1928-35. This source has been of only second
ary importance, particularly during recent 
years when it has provided only 5 to 7 per 
cent of total grain collections. 

The principal "source of governmental grain 
collections, excluding deliveries by state farms, 
was direct collection from peasants, in collec
tives or outsiders. Before 1933 they were 
requisitioned under one title, but thereafter 
were legally separated into (a) grain de
livered as tax in kind and (b) grain delivered 
to the MTS in payment for services. But the 
collectives could no more refuse the services 
of the MTS than refuse to pay taxes. 

The prominent aspect of the development 
of obligatory grain delivery during 1928-35 is 
its great increase following the collectivization 
of agriculture. In 1930 and 1931 governmental 
grain collections were more than double the 
collections in 1928, which were about on the 

same level as in 1926 and 1927.1 In 1928 the 
government had succeeded in obtaining from 
the peasants only 15 per cent of their total 
grain crop, while in 1931 it took just a third 
of the total crop, or two-fifths of the total crop 
less seed. In 1932, a year of strong resistance, 
the government failed to complete its plan, 
but obtained more than a fourth of the total 
crop, the same percentage as in 1930. In ab
solute quantity the collections of 1932, how
ever, were substantially smaller because of the 
much smaller crop in that year. 

Reorganization of the grain-collecting sys
tem in 1933 resulted in recovery of grain col
lection. From two sources, the tax in kind 
and the payments in kind to the MTS, the gov
ernment succeeded in collecting in 1933 nearly 
as much grain as it had obtained from peas
ants in 1931. The same situation continued 
in 1934 and 1935, except that with the spread 
of the MTS the volume of payments in kind 
for their services increased, while collection 
of taxes in kind somewhat declined, as norms 
for grain delivery per acre were lowered to 
collectives of some regions.2 With these two 
sources, the government succeeded in raising 
total grain collections to the level of 1930-31, 
and above this level in 1935. The portion of 
the crop taken from producers in the form of 
obligatory deliveries was also enlarged. In 
1933 and 1934 about 28 per cent of the total 
grain crop, and in 1935 nearly 31 per cent, went 
to the government as obligatory deliveries, if 
necessary adjustment of the crop statistics is 
made. When the substantial voluntary sales 
of grain surpluses in 1934 and 1935 are taken 
into account, governmental grain collections 
by 1934 constituted as large a fraction of the 
crops as in 1931, and in 1935 a larger fraction. 

Some further details are shown in Table 12. 
With collectivization of agriculture, the gov
ernmental collections of bread grains increased 
even in greater proportion than that of all 
grains together, as would be expected because 
the drive for larger grain collections was con
nected with shortage of bread for the city 
population. In every year after 1930, the 

1 A(Jricultural Russia, pp. 463-64. 
2 Decrees of the Council of People's Commissars 

of the USSR and of the Central Committee of the Com
munist Party, Feb. 11, 1934, and Mar. 4, 1935. 
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bread grains made up about two-thirds of the 
total grain collections, and this proportion 
held also in governmental purchases of sur
plus grains. The greater emphasis on collec
tion of bread grains appears also in the fact 
that collection per acre of bread-grain crops 

TABLE 12.-0BLIGATORY DELIVERIES OF ALL GRAINS, 

BREAD GRAINS, AND WHEAT, 1928-35* 

UnIts per acre of crop 
1----------.------1---

Mlllion 6O·lh. unIts 
Year 

All Bread I All I Bread 
grains graIns Wheat graIns 1 graIns Wheat 

-19-2-8.-.. -.-.
1

'-3-96-.4- 254.6 1 195.8 ---;;-I~~ 
1929 ..... 590.8 326.3 188.9 2.5 2.4 2.6 
1930 ..... 813.5 540.5 330.7 3.2 3.5 4.0 
1931. .... 839.2 576.8 299.8 3.3 3.6 3.3 
1932 ..... 680.4 445.3 213.8 2.8 3.0 2.5 
1933 ..... 840.4 572.5 330.0 3.4 4.0 4.0 
1934 ..... 832.6 535.7 341.3 3.2 I 3.7 3.9 
1935 ..... 916.0 ..... ..... 3.6 ... ... 

* Auriculture of the USSR, 1935, pp. 19 (Introduction), 
266-67, and Tables S, 7. 

was substantially higher than that for all 
grains together. Governmental efforts were 
directed particularly toward increase of wheat 
collections. Regulations forbade that wheat 
deliveries assigned to a particular collective or 
individual farm should be replaced by any 
other grain, whereas such replacement of other 
grains was permitted within limits. During 
the early years of collectivization, the govern
ment had failed to enlarge collections of wheat 
as much as other grains. The great increase 
of bread-grain collections in 1930-31 was 
mainly of rye, of which collections in 1931 
were 4 to 5 times as large as in 1928. Collec
tions of rye had been unusually small in 1928; 
but rye collections in 1930-31 were nearly 
three times those of 1926 and 1927, whereas 
wheat collections increased only about 50 per 
cent.l 

This difference between the two bread grains 
is significant. Wheat has always been regarded 
by Russian peasants as a cash crop, rye a crop 
mainly for home consumption. When, as be
fore 1929, the government obtained supplies 
mainly from voluntary sales, the peasants 
tended to reserve rye for their own con sump-

1 See Agricultural Russia, p. 463. 

tion. When grain collections in 1930-32 turned 
into arbitrary requisitions, much more rye 
was taken by the government from the peas
ants. This suggests that governmental grain 
collections increased in 1930-31 at the cost 
of peasant consumption. More than a third of 
the total rye crop was collected in 1931, a per
centage higher than peasants had ever sold 
under free market conditions. They could 
not fall back upon wheat for consumption, 
since it was requisitioned even in larger pro
portion; obligatory deliveries of wheat to the 
state, a fourth of the crop in 1928, increased 
to two-fifths of the crop in 1931. If total col
lections of wheat failed to increase proportion
ally, this was because wheat production did 
not expand meanwhile. But the question of 
the extent to which enlarged collections of 
bread grains encroached upon peasant con
sumption is discussed more fully below. 

TABLE 13.-0BLIGATORY GRAIN DELIVERIES BY 

VARIOUS GROUPS OF PRODUCERS, 1930-35* 

10LO 62.4 44.2 2.8 1.9 
85.4 75.8 86.5 3.4 2.2 
66.4 81.6 45.0 3.1 2.2 
37.5 110.8 I 63.2 3.6 2.2 

* Auriculture of the USSR, 1935, pp. 19 (Introduction), 
216, 716. The payments in kind to flour mills are not in
cluded as their apportioning to various groups of producers 
is impossible, but the payments in kind to MTS by collec
tives are included in their obligatory deliveries. 

Table 13 bears upon the question of the bur
den of obligatory deliveries upon different 
groups of producers. The principal burden 
of course always fell on the peasantry. In the 
beginning of collectivization, farmers who re
mained outside of collectives delivered the 
largest share; later, when most peasants had 
been forced into collectives, the greater re
sponsibility for grain deliveries fell on the col
lectives. The state farms have always played 
only a secondary role in supplying the state 
with grain. Significant is the stagnation in 
deliveries by the state grain farms between 
1931 and 1934, which was to be expected in 
connection with their failure to increase grain 
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production. Only by 1935 did they fulfill for 
the first time the plan assigned to them for 
1932, to supply the state with 100 million 
poods (1.6 million metric tons) of grain. With 
the smaller crop of 1936 and the decreased 
plan for sowings on state farms in 1937, their 
achievement in 1935 may perhaps remain the 
highest point. 

Grain deliveries of state farms per acre 
of grain crops were usually lower than those 
of collectives, except in 1930 when only a few 
relatively successful state farms existed. The 
official explanation of this fact is that great 
growth has occurred in the number of state 
livestock farms since 1931, and these consume 
a large fraction of grain for livestock. But 
exactly the same situation must exist in peas
ant households, in which animal husbandry 
was always of large importance and on which 
(together with collective farms) 90 per cent 
of the livestock of the USSR are found. Of 
greater importance in our opinion is the fact 
that state grain farms, which in theory must 
deliver all their grain to the state, could in 
most years deliver less than 6 bushels per acre 
because of the very low yields on these farms. 

The fact that grain deliveries of individual 
farmers per acre of crops always fell below 
those of collectives represents first of all a 
kind of statistical aberration. Because of the 
rapid progress of collectivization, the crops on 
many individual farms reported in the spring 
as crops of outsiders were later brought by 
their tenants into the collectives and the col
lectives were responsible for grain deliveries 
to the state from these lands. In some years 
this development helps to explain the lower 
level of grain deliveries per acre from crops 
of outsiders in spite of governmental intention 
to tax them more heavily. Perhaps of greater 
importance is the fact that governmental grain 
collections per acre were regularly set rela
tively low in the northern grain-deficit regions, 
where individual farms persisted longer than 
elsewhere. But considerable importance must 
also be ascribed to the fact that the govern
ment found more difficulty in collecting grain 
from individual farms; the outsiders simply 
had more chance for escape even though offi
cials did not stop short of wholesale confisca
tion of their property in case of their delin-

quency. In the eyes of many this possibility 
may have constituted a reason for not joining 
collectives. On the other hand, the creation of 
collectives by the government built up not 
only a new organization of agricultural pro
duction, but also a better device for appro
priation of agricultural products for the state. 

For various reasons the peasants regarded 
obligatory deliveries as a heavy burden. The 
government paid extremely low prices for 
grain delivered on these obligations. Even 
before the collectivization, the government in 
1927-28 by monopolizing the grain market had 
succeeded in buying grain from peasants at 
prices only slightly above prewar levels (wheat 
no more than 20 per cent above and rye still 
less), while manufactured goods purchased 
by peasants were much dearer than in prewar 
days. Hence the purchasing power of grain, 
according to a rough estimate, was only 40 to 
50 per cent of that in prewar years.1 

During the period of the First Five-Year 
Plan, 1928-32, the fixed prices paid for col
lected grain were raised only a little2 while 
prices of goods which peasants needed rose 
greatly, even in the government stores from 
which peasants could buy only limited quan
tities. In more recent years, the price system 
in the USSR has been very complex and no 
index of prices has been published since 1929. 
Hence it is very difficult to measure the pur
chasing power of grains at fixed prices. But 
there is no doubt that it declined very heavily 
between 1927-28 and 1932-33, even when 
measured in terms of prices charged by the 
government for products of mass consump
tion in stores from which peasants could make 
purchases (not in stores for city workers 
only), to say nothing of prices in private trade. 

1 See Blllletin of the Economic Cabinet of Professor 
S. N. Pro/wpovich, May 1933, No. 104, pp. 8-10. The 
analysis of prices in this bulletin is based on official 
Soviet statistics. 

2 According to the official sources the average fixed 
priccs for delivered grain were as follows (in rubles 
per quintal) : 

1927-28 1932-33 and 1933-34 
Wheat ........ 0.85 8.42 - 8.52 
Rye ........... 4.08 0.33 

1934-35 
10.10 
6.40 

In 1935, fixed prices for grain delivered as tax in kind 
were raised by decree by 10 per ccnt, and in 1936 the 
price of wheat WitS raised once more by 1.20 rubles 
per quintal, or about 10 per cent above the 1935 price. 
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When by decree of May 6, 1932, collectives 
were permitted to sell their surplus grain in 
the open markets at market prices, the enor
mous divergence between market price and 
fixed price was legally revealed. We have al
ready noted that in 1933-34, when stringency 
on the bread-grain market had already sub
sided a great deal, the market price of grain 
was 20 to 25 times as large as the fixed price 
paid for grain delivered on obligations (p. 
352). Private sources point to much higher 
ratios even in 1933-34, to say nothing of the 
1932-33 relation. Under such conditions, any 
delivery of grain at fixed prices is regarded 
by the peasants as a tax, not as a sale; and after 

1933 the government itself so treated obliga
tory deliveries of grain. 

Thus the problem of incidence of the bur
den of obligatory grain deliveries in the USSR 
and of how this burden falls upon various 
producers assumes great importance. The fact 
that the government through organization of 
collectives could extract from peasants much 
larger fractions of their products, particularly 
bread grains, than it could obtain from peas
ants before collectivization, enables us to say 
that up to the present time the government has 
been more successful in developing the taxa
tion feature of collectives than in developing 
their productive capacity. 

VII. EXPORTS AND DOMESTIC DISPOSITION OF BREAD GRAIN 

EXPORTS 

Since emphasis falls in this study on inter
nal aspects of the Russian bread-grain prob
lem, it is unnecessary here to consider in de
tail the bread-grain exports of recent years. 
To the extent, however, that exports reflect the 
internal situation and particularly the domes
tic supply of the bread grain, they merit some 
discussion. The relation of bread-grain ex
ports to production and to collections by the 
government are of particular interest. 

The government experienced serious diffi
culties in collection of grain in 1928-29 and 
there were no grain exports; indeed, the gov
ernment imported some 5-6 million bushels 
of wheat. But in 1929-30 the improved grain 
collections permitted exports of a moderate 
quantity of bread grain. In 1930-31, with a 
bumper crop harvested under favorable cli
matic conditions, exports reached their post
war peale They continued large in the summer 
and fall of 1931, before the unsatisfactory 
ou tcome of the 1931 crop became quite clear. 
The coincidence of large exports of grain (es
pecially wheat) with the socialistic reorgani
zation of farming in the USSR that was occur
ring in these years attracted much attention 
and caused great confusion of thought. 

Subsequent development of bread-grain ex
ports was much less spectacular, as may be 
seen from the following tabulation showing 
exports of wheat and rye (including flour in 
terms of grain, in million 60-lb. units).1 

July-June Wheat Rye Two bread 
grains 

1929-30 8.7 6.7 15.4 
1930-31 111.8 27.2 139.0 
1931-32 71.8 40.4 112.2 
1932-33 19.7 9.0 28.7 
1933-34 33.8 5.4 39.2 
1934-35 4.3 1.1 5.4 
1935-36 29.7 2.6 32.3 

The sudden and large increase of exports 
of bread grains in 1930-31 must be explained, 
at least partly, by the fact that presumably 
the Soviet government itself was misled by the 
favorable results of the 1930 crop, which were 
regarded as exemplifying successful socialistic 
reorganization of agriculture. The bumper 
crop of 1930 and the large quantity of bread 
grain collected in 1930-31 (double that of the 
years just preceding collectivization) made 
many people believe that the grain problem 
had been definitely solved. Hence it was not 
surprising that, under the existing immediate 
pressure for foreign exchange, the Soviet gov
ernment sent abroad all grain collected above 
current domestic needs, simply overlooking 
that heavy requisitions of grain from peas
ants were depleting the invisible stocks usu
ally carried by Russian peasants in expecta
tion of the poor crops that are not unusual 
under Russian conditions. 

1 Data compiled from official sources as cited by 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Foreign Agriculture, 
Jan. 1, 1937, p. 28. Gross exports across all frontiers. 
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When the government curtailed exports 
late in the fall of 1931, realizing finally that 
the new crop was poor, its reserves following 
the bumper crop of 1930 were no larger than 
those of the year before. l Under such condi
tions, in order to replenish stocks, the gov
ernment was impelled to proceed further with 
heavy requisitioning of grain and succeeded 
in collecting more bread grain from the poor 
crop of 1931 than it had done from the bumper 
crop of 1930 (see Table 12, p. 355). But the 
country population was left with a quantity of 
bread grain one-third smaller than the aver
age for the four years preceding collectiviza
tion, 1925-28.2 The reserves of producers 
were so depleted that in February 1932 the 
government was obliged to loan 30 to 35 mil
lion bushels of grain for seed and food to 
peasants in the eastern regions where crops 
were poor. This loan was small, however, in 
contrast with the total collection of bread 
grain of 577 million bushels, and it is pos
sible that the government accumulated some 
reserves in 1931-32, as the exports during 
later months were small. If the government 
indeed began to accumulate its own reserves 
in 1931-32, by depriving peasants of theirs, 
then it did not use them gerrerously in 1932-
33 when famine affected Ukraine and other 
southeastern regions. Only 22 million bushels 
were loaned by the government for seed and 
food to the starving population of the south
east,a while 29 million bushels of bread grain 
were exported out of the rather moderate 
grain collections of that year. 

Exports of bread grain, particularly wheat, 

1 It may be easily sho,wn that no reserves were 
accumulated by the government from the heavy 
bread-grain collections in 1930-31. One must sub
tract from 540 million bushels (60-lb. Imits) of bread 
grain collected that year the total expolts of 19:JO-:H 
and at least three-fourths of the exports of 1931-32 
which were shipped during the first three months of 
the season before the government had new crops 
definitely in hand-a gross subtraction of around 230 
million bushels. The remaining 310 million just 
sufficed to cover current needs; see p. 361. 

2 Official data show that in 1931-32 the country 
population had left to them less than 700 million 
60-pound units of bread grain for their needs exclud
ing seed, while on the average in 1925-28 they had 
about 1,050 million units (see p. 360). 

"Decree of the Council of the People's Commissars 
of the USSR, Feb. 25, 1933. 

have not since even approached the levels of 
1930-31 and 1931-32. They seem inexplicably 
small in comparison with official crop statis
tics showing average grain crops for 1933-35 
as 7 to 8 per cent larger than the bumper 
crop of 1930, and average wheat production 
over 10 per cent larger than in 1930. In 1934-
35, exports of bread grain were practically 
discontinued, although the total grain crop 
and the wheat crop as officially reported ex
ceeded the bumper crops of 1930 by more than 
200 and 125 million bushels respectively. But 
we have seen that official crop statistics for 
1933-35 are not comparable with those for 
preceding years and must be adjusted down
ward. This divergence between official crop 
statistics and actual grain exports merely 
provides further evidence of the necessity for 
adjustment of official crop statistics. 

If the government had persisted in its policy 
of 1930-31 and early 1931-32-namely, export
ing all grain collected above current domestic 
needs, without consideration of the necessity 
of reserves-substantially larger quantities 
of grain, particularly wheat, could have been 
exported in 1933-34 and exports need not have 
been discontinued in 1934-35. Indeed, collec
tions of bread grain in 1933-34 were substan
tially larger than in 1930-31; and, if both 
purchases of surpluses and collections are in
cluded, a new record was established in that 
year. Collections of bread grain, particularly 
wheat, made successive new high records also 
in 1934-35 and 1935-36. Hence the Soviet 
government must have had available plenty of 
bread grain to export in these late years when 
exports were actually small. It was different 
with the producers of grain, who were left 
with no more at their disposal than in the 
critical years 1930-32 (pp. 359-61). If the 
Soviet government chose not to export much 
wheat in 1933-35, it must have had reasons; 
and these reasons were not primarily curtail
ment of export in order to expand immediate 
domestic consumption, at least of the country 
popUlation. Presumably the government 
learned lessons from the events of 1931-33, 
and came to understand the importance of re
serves of bread grain under the condition of 
the USSR. What happened was a shift of re
serves from the barns of producers to govern-
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ment warehouses, as was deemed advisable in 
view of the political situation both at home 
and abroad. 

There was another reason why grain ex
ports were not forced in recent years: sub
sidence of pressure for foreign exchange. By 
the end of 1935, the government had practi
cally completed payment of the short-term 
commercial obligations which had accumu
lated in 1931 to an important amount. The 
necessity of importing machinery and other 
producers' goods also has become less urgent 
than it was in 1931-32; for domestic pro
duction of some types of machinery, particu
larly tractors and agricultural implements, 
has risen greatly with increased industrializa
tion. As to certain kinds of consumers' goods 
badly needed by the population, the policy 
always involved disregard of these needs. The 
present foreign trade policy is not to increase 
exports in order to pay for necessary imports, 
but to hold imports at as Iowa level as pos
sible. Domestic gold production has greatly 
increased in recent years, and occasionally 
foreign accounts are balanced with gold ex
ports, without forcing of merchandise exports. 

DISPOSITION OF BREAD-GRAIN CROPS 

Analysis of the disposition of bread-grain 
crops in the USSR involves substantial diffi
culty because of lack of information on con
sumption and complete secrecy about stocks 
of grains in various positions. Before 1929, the 
available pertinent information was much less 
inadequate. This is itself signiflcant, but it 
introduces uncertainties that are further mag
nified by the change in the system of crop 
estimating in 1933. An attempt to appraise 
consumption (or disappearance) on a per 
capita basis is even more precarious because 
the popUlation estimates in the USSR for re
cent years are far removed from the basis of 
the last census taken in 1926. Particular un
certainties surround estimates of city and 
country population. 

But if our adjustment of recent crop statis
tics is sufficiently well founded, and if we may 
tentatively accept the official estimates of 
population (total, urban, and rural), it is pos
sible to present certain rough estimates of 
the disposition of bread-grain crops in the 

USSR. Table 14 shows that the growth of 
bread-grain production lagged behind the 
growth of population during the whole period 
under review. 

TABLE 14.-DISPOSITION OF BrlEAD GRAIN IN THHEE 

PERIODS OF 1925-35 
(Million 60-1b. units) 

i Produc· j Domes· I Per 
Aver· Produc· Seed II tlon Ex·' tic POPUJIl.-

1 

capita 
age tlon usea ex- port"1 (IiRar>- tJon/' diRnp-

I 

seerl , pear- , pear-
ance ance l1 

---1----------------,--
I 

1925--28" I 1, 648 270. L 378 28; 1, 350 149.6 9.0 
1930-32 i 1,657 j 293 1

1

1,364 93 11,271 160.0 7.9 
1933-35 i 1,705'1 277 1.428 26 11,402 168.0 8.3 

a At 2 busbels per acre for rye, and 1.8 for wbeat. 

• Rough estimates of population, based on the following 
official data: Census, Dec. 1 i, 1926, Hi. 0 million; estimate 
on .Tune 1, 1929, 15L 3 million; on June 1, 1933, 165.7 mil
lion, as given in Socialistic Construction, 1935, p. 539. 

e In fiO-IIl. units. 
d Agricultural Russia, p. 39,1. 
c OJllcial estimates reduced by 10 per cent. 

Efforts to expand the crops resulted in a 
greater use of seed but not in a sufficiently 
large increase of total production. Produc
tion ex-seed even declined slightly during the 
critical years 1930-32, while the population 
increased by 6 to 7 per cent. However, the 
government found it reasonable under such 
conditions to export to an overburdened world 
market at low prices three times more bread 
grain than it had during the NEP, thus con
tributing to further demoralization of the 
world wheat situation. By depleting reserves of 
bread grain accumulated by producers during 
the period of the NEpl and by reducing their 
consumption, the government succeeded in 
enlarging exports. But per capita disappear
ance of the two bread grains fell from 9 bush
els in 1925-28 to 7.9 bushels in 1930-32. 

Reduction of per capita consumption of 
grain by about 12 per cent was important be
cause the supply of other foods, particularly 
animal products, declined simultaneously; 
the livestock population was cut in half be
tween 1928 and 1932. The situation in 1932 

1 Official estimates appraised the stock of bread 
grain in hands of producers at nearly 250 million 
bushels at the end of 1926-27 and about 210 to 215 
million at the end of 1928-29. See Agricultural Russia, 
p.396. 
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and the spring of 1933 was especially difficult, 
a fact somewhat concealed by the average for 
1930-32. 

During the years 1933-35, bread-grain pro
duction increased somewhat. Moreover, the 
government had gained knowledge from the 
experience of 1931-32, and thereafter reduced 
the exports of bread grain. The use of seed 
also was smaller with reduction of the crop 
area. All this resulted in a substantially larger 
amount of bread grain for domestic consump
tion. On the average for 1933-35 there was 
nearly 10 per cent more bread grain for do
mestic use than on the average for 1930-32, 
while the population increased only half as 
much. Consequently supplies were available 
to permit increase of per capita consumption 
by about 5 per cent; but increased availability 
of gross supplies does not mean that per capita 
consumption actually increased. 

Table 15 shows that grain consumption of 
the country population could not increase at 
all. After collections by the government, the 
peasants were left with less rather than more 
bread grain in 1933-35 than during the criti
cal years 1930-32, to say nothing of the period 
of the NEP. This suggests the need for analy
sis of the distribution of bread grains between 
city and country, an analysis even more pre
carious than the above because it involves more 
assumptions which cannot be checked by 
statistics. Table 14 permits the further state
ment that per capita consumption of the whole 
population in 1933-35 could not have been 
raised to the level characteristic of the period 
of the NEP even if the government had dis
tributed for consumption all grain compul
sorily collected and had accumulated no re
serves. As we have stated elsewhere, per capita 
bread-grain consumption during the period of 
the NEP could not have been higher than in 
prewar years and was perhaps somewhat 
lower. l Hence per capita disappearance of 
bread grain in 1933-35 must have been below 
the prewar level. 

Through collectives, the government ac
quired greater control over the countryside 
and was able to enlarge compulsory grain col
lections more than production. Presumably 

1 A(fricultural Russia, pp. 402, 411-12. 
2 See footnote 2, p. 310. 

the stocks of bread grain in the hands of pro
ducers, accumulated before collectivization 
and amounting to 210 to 215 million bushels 
in the spring of 1929, were taken first; and 
consequently a larger portion of the 1930 crop 
was left in the hands of peasants and was car
ried into 1931. Otherwise the record collec
tions of grain in a year of poor crops, 1931, 
cannot be explained. 

TADLE 15.-BREAD GRAIN LEFT TO THE COUNTRY 

POPULATION IN THREE PERIODS OF 1925-35 

(Million 60-1b. units) 

Production Governmental Country Country 
Average ex·seed collections dIsappearance populatIon" 

nnd purchases (Millions) 

1925-28 .. 1.378 330-340' 1, 038--1, 048 121 
1930-32 .. 1,364 523 841 126-127 
1933-35 .. 1 1.428" I 634" 794 126 

a Country population was officially reported as follows: 
Dec. 17, 1926, 120.7 milllon residents and 121.2 actual; 
Jan. 1, 1929, 126.7 million; Jan. 1, 1933, 126.0 million. 

b Grain collection by the planned grain-collecting organi
zations averaged 267 million bushels, but at that time these 
organiza lions covered only part of the grain collections and 
purchases: in 1925-26 about 65 per cent, in 1926-27 from 
75 to 80 per cent, in 1927-28 about 85 per cent, in 1928-29 
perhaps 95 pcr cent. The estimate of the total grain collec
tions and purchases is based on. these percentages. 

c Olllcial estimates of crops reduced 10 per cent. 
" Assuming for 1935 that collections of bread grain were 

two-thirds of the officially reported collections of all grains, 
as in earlier years. 

It may seem incredible that the quantity of 
bread grain left with the country population 
in the later period, 1933-35, should have been 
smaller than in the critical period 1930-32; 
and this relationship may appear to be an argu
ment against downward adjustment of official 
crop statistics by 10 per cent. Of course this 
correction is only a rough guess; and perhaps 
it might be lowered by a few per cent particu
larly for the 1935 crop. 

On the other hand, the official popUlation 
estimates perhaps require some correction, 
which may transpire when results of the popu
lation census taken in January 1937 are pub
lished. Official estimates indicate that the 
country population declined between 1929 and 
1933. The decline was possibly much greater 
than is shown by official estimates. The great 
mort~lity of the country population from star
vation in 1932-33, mentioned by several for
eign observers,2 must be taken into considera-
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tion. Moreover, the disappearance of several 
million peasant families from the countryside, 
as reported tly official publications (1.9 mil
lion households in 1933-34 alone), points also 
to a greater shift of the population from coun
try to cities. Hence the country population in 
the middle of the period 1933-35 may have 
been substantially smaller than the 126 mil
lion given in Table 15. If so, per capita disap
pearance of bread grain amongst the country 
population in 1933-35 may be larger than our 
data suggest. Furthermore, Table 15 gives 
averages for 1930-32 and 1933-35 and not the 
data for individual years. Comparison of the 
average for 1933-35 with the data for 1931-
32 and 1932-33 shows a somewhat more favor
able picture for 1933-35, and many students 
refer to this change when reporting improve
ment in recent years. But at most this im
provement could have been but slight. 

We present no figures on per capita disap
pearance of bread grain in the country, since 
part of the rural population receives bread 
grain from stocks collected by the govern
ment. The government supplies bread grains 
to some producers of technical crops, such as 
cotton and flax, in exchange for their crops; 
and it supplies country lumbermen, hunters 
in the northern regions, and some other groups 
such as gold miners with bread. Some groups 
of non-agricultural population living in the 
country also receive bread and flour from 
government stocks. We have not statistical 
data adequate to permit us to calculate what 
fraction of the grain collected by the govern
ment is returned to the country population in 
these ways. But to draw upon statements in 
Soviet publications, it may be said that during 
the first eight months of 1935, about 20 per 
cent of the total sales by the government of 
bread, flour, and bread grain was sold in coun
try places, half of which went to the above
mentioned specialized producers in exchange 

1 See Z. I{olchinsky, "Current Problems of the 
Bread Trade," Planned Economy, 1935, No. 11. 

2 Sales of grain by producers on market.s at marl{et 
prices, which were roughly estimated for 1935 by 
Gosplan at about 10 million quintals, are not included 
in the total quantity of governmental collections and 
purchases for 1933-35, although for 1925-28 the esti
mated purchases of other than planned grain-collecting 
organizations are included in the total. 

for their products or work, and half mainly 
for non-agricultural population living in coun
try places.1 

Table 16 supplies information ahout the 
quantity of bread grain available to the gov
ernment for distribution to the city popula
tion and for other domestic needs, including 
possible accumulation of reserves. We reach 
these estimates by subtracting quantities of 
bread grain exported from the quantities se
cured hy governmental grain-collecting organ
izations, including the centralized purchases.2 

The table shows that the quantity of hread 
grain disposable by the government for all 

TABLE 16.-BREAD GRAIN AVAILABLE TO THE Gov

ERNMENT FOR DISPOSITION IN THREE 

PERIODS OF 1925-35 

(Million 60-/b. units; mil/ion persons) 

I Collee· 
I 

Con"ump· iPosslble i 

! tlons : Ex· I Domes· City tlve needs I yearly 
Average 

I 
and ports tic popu· at 1925-28 laccumu. 
pur- I supply ]<:,tiona stannard latlon 

i chases 
I 

! i-----
192.5---28 .. !330---340· 28 1300---310 26 

i 
300---310 I 

1930---32 .• 1 523 93 i 430 34 around 400j 30 
1933---35 •. \ 634 26 ! 608 11---42 480---500 : 120 I 

a Rough estimates based on the following official data: 
by Census of Dec. 17, 1926, city residents 25.8 million, 
actual population 26.3 million; estimate of Jan. 1, 1929, 
27.6 million; of Jan. 1, 1933, 39.7 million. Net inflow of 
population to citics in 1929 was 1.4 million; in 1930, 2.6 
million; in 1931, 4.1 million; in 1932, 2.7 million; and in 
1933, 0.8 million. 

• See Table 15, footnote b. 

domestic needs averaged in 1930-32 about 40 
per cent larger than during the period of the 
NEP, in spite of the larger exports in the later 
period. In 1933-35, the disposable quantity 
averaged twice as large as in 1925-28. In this 
respect the Soviet government was eminently 
successful. The supply of bread grain for 
cities increased faster than the city popula
tion, although the growth of cities was ex
tremely rapid. The government was able not 
only to provide bread grain for the rapidly 
increasing city popUlation, but also to accu
mulate substantial reserves. We may be sure 
that accumulation of reserves was not the 
policy before the winter of 1931-32. It is 
possible that decision to accumulate the re
serves came in 1931-32, when the enormous 
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collections of grain permitted. Yet the gov
ernment found it necessary to advance grain to 
collectives for seed, in a total amount exceed
ing 50 million bushels (p. 358) ; hence it seems 
unlikely that important stocks of bread grain 
could be built up before 1933. Within the 
period 1933-35, substantial stocks of bread 
grain amounting to several hundred million 
bushels may have been accumulated. We ven
ture this statement on the assumption that the 
consumption requirements met from govern
ment stocks increased about in proportion to 
the growth of the city population.t 

Without doubt some stocks of bread grain 
had to be accumulated by the government in 
preparation for the abolition of bread ration
ing on January 1, 1935. From the large col
lections of 1933 and 1934, 200 million bushels 
may have been available for this purpose. 
There are indications that accumulation of 
reserves continued in 1935, as is suggested 
both by the large compulsory collections and 
the purchases of bread grain from the 1935 
crop and by statements of high officials. 2 But 
against the accumulation of substantial re
serves in the hands of government must be 
set the depletion of reserves in the hands of 
producers. 

1 It may be objected that in later years the govern
ment had to provide bread for a larger fraction of the 
city population than in 1925-28. We admit this, hut 
our allowance for government grain collections and 
purchases in 1925-28 includes about 25 per cent more 
than the quantity provided hy the planned grain
collecting organizations. This allowance is sufficient 
to take care of a great many of those whom later the 
government supplied directly from its resources. 

2 Stalin, speaking at a meeting of expert comhine 
operators in December 1 !J35, said of grain production 
of 1935 that it was "amply sufficient for abundant 
nutrition of the population as well as for accumula
tion of reserves necessary for any unforseen circum
stances" (Socialistic Reconsfrudion of Aariculture, 
19:J5, No. 12, p. 5). A. Zlohin, in an article reporting 
statistics of grain collections in 1935, concluded that 
collections were so satisfactory that the government 
controlled a quantity of grain in excess of current 
needs and permitting creation of reserves. In the same 
article it was mentioned that the storage capacity of 
the state grain-collecting organizations increased hy 
about 300 million bushels in 1934 and 1935 (Planned 
Economll, 1935, No. 11). 

z Soviet Trade, 1934, No. 7-8, p. 8. 
4 See Planned Economll, 1931, No. 2-1l, p. 89. 
o Ibid. 

6 Srmiet Trade, 1934, No. 7-8, p. 8. 

ABOLITION OF BHEAD RATIONING 

The rationing of bread and of some other 
foods, with a view to provide a better supply 
at low price to some groups of the population, 
particularly industrial workers, began in some 
cities of the USSR as early as 1928. Early in 
1929 the government decided to ration bread 
and other foods in all cities of the Union. The 
Communist Party, as appears from a decision 
of its Central Committee in December 1930,3 
regarded the rationing system as a means 
of curtailing consumption of non-laboring 
classes, in order to reserve larger supplies for 
industrial workers. Thus the rationing sys
tem from its very beginning discriminated 
between classes. Later the discriminations 
went so far that several different rations were 
established for various groups of industrial 
workers themselves. 

In 1931 the system of rationing was applied 
to most of the common foods. According to 
the plan of supply for 1931, nine-tenths of all 
food of industrial workers were to be sup
plied by the state and only one-tenth pur
chased by themselves in private markets.4 

The workers in the privileged first list were 
to be supplied by the state in even greater 
proportion. Other groups of the population, 
even if belonging to the laboring class, were 
to be supplied in smaller degree; government 
employees, for example, were then obliged to 
buy about a third of their food on the free 
markets.6 This discriminatory system suc
ceeded in providing for city workers better 
than for other groups. In 1930 the manual 
workers constituted about a third of the total 
population of Moscow; but they obtained 47 
per cent of the supply of bread and meat, 43 
per cent of the butter, 56 per cent of the groats, 
etc. 6 Such sharp discrimination as regards 
quantity and price of food, combined with the 
shortage of most foods, resulted in almost 
complete elimination of open trade and led to 
the establishment of special stores for particu
lar groups of the population, in which prod
ucts were sold at various prices, all much 
lower than those in private trade. This greatly 
complicated the problem of governmental sup
ply, particularly in view of the extremely rapid 
growth of the city population in connection 
with the industrialization of the country. 
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The abolition of bread rationing in January 
1935 reflected not only a desire to create better 
sentiment throughout the population, but also 
a necessity for improving the complex price 
structure. In recent years prices cbarged for 
consumers' goods even in state stores had 
varied greatly according to the class of pur
chasers. In stores open to the public gener
ally, the so-called commercial prices were 
several times the prices charged in stores re
served for limited groups of privileged buyers, 
such as factory workers or employees of cer
tain governmental institutions. The prices 
paid by privileged groups were, however, out 
of line with market prices; and for the gov
ernment this complicated the problem of pro
curing necessary goods. Grain could still be 
collected from peasants at fixed prices of a 
confiscatory character, but it had become more 
difficult to collect other supplies. The cost to 
the government of grain purchased on barter 
was higher. Hence the attempt has been made 
in recent years to improve the price structure 
by raising the prices charged to privileged 
groups, and on the other hand by lowering 
commercial prices and by enlarging open 
markets. 

Fixed prices on flour and bread obtainable 
on rations were raised about fourfold from 
1932 to the end of 1934. At the same time the 
government succeeded in lowering open mar
ket prices of bread and flour by one-third to 
two-fifths. The ratio of commercial to fixed 
prices of rye bread thus was reduced from 20 
at the beginning of 1933 to about 5 at the end 
of 1934, and of wheat bread from 13-14 to 
about 3.1 This prepared the way for the aboli
tion of rationing. But a final unification of 
prices was necessary. It was achieved at the 
abolition of rationing by establishing a uni-

1 See Z. Bolotin, "Results and Prospects of the De
velopment of Soviet Trade," Planned Economy, 1935, 
No.1, pp. 140-58. 

2 On Sept. 1, the prices of flour were reduced 16 per 
cent and the price of bread from 7 to 18 per cent. On 
Sept. 25, the price of flour was reduced by 18 per cent 
and the price of bread by 15 per cent. See an article 
by Z. Kolchinsky in Planned Economy, 1 !l35, No. 11. 
Another reason for lowering bread prices at the time 
was pel'haps the fact that on Oct. 1, 19:15, unified 
(higher) prices were introduced for other foods such 
as meat, fat, sugar, lind potatoes. 

s Kolchinsky, 0p. cit. 

form price for bread which in Moscow was 40 
to 50 per cent below the previous commercial 
prices. Such unified prices meant, however, 
nearly double hread costs to the privileged 
groups of consumers who had usually ob
tained all their bread on ralions; and such 
consumers had incentives to lower their con
sumption of bread. It is true that the govern
ment simultaneously increased the funds for 
wages of workers and employees, but not 
enough to raise wages more than 10 to 15 per 
cent; and this was insufficient to compensate 
for higher prices of bread and other foods. 

In September 1935 the government, pre
sumably reassured by the results of the new 
crop and by the development of unrationed 
sales of bread, twice lowered the prices of 
bread and of flour (on September 1 and 25).2 
These reductions left prices still substantially 
above the level prevailing before the abolition 
of rationing. 

In spite of higher prices, bread sales in state 
stores rose during the first nine months of 
1935 by 25 per cent, according to official statis
tics. It is symptomatic, however, that sales in 
large cities such as Moscow, Leningrad, and 
Gorki, where the supply on ration had been 
satisfactory, did not increase but declined. On 
the other hand, sales increased greatly in lo
calities which had not been well supplied 
with rationed bread earlier.3 

In connection with enlarged demand for 
bread in 1935, the productive capacity of state 
bakeries was increased proportionally, and the 
flour mills increased their output of flour. 
Generally speaking, the government was suffi
ciently prepared to meet increased demand for 
bread and flour in total, but distribution by 
localities was not always satisfactory, and this 
temporarily caused certain difficulties in the 
local supply of unrationed bread. 

Table 17 (p. 364) shows how governmental 
preparations for abolition of bread rations and 
the abolition in January 1935 affected flour and 
bread production in the centralized state enter
prises. By 1934 the government, anticipating 
abolition of rationing, increased flour produc
tion (wheat flour only) by nearly 15 per cent, 
expecting that consumers would shift to it 
when free from rationing. In 1935 flour pro
duction (again wheat flour only) was in-
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creased by 34 per cent more. Production of 
bread in centralized state enterprises increased 
even more than 40 per cent. This points to
ward an increased share of centralized pro
ducers of bread in total bread production, for 

TABLE 17.-PRODUCTION OF FLOUR AND BREAD IN 

CENTRALIZED STATE ENTERPRISES, 1933-36* 

(Million quintals) 

, 'I W35 !U3G 
1933 I 1934 preliml- plan 

nary --I--
Flour, total ............... 7S.4 90.0

1

119.9 117.0 
Wheat flour, total. ...... 33.S 46.2 SO.7 76.2 

75 pcr cent extraction I 
and lower ........... 5.1 5.3 9.7 13.4 

Rye flour ................ 43.1 42.S i 3S.7 I 40.4 
Bread ......................... 1100.7 i 143.4 i 147.6 

• For 1933, Economic Plan for 1935 (Moscow, 1935), 
pp. 548-49; for 1934-36, Economic Plan for 1936 (Moscow, 
1936), pp. 432-33. Data on production of flour relate to flour 
mills under the direct administration of the Committee on 
Procurement of the Council of People's Commissars of the 
USSR. On the basis of statistics for 1933, these mills appear 
to produce about two-thirds of the flour production in all 
state flour mills, including those administered by provin
cial and district executive committees. Bread production 
as given in the table includes production in centralized 
state enterprises as well as in co-operatives of the Cen
trosoiuz and in the organizations supplying workers (ORS). 

sales of bread increased in 1935 as compared 
with 1934 by only about 25 per cent, as was 
mentioned above. Production of flour pre
sumably was in excess of current needs and 
in anticipation of growth of demand, as the 
lower output planned for 1936 suggests. 

Information about growth of flour produc-

tion in other state enterprises is not available 
to us. Assuming that it increased in the same 
proportion as in the centralized enterprises, 
one may conclude that the additional require
ment for bread grain in 1935, in connection 
with the abolition of bread rationing, did not 
exceed 50 million bushels, while collections 
and centralized purchases of bread grain in 
1935 exceeded those of 1934 by a larger quan
tity. This indicates that accumulation of re
serves could proceed in 1935 as the govern
ment planned. 

The extremely high extraction of flour in 
the USSR deserves brief comment. Before 
1935, only slightly more than 10 per cent of 
the wheat flour was of 75 per cent (or lower) 
extraction. The rest was of 96 and 85 per cent, 
most wheat flour being of 96 per cent extrac
tion. All rye flour was extracted to 95 per 
cent. The abolition of rationing led to an in
crease in the production of wheat flour of 75 
per cent extraction; but it constitutes only a 
sixth of the total wheat nour. Practically all 
flour produced in centralized state enterprises 
is consumed in the cities wherein standards of 
bread quality are relatively exacting. In the 
USSR, consumers continue willing to accept 
bread of low quality and the government can 
therefore persist in very high extraction rates. 
This suggests that the bread-grain problem is 
far from solution even for city consumers, at 
least with reference to quality of bread. 

VIII. THE OUTLOOK 

It is reasonable to conclude this study with 
an appraisal of probable future developments 
of agricultural organization and production 
in the USSR. Complete control of agriculture, 
both of production and of distribution, lies 
in the hands of the central government. Hence 
any major political change, at home or abroad, 
must affect the structure of Soviet agriculture. 
The prospects for major political changes lie 
beyond our purview, and in these concluding 
pages we confine our discussion to the direc
tion of evolution of Soviet agriculture on the 
assumption of no fundamental break in the 
Soviet governmental structure. 

We consider first the outlook for stability 
of the new forms of agricultural organization 
described in the earlier sections of this study, 

and we begin with the state farms, particularly 
the "grain factories." 

We have seen that the Soviet government 
encountered much difficulty in finding a satis
factory way to administer large-scale enter
prises in agriculture, and that in recent years 
their operation has given less satisfaction even 
than the work of collective farms. At the 
outset, the organization of purely state enter
prises appeared to the government simpler 
than organization of collective farms, which 
were necessarily hampered by old ownership 
relations and which required close co-opera
tion with previously independent producers. 
But in fact the organization of state farms, 
even in their simplest form-one-crop farms, 
fully mechanized, without livestock-turned 
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out to be more complicated than was con
templated. Even here the problem was more 
one of men than one of machines; and the 
impossibility of solving the labor problem on 
state grain farms was one of the principal 
causes of their failure. Moreover, the prob
lems of agrotechny even in simplified "grain 
factories" turned out to be of much greater 
importance than had been expected, and less 
well adapted to standardized solutions .. The 
state livestock farms, not here considered, 
seem to us to have been no more successful 
than state grain farms. 

The state farm therefore seems to us a less 
stable form of agricultural enterprise in the 
USSR than the collective farm. The recent 
reorganization of state farms, particularly the 
efforts of the government to solve labor prob
lems, points toward their evolution in the di
rection of collective farms. The government 
has sought to attach hired labor to state farms 
for long periods; to supply laborers with in
dividual houses, livestock, and gardens; and 
to interest them in the results of production 
on state farms by certain forms of profit-shar
ing. All this has made hired laborers on state 
farms quite similar to members of collectives. 
The more this evolution proceeds, the greater 
opportunity there will be for improvement of 
production on state farms. However, this is 
more difficult for state farms to achieve than 
it is for collectives manned by people who had 
the same land for generations. 

The fact that the government has recently 
turned over about a fourth of all land in state 
farms to collectives points toward a govern
ment policy of discontinuing this type of agri
cultural enterprise and replacing it by collec
tive farms. It seems fairly clear that the gov
ernment does not intend to proceed with en
ergetic extension of crop land in the semiarid 
regions of the east. It is true, however, that 
a billion rubles were invested in state grain 
farms-at least twice as much as was con
templated at the outset;l and the government 
will be loath to discontinue these farms and 
openly to recognize their failure. Presumably 
there will be further reorganization, with less 
emphasis upon state grain farms than in the 

1 See Agricultural Russia, p. 134. 

early period of socialistic reorganization, and 
gradual transformation into collective farms. 
If so, the evolution will be the reverse of that 
contemplated by the "left" groups of the Com
munist Party, who sought to transform all 
collective farms into state farms. 

The collective farms, on the other hand, 
seem likely to continue as the backbone of 
Soviet agriculture. This does not imply that 
the peasants have definitely accepted this form 
of agricultural organization; quite possibly 
they would reject it in case of a major politi
cal change, which we exclude from considera
tion. Under the present Soviet structure, the 
collectives seem likely to continue with some 
minor changes. The government appears to 
be persisting in their preservation. The peas
ants, on the other hand, seem to have found 
that they cannot successfully further resist 
the new forms of organization under the 
present political structure, and have accepted 
them as the best available choice. 

The new model charter for collectives and 
other governmental measures have made col
lectives more acceptable to peasants because 
more scope is given to individual peasant 
households, particularly in the realm of live
stock husbandry. The intention of the gov
ernment is apparently to rely more on indi
vidual households of members of collectives 
than on state farms in its attempts to rebuild 
the livestock industry from the chaos of 1930-
33. The transfer of land from state farms to 
collectives occurred not only on state grain 
farms but also on livestock farms. Since the 
advantages of large-scale productive units are 
much more limited in most livestock enter
prises than in grain production, it is reason
able to suppose that the government will leave 
the larger portion of the livestock industry in 
the hands of individual households of mem
bers of collectives; yet in recent years there 
has been some persistence in organizing 
within collectives so-called "collective live
stock farms" as large productive units. For 
obvious reasons these seem to us more likely 
to have vitality than the state livestock farms, 
and they have such precedents in peasant life 
as dairy co-operatives in Siberia. 

It seems probable, then, that in the near 
future collective activity will tend to concen-
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trate in the field of crop production while the 
livestock industry will be left for individual 
households of members of collectives, assisted 
by some sort of co-operative enterprise among 
them. Such evolution may fit with peasants' 
habits; and it promises substantial success if 
collectives evolve into co-operative farms, and 
not into purely bureaucratic organizations 
commanded from above by outsiders as they 
have been in recent years. The new model 
charter of collectives suggests that the gov
ernment contemplates making the collectives 
into more democratic organizations. More
over, the government itself now denounces its 
own local agents for "systematic violation of 
the new charter of collectives." Since arbi
trary practices and violations of personal 
rights are not unusual in Soviet administra
tion, it remains to be seen how far the central 
government will succeed in its attempts to 
safeguard the democracy of collectives against 
the violence of its local agents. Persistence in 
these attempts is needed to confirm their sin
cerity. 

However, the fundamental question is a 
different one. Will the collectives consolidate 
on a co-operative basis if and when the gov
ernment somewhat relaxes its bureaucratic 
pressure on them, or will they begin to dis
integrate? Only with consolidation can we 
expect substantial stabilization and improve
ment of collective agriculture. If the cen
trifugal forces within collectives should pre
vail and the government therefore feel im
pelled to keep them under heavy bureaucratic 
pressure, not much improvement of their work 
can reasonably be expected. By bureaucratic 
methods the government has already achieved 
a certain degree of improvement, but not what 
is needed and not enough to justify the expec
tation of much more improvement if bureau
cratic methods continue to be followed. There 
is no longer much room to proceed by combi
nation of bureaucratic tutelage with such 
methods of discriminative remuneration as 
piece work, differentiation of wages, premiums 
for quality, etc., by which the government 
succeeded in lifting the collectives from their 
very low position in 1932. Not all of this im
provement was achieved by bureaucratic 
methods; some of it sprang from the stimulus 

given to the initiative of members of coIlec
tives themselves and from appeal to their 
private interests as members of collectives. 
But in order to proceed in these directions, 
much more freedom and democracy in col
lectives will be necessary than now prevails. 
Only consolidation of collectives on a basis 
of voluntary co-operation seems to promise 
further improvement. We cannot attempt to 
predict whether this line of development will 
be found compatible with the actual political 
structure of the USSR. 

The prospects for expansion of crop area, 
grain area, or wheat area, and for increase of 
yield per acre and total production, depend 
heavily upon the manner in which the new 
forms of agricultural enterprises become 
stabilized, consolidated, and improved. 

There are, however, certain more perma
nent influences such as natural and geographi
cal factors or population growth which set 
certain limits to the production of surpluses, 
particularly of grain surpluses. In this re
spect our view of the future has not changed 
much from that formulated in our earlier 
study of the Russian wheat problem, and it 
is not necessary here to go into detailed dis
cussion. We may note here, however, that the 
state grain farms were less successful in oc
cupation of new land in semiarid regions of 
the east than were peasant settlers who before 
the war had extended grain production to the 
extreme frontiers of the semiarid steppes of 
Central Asia and the southeastern part of the 
European area of the USSR. 

The Soviet government, by complete re
vision of its original plan for state grain farms, 
has recognized its failure in this direction. 
It now relies more upon ambitious irrigation 
projects in the semiarid regions east of the 
Volga than upon dry farming. But irrigation 
of the Trans-Volga steppe not only meets with 
enormous technical difficulties requiring much 
time and capital to surmount, but may not be 
economically sound. Can the production of 
spring wheat cover the enormous costs of irri
gation? The government contemplates the 
sprinkling system of irrigation on a large 
scale. This may pay in gardening and fruit 
farming, but it seems very likely to prove too 
costly for production of spring wheat. Hence 
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we do not expect rapid expansion of the wheat 
area in the semiarid regions. 

The project of extending wheat production 
in the humid regions north of the blacksoil 
belt was discussed above and its economic 
soundness was questioned. But even techni
cally-quite aside from economic limitations 
-this development can proceed only slowly 
because it involves reclamation and improve
ment of land. Agriculture on this land must 
be organized intensively. It will require much 
fertilizer, particularly manure, of which the 
supply is limited by the decreased livestock 
population. The number of livestock planned 
for the end of 1937 in the Second Five-Year 
Plan will be smaller than the number before 
the collectivization in 1928, even if the plan 
succeeds fully. Furthermore, if the project 
to expand crop area in the northern European 
regions and in Siberia is successful, it must 
be accompanied by growth of the livestock 
population, and this will result in a larger 
portion of the crop area under feed crops. 
These regions therefore seem unlikely ever 
to become grain-surplus areas on a large scale; 
at most they may become self-sufficient. 

The heavy requirements for feed crops, 
particularly feed grains, are not overlooked 
by high officials of the USSR. When in De
cember 1935 Stalin launched his project of 
increasing grain production to 7 or 8 billion 
poods (4.2-4.8 billion 60-pound bushels) in 
three or four years, he referred not only to the 
increasing food requirements of the rapidly 
growing popUlation-the city population as 
well as the country population producing 
technical crops-but also emphasized the 
enormously increasing requirements for feed 
grains in the recovering livestock industry. 
In speaking of an increase of grain produc
tion by 30 to 40 per cent as compared with 
the good crop of 1935, Stalin characteristic
ally made no mention of exports. He explained 
the necessity for such enormous increase of 
grain production within only three or four 
years solely by rapidly increasing domestic 
needs. This may be taken to imply that the 
Soviet government does not contemplate heavy 
exports of grain within the new few years. 

In our earlier forecast of Soviet agricultural 
production, we pointed to the deficiency of 

draft power as an immediate limitation upon 
rapid expansion of crop area. Actually, short
age of draft power proved so great as to cur
tail crop production. In this respect Soviet agri
culture has already passed the most difficult 
period; the supply of draft power (mainly 
tractors) began to increase in 1934, and the 
increase will presumably continue. There is 
evidence also that the country population has 
learned to handle tractors and such other com
plex machines as combines more effectively. 
The outlook for the supply of draft power and 
machinery is therefore better than it was five 
years ago. Moreover, the government learned 
a lesson in 1931-32 and does not now plan to 
go fast with expansion of crop area; the plan 
is rather to use the larger resources of draft 
power for better cultivation of crops and con
sequently to increase the yield per acre. 

Official expectations of increase in per acre 
yield continue to be very ambitious. The ac
tual prospect for rapid increase of yield per 
acre clearly depends heavily upon the success 
of the collective movement. No doubt the po
tentialities of increase in yield are large: the 
present level of yields is low even consider
ing the Russian climate, and there are extreme 
variations of yield from one collective to 
another in the same locality. Researches re
cently published in Soviet periodicals, directed 
toward the possibilities of increasing yields on 
collective farms and based on crop statistics 
for 1934 and 1935, emphasize these extreme 
variations of yields in the same year and the 
same 10caIity.l By arranging several hundred 
collectives in the principal grain-producing 
regions of the USSR into three groups-best, 
medium, and lagging-these inquiries reveal 
that the yield of grain on the best collectives, 
which constitute about a fifth of the total num
ber in the sample, secure about threefold the 
yield on lagging collectives, which constitute 
about a third of the sample. The remaining 
collectives, half of the number, lie between 
these two extremes and their yields are about 
on the prewar level. But the yield of grain per 

1 See Socialistic Reconstruction of Agriculture, 1936, 
No.5, pp. 49-66; No.7, pp. 157-63; No.9, pp. 31-72. 
Also summary of these researches in the Bulletin of 
the Economic Cabinet of Professor S. N. Prokopovich, 
January-February 1937, No. 133, pp. 19-20. 
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acre in the lagging collectives was extremely 
low, only about 4.5 to 7.5 bushels per acre. 
These data point to the fact that the variation 
of yields from one collective to another in the 
same localities are greater than were common 
between peasant farms before the collectiviza
tion and depend heavily upon the uneven level 
of agronomic practices in the various collec
tives. On the basis of these relationships, and 
with reference also to a relatively close corre
lation existing between the level of yield and 
the excellence of agrotechny applied in the 
respective groups of collectives, the authors 
conclude that there is a large scope for in
crease of yields if the worst and the medium 
collectives are raised to the level of the best. 

We recognize that there is room for great 
improvement; but it must also be admitted 
that achievement requires a long and laborious 
educational process, and will depend on the 
consolidation of collectives on a co-operative 
basis of which we have spoken. Furthermore, 
in the economic sphere, a tendency for the 
worst enterprises to approach the level of the 
best is sometimes accompanied by a tendency 
for the best to approach the level of the aver
age. The problem is to keep this medium level 
sufficiently high. There will always be poor 
and good collective farms as there are poor 
and good individual farmers. It may be hoped 
that the peasants organized in collectives, when 
accorded enough freedom for voluntary co
operation, will raise the medium level of agri
cultural efficiency sufficiently high; but it is to 
be doubted that such favorable conditions will 
emerge under the present Soviet structure. In 
order to stimulate the efforts of collectives, 
fairer prices ought to he paid for their prod
ucts, instead of the requisitioning at extremely 
low prices that is now practiced by the Soviet 
government. If the Soviet government should 
be wise enough to proceed sufficiently far in 
according both freedom and higher prices to 
collectives, a substantial increase of grain 
yields would in our opinion eventuate. But 
this can hardly be achieved in so short a time 
as Soviet leaders contemplate. 

However, even substantial increase of grain 
production does not mean an immediate large 

surplus of grain for export. The major frac
tion of additional grain production must con
sist of feed grains for domestic use, since these 
still constitute a smaller proportion of the 
total grain production than before the collec
tivization, and the requirements of the re
covering livestock industry for feed grains are 
rapidly growing. Increased production of 
bread grains will be required first for domestic 
use. National per capita consumption in 1933-
35 was substantially below the level charac
teristic of the period of the NEP, and it is 
reasonable to expect some recovery of per 
capita bread-grain consumption, particularly 
in rural areas, when collectives are left with 
larger stocks. It must not be forgotten also 
that the population in the USSR continues to 
grow rapidly-according to official reports, in 
recent years (1928-1935) at a rate exceeding 
that of total grain production. Even with fur
ther and more rapid growth of grain produc
tion, a large fraction of it will be claimed by 
increased population. 

Our analysis of domestic disposition has 
shown that the Soviet government was able 
to accumulate substantial reserves of bread 
grains, and presumably has accumulated them. 
If, therefore, the government should decide to 
follow the policy of 1930-31, it could export 
substantial quantities of bread grain. But such 
action seems improbable in the next few years. 
First, the unsatisfactory crop of 1936 may at 
least have stopped further accumulation of 
reserves, and perhaps have caused the use of 
part of the stocks previously accumulated. 
Second, the government knows that its stocks 
are the only reserves in the country. This 
makes improbable the use of accumulated re
serves for exports except in case of extreme 
necessity, particularly in the present inter
national situation. Third, the Soviet govern
ment does not now experience such pressure 
for foreign exchange as it did in 1930-32. We 
do not expect in the near future a sudden 
spurt of exports of bread grain, particularly 
wheat, such as took place in 1930-31. More 
probable is continuation of the developments 
of 1932-36, when moderate exports of wheat 
fluctuated with the results of crops. 

This study is the work of V. P. Timoshenko with the advice of Joseph S. Davis 
and M. K. Bennett. Marion Jo Theobald assisted in the preparation of tables. 



APPENDIX TABLES 

TABLE I.-ACREAGE AND PRODUCTION OF THE PRIN CIPAL GRAINS IN THE USSR, BY RECHONS, 1928-34* 

Area (Million acres) Procluctlon (Million GO-lb. units) 
Year I 

Spring I Winter I I Barley· , Winter' Spring , Winter , Oats I Barley" All I A" I Winter I Oats All 
whp.at whoat ryca trrafnR crOOA wheat whent I ryea f!THinR 

USSR 

1928 ... 15.27 I 53.25 59.60 42.61 118.03 227.76 279.21 175.85 I 681.53 694.44 i 
I I 

605.59 i 208.25 i 2,694.01 
1929 ... 16.20 I 57.;6 60.33 46.66 119.98 237.25 291.70 190.41 I 503.22 732.72 578.31 I 265.05' 2,636.02 
1930 ... 21.87 I 58.iJ2 70.23 44.21 18.36 2.51.45 314.36 367.52 621.61 853.3.5 610.68 248.92! 3,069.72 
1931.. . 27.97 63.14 67.05 43.181 ]6.94 257.99 336.76 377.89 37.5.33 794.89 402.66: 190.24 I 2,5.53.07 
1932 ... 29.19156.07 68.69 38.11 16.91 ~6.361 ~32.19 319.84 : 424.20 798.77 413.05 184.67: 2,567.38 
1933 ... 26.70 I 5.5.44 61.82 41.22 I 17 .93 1200.94 i ,,20.48 429.81,588.97 877.49 , 566.2.5 288.38 13,299.71 
1934 ... 26.6S 60.44 58.47 44.51 i 20.96 : 258.66 I 324. ()4 314.99 : 802.50 , 728.5,5 S94.49 251.20: 3,284.97 

RSFSR 

1928 ... 7.83 43.50 47.S6 35.65 ! 6.84 1G4.32! 197.39 78.13 53G.87 . 5.56.90 I 508.98 : 87.70 1,997.30 
1929 ... 8.86 47. ]2 46.41 38.79 I 7.98 172.00 207.37 8S.26 384.98 550.10 458.68 87.42 1,765.11 
1930 ... 10.95 46.81 53.05 36.7.5 1 7.72 179.48.219 . .53 148.06 49() . .51 ; 578.80 . 491.33 89.96 2,033.3S 
]9!H ... 11.21 54 . .53 51.23 37.00 I 7.18 189.98 240.28 141.18 299.29 . 602.70 334.38 70.21 1.6!J7.87 
1932 ... 11.48 50.21 50.90 32.71 7.99 185.47 241.68 106.94 37.5.66 : 6.51.87 . 354.14 : 8t..52 1,875.07 
1933 ... 10.33 49.38 47.82 35.441 8.74 18S.37 231.63 132.34

1

515.94 064.92 475.33 i 127.22 2,288.37 
1934 ... 11.24 53.62 46.26 38.29 10.32 192.74 236.23 15S.31 728.94 I 598.37 622.73 ! 133.04 2,600.84 

I I 

LP.Nfl'"GUAIl PROVTNf:F. ANn KARELIAN ASSR 

1928 ... .02 .C2 1.37 .92 .38 2.91 4.45 .31 .26 1 
19.30 ! 15.02 i 4.07 40.39 

1929 ... .02 .C2 1.28 1.04 .30 2.77 4.37 .30 .30 I lS.13 I 15.68 3.72 37.54 
1930 ... .03 .03 1.48 1.25 .33 3.32 5.29 .4.5 .30 I 18.64 . lS.77 3.73 41.95 
1931.. . .04 .03 1.41 1.19 .31 3.17 5.21 . .50 .38 18.91 16.20 3.90 41.91 
1932 ... .05 .04 1.36 1.14 .36 320 5.46 .61 .51 17.89 14.88 4.27 41.15 
1933 ... .05 .07 1.22 1.15 .43 3.24 5.26 .90 1.02 19.46 15.51 5.64 46.88 
1934 ... .18 .18 1.18 1.25 .40 3.54 5.61 3.02 2.41 19.52 19.90 6.10 56.09 

NORTHERN PEG"ON 

I 1 
! 

5.78 i 1928 ... - .06 .90 .85 .43 2.2~ I 2.68 - . 61 I 8.67 9.82 • 25.34 
1929 ... - .07 .96 .86 .41 2.35 2.80 - .R3

1 

13.22 11.88 I 5.99 32.55 
1930 ... - .06 1.03 .76 .39 2.29 2.77 - .66 13.43 8.85 5.38 28.77 
1931. .. - .05 .95 .77 .37 2.19 2.76 - .66 I 14.25 11.02 I 5.29 31.89 
1932 ... - .06 .80 .80 .34 2.0S 2.70 - .68 I 

11.39 ! 9.02 : 5.94 27.86 
1933 ... .00 .09 .63 .82 .43 2.07 2.67 .01 1.421 11.31 13.32 . 7.93 I 35.70 
1934 ... .01 .16 .70 .87 .47 2.34 ! 3.00 .15 2.88 i 14.21 15.51 ' 9.80 I 44.35 

I 

"'ESTERN PROVINr.n 

1928 ... .05 .08 3.58 1.89 .27 I 6.87 ! 10.37 1.04 . 88 48.02 . 29.13 2.83 i 90.38 
1929 ... .05 .10 3.75 2.08 .25 . 7.111 11.10 .68 1.35 4S.05 31.91 3.48 ; 92.06 
1930 ... .10 .09 4.20 2.19 . 30 7.78 i 11.81 1.30 . 1.22 60.69 . 32.79 3.72 i 109.24 
1931. .. .03 .10 3.95 2.08 .33 7.24 ! 11.78 .29 ! 1.22 43.53 24.44 3.981 79.69 
1932 ... .07 .13 3.56 2.14 .38 6.99 i 12.03 .73 : 1.45 38.70 28.60 4.59 I 80.41 
1933 ... .07 .15 3.11 1.97 .52 6.82 11.24 1.00i 2.34 45.7S: 26.52 7.65 i 94.27 
1934 ... .19 . 24 3.03 2.16 .53 7.14 . 11.13 2.84 : 3.46 42.66 31.98 8.22 : 98.75 

I 

* Compiled from Agriculture of tile USSR, 1935 (Moscow, Sel'khozglz, 1936), Tables 97, 107, 110, 112, 115, 117, 120, 122, 
125, 127, 130, 132, 135, and 137. This is a yearbook published jointly by the People's Commissariats of Agriculture and 
of State Farms. The areas of winter crops exclude winterkillcd acreage. 

• Not including spring rye, data for which were not dis
tributed by regions before 1932. The total area of spring 
rye (80 PCI' cent in Siberian regions) fell from 1.3 to .9 

million acres between 1928 and 1935; total production ranged 
from 15 to 11 million 60-pound bushels in this period. 

, Winter and spring. 

[ 369] 



370 SOVIET AGRICULTURAL REORGANIZATION 

TABLE I.-Continued 

Area (Million acres) Production (Million 60-lb. units) 
Year 

Winter I Spring I I Barley· I Winter I Spring I Winter I Oats I Barley"' All I A" i Winter , Oats All 
wheat wheat ryea graln8 crom:J whfJut wheat ryea grains 

Moscow PnOVINGE 

1928 ... .04 .01 3.82 2.68 .11 7.92 11.33 .65 .11 42.61 42.62 1.64 97.96 
1929 ... .06 .01 4.33 3.11 .12 8.75 12.40 .91 .13 55.59 45.47 1.71 113.96 
1930 ... .08 01 4.53 3.14 .09 8.91 12.92 1.19 .07 55.37 45.34 1.25 114.05 
1931. .. .09 .01 4.43 2.92 .12 8.95 13.72 1.28 .08 65.85 32.55 1.58 115.63 
1932 ... .14 .03 4.33 3.26 .12 9.49 14.57 1.88 .30 59.06 43.11 1.66 122.98 
1933 ... .19' .05 3.66 3.69 .17 9.30 I 14.39 2.82 .84 57.18 51.14 2.46 137.16 
1934 ... .58 .32 3.36 3.57 .15 9.49, 14.64 9.71 4.89 51.18 G1.09 2.40 149.43 

I 

IVANOV PROVINCE 

1928 ... .06 .09 1.65 1.23 .11 3.33 4.95 1.07 .99 19.81 20.88 1.45 46.03 
1929 ... .07 .10 1.64 1.39 .11 3.47 5.25 .98 1.08 19.74 20.48 1.32 45.25 
1930 ... .09 .08 1.76 1.47 .10 3.67 5.67 1.02 .92 22.86 22.07 1.12 50.39 
1931. .. .09 .07 1.73 1.24 .11 . 3,51 5.58 1.21 .85 23.39 17.56 1.34 47.71 
1932 ... .09 .07 1.63 1.34 .13 3.51 5.58 1.22 .68 24.95 15.47 1.39 46.78 
1933 ... .10 .10 1.37 1.41 .16 3.46 5.48 1.92 1. 73 24.43 24.01 2.77 60.14 
1934 ... .32 .22 1.20 1.42 .18 3.69 5.98 6.53 3.52 21.28 25.71 3.23 64.87 

GORKI REGION 

1928 ... .02 .16 6.06 4.62 .45 12.04 13.84 .23 2.01 74.78 65.69 6.92 158.09 
1929 ... .02 .18 5.16 5.01 .54 11.74 13.94 .30 2.21 67.63 65.53 7.57 151.92 
1930 ... .03 .18 6.52 5.10 .52 13.20 15.79 .42 1.95 67.05 65.67 7.07 150.99 
1931. .. .02 .18 6.21 4.55 .50 12.41 15.21 .22 1.97 74.46 50.89 6.31 143.14 
1932 ... .02 .25 6.32 4.61 .59 12.73 15.71 .29 3.00 81.69 53.09 8.20 156.05 
1933 ... .03 .34 5.72 4.77 .60 12.5~ I 15.51 .40 5.60 92.80 64.18 7.62 185.63 
1934 ... .09 .80 5.77 4.80 .61 13.16 16.16 1.25 12.28 82.68 70.90 !U3 189.43 

URAL PROVINCE 

1928 ... .01 5.00 2.16 4.03 .49 11.99 12.89 .11 74.27 30.37 64.41 9.25 181.36 
1929 ... .00 5.11 1.94 4.43 .57 12.54 13.76 .02 52.18 22.66 46.01 9.47 133.25 
1930 ... .00 5.61 2.35 4.30 .91 13.76 15.50 .03 63.98 31.62 57.86 14.82 173.27 
1931 ... .00 6.39 2.58 4.68 .71 15.40 17.64 .02 13.02 23.03 18.09 4.66 62.64 
1932 ... - 5.36 3.09 2.46 .90 14.98 18.04 - 40.72 45.87 21.61 6.58 130.51 
1933 ... .00 5.48 3.16 3.23 .79 14.65 16.51 .04 54.10 43.40 33.74 8.97 155.45 
1934 ... .01 5.64 3.30 3.64 .52 14.60 16.13 .04 79.66 43.04 56.92 8.54 199.64 

BASHKIR ASSR 

1928 ... .01 1.44 2.28 1.25 .03 6.04 6.49 .07 18.44 29.27 18.48 .45 77.59 
1929 ... .00 1.58 1.69 1.58 .03 6.10 6.65 .01 12.24 15.59 15.64 .28 53.09 
1930 ... .00 1.68 2.20 1.54 .03 6.51 7.25 .02 21.86 29.72 22.60 .31 86.10 
1931. .. - 2.36 2.27 1.85 .05 7.85 8.71 - 10.24 18.18 10.51 .23 46.36 
1932 ... - 2.30 2.56 1.28 .02 7.48 8.47 - 15.10 33.10 8.62 .15 65.72 
1933 ... .00 2.29 2.41 1.42 .02 7.54 8.22 .02 23.68 37.04 18.29 .30 90.68 
1934 ... .00 2.39 2.32 1.61 .03 7.56 8.35 .02 38.00 34.70 33.38 .54 119.21 

TARTAR ASSR 

1928 ... .00 .26 3.15 1.67 .03 6.22 6.72 .03 3.02 31.87 16.13 .51 62.82 
1929 ... .00 .28 2.70 1.56 .03 5.83 6.38 .01 2.67 22.10 15.63 .39 48.39 
1930 ... .00 .33 3.36 1.69 .03 6.62 7.17 .03 2.50 28.31 16.12 .32 56.89 
1931. .. - .43 3.19 1.66 .03 6.77 7.75 - 3.22 39.03 12.08 .26 64.23 
1932 ... - .63 3.18 1.25 .05 6.82 8.03 - 5.78 49.09 9.28 .59 77.49 
1933 ... .01 .91 2.96 1.55 .06 7.18 7.99 .09 11.88 44.98 21.55 1.11 94.64 
1934 ... .03 1.08 3.01 1.49 .07 7.23 8.13 .49 18.57 37.92 26.91 1.42 101.21 

"Not including spring rye, data for which were not dis
tributed by regions before 1932. TIle total area of spring 
rye (80 per cent in Siberian regions) fell from 1.3 to .9 

million acres between 1928 and 1935; total production ranged 
from 15 to 11 mlllion 60-pound bushels in this period. 

b Winter and spring. 
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TABLE I.-Continued 

Area (Million acre.~) Production (Million 60-lb. units) 
Year I Barley· I Winter I Spring I Winter I Oats I Barley" I All I All Wiuter I Spring I Winter I Oats All 

wheat wheat rye" grains crops wheat wheat rye" grains 

MIl>DI.E VOLGA REGION 

1928 ... .00 4.81 6.18 2.80 .14 16.38
1 

18.33 .22 63.89 69.42 34.99 i 2.03 194.28 
1929 ... .01 5.10 5.78 3.03 .17 16.53 18.45 .10 26.25 61.46 26.47 .45 125.02 
1930 ... .01 6.11 6.71 3.13 .06 18.82. 21.19 .05 60.26 54.88 19.43 .40 157.54 
1931. .. .01 7.54 6.33 3.13 .09 20.491 24.41 .07 25.90 59.59 20.02 .16 122.39 
1932 ... .03 6.98 6.57 2.83 .16 20.00 ! 25.34 .30 39.05 : 81.12 ! 20.85 .79 166.56 
1933 ... .29 6.83 5.71 3.00 .18 19.70 ! 23.54 2.73 54.39 68.01 I 40.85

1 

1.
15

1 

200.75 
1934 ... .45 7.07 5.58 3.39 .16 20.52 24.10 4.54 i 97.94 62.24 I 51.22 2.35 259.77 

I I 

CE"TRAI. BLACKSOIL REGION 

1928 ... .45 .75 8.30 4.34 .38 19.16 24.64 5.93 6.42 96.42 62.15 4.16 215.92 
1929 ... .38 .77 8.85 4.60 .38 19.84 25.26 5.69 10.33 124.51 66.99 5.44 258.77 
1930 ... .70 1.11 9.04 4.88 .42 20.88 26.55 11.28 13.28 110.24 77.45 5.94 270.90 
1931. .. .96 1.06 8.80 4.11 .40 19.93 27.14 14.04 7.34 138.31 38.26 3.83 243.77 
1932 ... 1.48 1.03 7.92 3.73 .43 19.80 27.23 17.63 i 10.86 115.37 44.30 5.74 2.59.91 
1933 ... 1.50 .93 7.77 3.36 .45 19.79 26.39 22.20 11.88 121. 94 . 40.20 6.45 273.21 
1934 ... 1.60 1.23 7.25 3.53 .63 20.47 26.50 21.54 14.89 97.551 56.24 7.38 262.31 

LOWER VOLGA REGION 

1928 ... .06 5.70 4.65 1.06 .47 13.63 15.81 .41 I 61.86 43.49 14.06 4.92 138.76 
1929 ... .08 6.57 4.59 1.27 .58 14.69 16.79 .52 50.03 43.41 15.47 4.08 120.03 
1930 ... .10 7.87 5.32 1.43 .40 17.05 19.16 .81 70.55 37.39 20.99 3.43 144.79 
1931. .. .20 9.22 5.17 1.45 .42 19.06 22.69 1.39 45.06 40.73 7.80 1.70 104.91 
1932 ... .44 9.00 5.27 1.17 .47 18.79 22.95 3.15 46.83 46.27 8.03 2.07 119.01 
1933 ... .52 8.17 5.18 1.09 .53 18.42 21.11 3.60 71.86 36.67 13.93 6.22 154.49 
1934 ... .36 8.04 4.69 1.30 .70 17.90 20.34 2.64 66.50 29.85 18.48 7.46 142.27 

NORTH CAUCASUS 

1928 ... 5.44 4.50 1.05 .45 2.22 18.11 23.56 50.85 43.44 6.91 7.48 27.05 188.41 
1929 ... 6.63 5.05 1.36 .78 2.94 20.63 26.06 59.41 47.71 9.58 8.70 28.82 199.91 
1930 ... 7.90 5.52 1.76 .84 2.67 22.91 29.33 111.74 51.76 12.17 10.23 29.09 246.12 
1931. .. 7.72 5.21 1.89 .99 2.11 22.59 30.50 97.13 39.40 15.13 10.45 21.89 263.74 
1932 ... 7.16 5.33 1.98 .85 2.31 22.56 31.29 58.09 39.09 18.95 1.76 21.13 215.47 
1933 ... 5.84 4.22 2.22 1.13 2.58 22.11 28.17 73.77 43.98 23.20 15.14 44.94 297.83 
1934 ... 5.59 3.69 1.99 1.15 3.89 22.47 27.98 79.41 28.03 16.93 14.90 38.09 271.54 

CRIMEAN ASSR 

1928 ... .99 .00 .01 .24 .29 1.62 1.74 7.481 .00 .04 1.53 2.26 11.50 
1929 .... .86 .00 .01 .28 .39 1.65 1. 78 9.34 .02 .09 3.31 4.13 17.84 
1930 ... 1.02 .00 .01 .27 .53 1.95 2.14 9.33 .01 .08 1.45 1.63 12.92 
HJ31. .. 1.31 - .03 .18 .38 2.04 2.36 16.70 - .28 1.17 2.79 21.96 
1932 ... 1.16 - .05 .13 .45 2.01 2.35 14.20 - .49 1.30 4.37 22.68 
1933 ... 1.11 - .07 .14 .50 2.06 2.36 17.01 - .71 2.06 8.74 31.06 
1934 ... 1.16 - .01 .14 .56 i 2.29 2.63 13.64 - .07 1.43 5.39 22.13 

, 

KAzAK AND KARA-KALPAK ASSR 

1928 ... .50 6.49 .18 1.08 .35 9.86 11.06 6.95 86.86 2.03 16.74 5.10 134.84 
1929 ... .44 6.96 .09 1.16 .42 10.62 11.90 4.73 46.21 .45 7.26 2.98 74.42 
1930 ... .68 6.27 .12 .73 .28 9.86 11.46 8.02 54.01 1.05 7.73 2.86 90.38 
1931. .. .53 7.73 .29 .97 .35 12.51 15.08 5.18 44.97 2.76 6.51 2.82 80.77 
HJ32 •.. .65 6.34 43

1 

.69 .32 11.55 14.15. 6.78 46.25 4.12 5.98 2.94 87.87 
1933 ... .41 5.66 .61 .82 .34 11.30 13.03 3.31 45.65 4.23 7.01 2.76 76.05 
1934 ... .43 6.67 .58 1.07 .38 11.29 12.88 6.23 108.54 4.84 18.27 6.01 163.71 

• Not including spring rye, data for which were not dis
tributed by regions before 1932. The total area of spring 
rye (80 per cent in Siberian regions) feU from 1.3 to .9 

million acres between 1928 and 1935; total production ranged 
from 15 to 11 million GO-pound bushels in this period. 

• Winter and spring. 
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TABLE I.-Continued 

Area (Million acra) Production (Millioll 60-1b. Ilnils) 

Year 
oprlng I Winter I I Barley" I Winter Il:!prlng I Winter I Oats I Barley" I All I All Winter I ants All 

whent wheat rye" grains cropR wheut whellt I rye· grains ---
I\'RGHIZ ASSH 

1928 ... .15 .72 .00 .08 .17 1.33 1.67 2.24 8.36 .04 1.52 2.48 18.0B 
1929 ... .21 .81 .00 .12 .21 1.56 1.88 2.94 11.10 .02 2.00 3.04 22.93 
IB30 ... .18 .94 .01 .13 .22 1.56 2.00 2.02 9.74 .08 1.66 2.82 17.50 
1931. .. .21 1.08 - .14 .30 1.88 2.48 3.15 14.48 - 2.24 4.11 26.60 
1932 ... .19 1.00 - .18 .35 1.89 2.56 2.06 9.56 - 2.36 4.00 20.25 
1933 ... .21 .98 - .16 .35 1.93 2.42 2.44 10.91 - 2.21 4.17 23.21 
1934 ... .23 .96 - .17 .34 1.89 2.30 4.13 14.64 - 2.69 5.02 29.69 

\\'P.STEHN SIBERIA 

1928 ... .03 10.78 1.54 4.66 .37 17.89 19.37 .W 152.52" 32.54"1 77.63° 6.31c 283.70" 
1929 ... .C2 12.00 1.55 4.80 .37 19.49 21.48 .26 105.13 30.33 45.11 3.42 1~2.08 
1930 ... .03 8.75 1.85 2.54 .22 14.63 16.88 .35 112.58 23.91 43.30 2.64 199.01 
1931. .. - 10.63 1.32 3.34 .31 17.40 19.71 - 60.59 14.91 30.63 1.44 117.55 
1932 ... - 9.11 1.07 2.B9 .23 14.80 17.53 - 82.69 16.38 39.17 2.06 153.53 
1933 ... .00 10.57 1.38 3.82 .25 17.53 19.92 .07 141.39 24.65 60.17 3.27 244.85 
1934 ... .01 12.21 1.57 4.58 .32 20.00 22.37 .13 190.07 26.47 82.95 5.77 316.53 

EASTERN SWEnlA 

1928 ... .00 1.53 .64 .94 .11 4.22 4.61 - - - - - -
1929 ... .00 1.52 .62 .93 .11 4.17 4.58 - 2.05 .58 1.68 .17 8.94 
1930 ... - 1.40 .71 .81 .14 3.92 4.41 - 23.89 10.46 14.32 2.42 62.81 
1931. .. - 1.60 .60 1.08 .21 4.56 5.02 - 22.63 9.38 17.16 3.01 63.25 
1932 ... - 1.52 .65 1.25 .28 4.70 5.17 - 23.48 9.18 14.26 3.65 59.94 
1933 ... .00 1.52 .56 1.17 .29 4.47 4.80 .01 22.60 8.62, 16.67 4.07 61.99 
1934 ... - 1.76 .63 1.41 .30 4.96 5.34 - 31.30 12.37 1 23.86 4.86 82.89 

1A KUTSI( ASS\{ 

, 
I 1928 ... - - - - - -I - -

=1 
- - - -

1929 ... - - - - - - - - - - - -
1930 ... - .01 - .01 .04 .06 .10 - .17 I - .13 .62 1.09 
1931. .. - .03 - .02 .03 .12 .13 - .37 I - .26 .48 1.68 
1932 ... - .04 - .02 .04 .16 .17 - .50 i - .27 .59 1.97 
1933 ... - .04 .01 .02 .05 .18 .19 - .48 1 .03 .24 .58 2.06 
1934 ... - .04 .01 .02 .05 .20 .20 - .341 .03 .18 .39 1.39 

1 

FAR EAST HEGroN 

1928 ... - 1.10 .14 .86 .04 2.51 2.88 - 12.93 1.31 10.70 .49 31.84 
1929 ... .01 .89 .11 .76 .05 2.15 2.54 .06 13.16 .96 13.46 .96 37.16 
1930 ... - .76 • Of) .54 .04 1.78 2.14 - 6.80 .85 6.57 .39 18.65 
1931. .. - .81 .08 .65 .05 UJl 2.40 - 6.91 .98 6.54 .43 18.05 
1932 ... - .99 .13 .59 .06 1.95 2.35 - 9.13 1.25 6.23 .51 18.93 
1933 ... - .98 .07 .72 .04 2.03 2.43 - 10.19 .50 8.59 .42 22.32 
1934 ... - .92 .08 .72 .03 2.00 2.46 - 11.07 .83 10.21 .34 25.63 

UKRAINIAN SSH 

3.96
1 

, I 

48.58 1 
, 

1928 ... 7.75 8.81 5.53 9.17 61.60 51.20 71.60 105.26 79.78 93.71 510.20 
1929 ... 3.80 7.83 10.77 6.29 9.87 49.88 63.12 57.57 94.69 148.90 99.80 150.03 687.17 
1930 ... 10.13 8.29 13.93 5.77 8.32 55.13 70.09 173.04 90.47 236.95 99.04 130.35 835.02 
1931.. . 13.17 5.80 12.4.4 4.67 7.43 52.13 71.39 192.22 45.06 161.35 51.90 90.55 674.09 
1932 ... 14.19 2.98 9.54 3.86 6.19 44.79 65.33 180.37 25.56 113.67 43.61 76.30 538.55 
1933 ... 13.48 3.03 11.17 4.42 6.44 49.08 65.15 262.80 46.24 172.80 73.26 126.55 819.25 
1934 ... 12.41 3.66 9.26 4.72 7.87 49.91 64.31 114.00 30.98 90.37 51.06 75.98 453.23 

a Not including spring rye, data for which were not dis
tributed by regions before 1932. The total area of spring 
rye (80 per cent in Siberian regions) feU from 1. 3 to .9 

mllllon acre, between 1928 and 1935; total production ranged 
from 15 to 11 million 60-pound bushels In this period. 

b Winter' and spring. 0 Includes Eastern Siberia. 
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TABI.E I.-Concluded 

Arca (Million acros) Prorluctlon (Million 60-/b. units) 
Year I Barley' I WInter I SprIng I WInter I Oats I Barleyb I All I All WInter I SprIng I WInter I Oats All 

--- wheat wheat ryo· graIns crops wheat wlJeat rye" graJns 

WHITE HUSSIAN SSR 

1928 ... 1.42 
i 

8.40 1.00 2.01 32.22 16.71 7.32 1 .07 .16 3.12 .64 6.22 6.5'(Jl 
1929 ... .07 .18 3.14 1.57 .62 6.28 8.62 .93 2.05 33.62 19.68 7.44 i W.56 
1930 ... .07 .18 3.22 1.68 .59 6.35 8.95 .98 1.86 37.28 20.17 5.92 i 72.04 
1931. .. .08 .10 3.38 ' 1.50 .65 6.44 9.50 .86 1.07 30.84 16.18 7.27 i 62.05 
1932 ... .07 .20 3.24 1.52 .74 6.49 9.84 .68 2.18 : 30.20 15.09 7.93 62.23 
1933 ... .08 .23 2.82 1.33 .78 

6.
14

1 
9.33 1.25 3.30 I 39.72 17.23 12.15 i 83.45 

1934 ... 
.15

1 
.34 2.94 1.46 .78 6.47 9.54 2.16 : 4.96 ! 39.68 20.29 12.31 i 87.82 

TRANSCAUCASIAN SFSR 

1928 ... 2.09 .43 .01 .01 .87 4.69 5.28 27.34 4. 98
1 

.06 i .09 13.21 i 67.u2 
1929 ... 2.20 .45 .01 .01 .89 4.90, 5.5.5 29.80 5.00 .10 , .15 13.57 62.98 
1930 ... 2.37 .47 .03 .01 .98 5.18 6.11 29.75 5.67 , .32 .14 13.87 : 70.73 
1931. .. 2.21 .46 - .01 .98 4.79 ' 6.10 27.56 5.24 i - .20 13.38 61.21 
1932 ... 2.14 .57 .01 .02 1.08 5.07 i 6.39 20.09 3.75 1 .03 .21 10.57 , 49.47 
1933 ... 1.85 .50 .01 .03 1.04 4.74

1 
5.86 24.49 5.27 : .05 i .43 14.08. 63.62 

1934 ... 1.93 .52 .01 .04 1.10 4.92, 6.13 26.73 5.29 i .13 .41 I 15.14 . 68.61 1 I I 

t!ZBEK SSR 

I 

1928 ... .81 .79 - .00 .30 2.45 4.37 18.18" 16.07"1 - .03d ! 6.31" 54.48" 
1929 ... .75 .98 - - .36 2.58 4.67 15.81Y' 16·5O"i - -I 6.59d 51. 50· 
1930 ... 1.04 1.49 - - .32 3.27 6.42 11.44 10.94 i -

=1 
2.80 31.41 

1931. .. .61 1.41 - - .31 2.64 6.28 6.17 12.93
1 

- 3.03 28.75 
1932 ... .61 1.31 - - .61 

26:1 
5.98 4.28 9.16 - 5.20 i 22.2.5 

1933 ... .65 1.60 - - .58 3.14 6.06 4.82 10.71 - -i 4. 15
1 

27.29 
1934 ... .59 1.59 - - .58 3.14 6.02 9.80 22.18 i - -I 9.77 51.16 

I 

TUIlKMIlN SSR 

1928 ... .23 .10 - - .03 .44 .82 - - - - - -
1929 ... .25 .11 - - .03 .46 .88 - - - - - -
1930 ... .24 .14 - - .07 .46 1.05 3.41 2.45 - - 1.15 7.27 
1931. .. .18 .12 - - .03 .39 1.04 3.10 2.26 - - .54 6.86 
1932 ... .19 .15 - - .06 .45 1.05 2.48 1.48 - - .72 5.73 
1933 ... .14 .12 - - .08 .37 

.
90

1 

1.83 1.49 - - 1.08 4.87 
1934 ... .17 .13 - -

1 

.08 .42 .95 2.94 2.14 - - 1.42 7.41 

TAUZHIK SSH 

=1 
, 

1928 ... .28 .52 - .18 1.06 1.35 - - - - -' -
1929 ... .27 .59 - .23 1.15 1.49 - - - - - : -
1930 ... .07 1.14 - .36 1.58 2.21 .84 13.71 - - 4.87 i 19.89 
1931. .. .51 .72 - i - .36 1.62 2.17 6.80 9.48 - - 5.26

1 

22.24 
1932 ... .51 .65 - . - .24 1.42 1.92 5.00 6.41 i - - 2.43 14.08 
1933 ... .17 .58 - . - .27 1.10 1.55 2.28 6.02. - - 3.151 12.86 
1934 ... .17 .58 -I - .23 1.06 1.46 3.05 8.01 i - - 3.541 15.90 

1 

• Not including spring ryc, data for which were 1I0t di~
tributed by regions before 1932. The total area of spring 
rye (80 per ccnt in Siberian regions) fell from 1.3 to .9 

million acres between 1028 and 1935; total production ranged 
from 15 to 11 million 60-pound bushels In this period. 

• Winter and spring. a Includes Turkmen and Tadzhik. 
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TABLE II.-AcREAGE OF THE PRINCIPAL GRAINS IN THE USSR, BY REGIONS, 1934-35* 
(Million acres) 

Region Year Winter Spring 'l'otal Winter Oat~' 'Barley· Oorn Other All 
wheat wheat wheat rye~ grains· grains 

--- ---------------------
USSR 1934 ..... 26.66 60.44 87.10 58.47 44.51 20.96 9.09 38.53 258.66 

1935 ..... 30.78 60.79 91.57 57.13 45.27 21.60 8.00 32.03 255.60 

RSFSR 1934 ..... 11.24 53.62 64.86 46.26 38.29 10.32 4.70 28.31 192.74 
1935 ..... 13.12 54.76 67.88 45.36 39.34 11.09 4.18 23.83 191.68 

Northern 1934 ..... .01 .15 .16 .70 .88 .47 - .13 2.34 
1935 ..... .02 .22 .24 .74 .86 .46 - .14 2.44 

Karelian 1934 ..... - .00 .00 .04 .05 .02 - .00 .11 
1935 ..... .00 .00 .00 .04 .04 .02 - .01 .11 

Leningrad 1934 ..... .16 .17 .33 .98 1.09 .33 - .28 3.01 
1935 ..... .22 .26 .48 .95 1.06 .30 - .31 3.10 

Western 1934 ..... .14 .21 .35 2.48 1.69 .40 - .83 5.75 
1935 ..... .17 .33 .50 2.40 1.66 .41 - .77 5.74 

Moscow 1934 ..... .51 .26 .77 2.90 2.94 .02 - 1.48 8.11 
1935 ..... .61 .52 1.13 2.62 2.67 .03 - 1.33 7.78 

Kalinin 1934 ..... .14 .10 .24 1.19 1.21 .31 - .23 3.18 
1935 ..... .19 .17 .36 1.18 1.25 .32 - .27 3.38 

Ivanov 1934 ..... .32 .22 .54 1.20 1.42 .18 - .35 3.69 
1935 ..... .36 .33 .69 1.24 1.40 .18 - .36 3.87 

Gorki 1934 ..... .07 .52 .59 2.86 2.15 .08 - .83 6.51 
1935 ..... .13 .68 .81 2.79 2.04 .08 - .79 6.51 

Kirov 1934 ..... .03 .39 .42 3.11 2.78 .54 - .37 7.22 
1935 ..... .05 .60 .65 3.06 2.56 .55 - .32 7.14 

Sverdlovsk 1934 ..... .00 .94 .94 1.52 1.68 .37 - .50 5.01 
1935 ..... .00 1.04 1.04 1.54 1.73 .38 - .50 5.19 

Cheliabinsk 1934 ..... .00 3.75 3.75 1.15 1.37 .08 - .70 7.05 
1935 ..... .00 3.64 3.64 1.07 1.70 .10 - .55 7.06 

Bashkir 1934 ..... .00 2.36 2.36 2.31 1.60 .03 - 1.21 7.51 
1935 ..... .01 2.43 2.44 2.10 1.62 .04 - 1.08 7.28 

Tartar 1934 ..... .03 1.08 1.11 3.01 1.49 .07 - 1.55 7.23 
1935 ..... .06 1.18 1.24 2.77 1.48 .07 - 1.33 6.89 

Kuibyshev 1934 ..... .40 3.54 3.94 4.10 2.71 .04 .00 3.20 13.99 
1935 ..... .35 3.69 4.04 3.94 2.55 .09 .00 2.54 13.16 

Orenburg 1934 ..... .05 3.81 3.86 1.56 .72 .12 .01 .77 7.04 
1935 ..... .02 3.82 3.84 1.50 .83 .18 .01 .59 6.95 

Voronezh 1934 ..... .90 1.05 1.95 4.17 1.94 .33 .10 3.48 11.97 
1935 ..... 1.05 1.25 2.30 4.02 1.99 .34 .15 2.72 11.52 

Kursk 1934 .. '" .70 .18 .88 3.08 1.59 .31 .02 2.62 8.50 
1935 ..... .76 .46 1.22 3.02 1.74 .42 .03 1.89 8.32 

Saratov 1934 ..... .19 3.98 4.17 2.64 1.04 .34 .01 1.70 9.90 
1935 ..... .16 4.14 4.30 2.79 1.09 .40 .04 1.56 10.18 

Stalingrad 1934 ..... .17 4.05 4.22 2.05 .26 .36 .06 1.05 8.00 
1935 ..... .13 3.62 3.75 2.22 .43 .54 .08 .80 7.82 

All 
crops 
--~ 

324.87 
328.10 

236.45 
239.82 

3.01 
3.19 

.15 

.15 

4.78 
5.04 

8.81 
9.02 

12.07 
12.04 

5.57 
5.82 

5.99 
,.6.30 

8.18 
8.38 

8.59 
8.73 

5.84 
6.09 

7.56 
7.70 

8.29 
8.25 

8.13 
8.03 

16.78 
16.08 

7.85 
7.78 

15.50 
15.44 

11.00 
10.99 

11.28 
11.78 

9.19 
9.16 

• Data from Agriculture of tile USSR, 1985, Tables 986-87. Areas of winter crops exclude winter killed acreage. Regions 
with names in roman type are subdivisions of regions Immediately preceding with names In Italic type • 

• See footnote a, Table I. b Winter and spring. • Mainly m!llets, buckwheat, and dry legumes. 
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TAlll_E n.-Continued 

RegIon Year I WInter Spring 'rota! I Winter ~!B!1r!ey. Corn I Other I All I All 
I wheat wheat wheat ryea grains" I grains , crops 

------ ------------
I 

Azov-Black Sea 1934 ..... 3.09 3.60 6.69 1.79 .60 2.62 1.84 1.15 14.6f} I 18.2fJ 
1935 ..... 3.91 3.33 7.24 1.91 .65 2.54 1.69 .73 14.76 i 18.87 

North Caucasus 1934 ..... 2.50 .10 2.60 .19 
i 

.55 1.27 2.24 .92 7.77 : 9.73 
(new boundaries) 1935 ..... 3.06 .09 3.15 .18 .61 1.27 1.83 .66 7.70 I 9.86 

Crimea 1934 ..... 1.16 - 1.16 .01 .14 .56 .27 .15 2.29 ! 2.63 
1935 ..... 1.28 - 1.23 .01 .14 .55 .18 .08 2.19 2.58 

Kazak 1934 ..... .42 6.41 6.83 .51 1.04 .37 .05 1.96 10.76 12.14 
1935 ..... .34 6.88 7.22 .47 1.27 .56 .06 1.92 11.50 12.91 

Kara-Kalpak 1934 ..... .01 .01 .02 - - .01 - .05 .08 I .27 
1935 ..... .01 .02 .03 - - .01 - .05 .09 i .28 

I 

Kirghiz 1984 ..... .23 .96 1.19 - .17 .34 .08 .11 1.89 2.30 
1935 ..... .27 .93 1.20 .01 I .20 .41 .09 .09 2.00 2.4G 

Omsk 1934 ..... .00 2.94 2.94 .70 1.20 .14 - .42 5.40 6.05 
1935 ..... .00 2.78 2.78 .73 1.36 .19 - .32 5.38 6.16 

Western Siberia 1934 ..... .01 9.07 9.08 1.07 3.23 .20 - .99 14.57 16.27 
1935 ..... .01 8.41 8.42 1.15 3.42 .23 - 1.00 14.22 ! 16.08 

Krasnoiarsk 1934 ..... .00 1.71 1.71 .50 1.11 .12 - .20 3.64 i 3.96 
1935 ..... - 1.69 1.69 .47 1.21 .13 - .14 3. 64 1 4.01 

EastArn Siberia 1934 ..... - 1.09 1.09 .35 .90 .21 - .77 3.32, 3.57 
1935 ..... - 1.20 1.20 .37 .93 .21 - .72 3.43! 3.77 

Iakutsk 1934 ..... - .05 .05 .01 .02 .05 - .07 .20 .21 
1935 ..... - .06 .06 .01 .02 .05 - .07 .21 .22 

Far East 1934 ..... - .92 .92 .08 .72 .03 .02 .24 2.01 , 2.46 
1935 ..... - .99 .99 .06 .83 .03 .02 .19 2.12 i 2.65 

Ukraine 1934 ..... 12.41 3.65 16.06 9.26 4.73 7.87 3.36 8.64 49.£2 ! 64.31 
1935 ..... 14.06 3.01 17.07 9.04 4.53 7.55 2.78 6.71 47.68 63.54 

Kiev 1934 ..... 1.45 .04 1.49 1.83 1.13 .84 .08 1.57 6.94 9.27 
1935 ..... 1.44 .04 1.48 1.71 1.09 .83 .10 1.44 6.65 9.27 

Chernigov 1934 ..... .22 .11 .33 1.63 .64 .31 - 1.24 4.15 5.56 
1935 ..... .26 .13 .39 1.56 .70 .32 - 1.03 4.00 5.54 

Vinnitsa 1934 .•... 1.40 .01 1.41 1.15 .86 .91 .33 1.35 6.01 8.03 
1935 ..... 1.46 .01 1.47 1.20 .82 .87 .30 1.18 5.84 7.99 : 

Kharkov 1934 ..... 1.30 1.14 2.44 2.08 .73 1.04 .35 1.68 8.32 ! 10.91 
1935 ..... 1.75 .94 2.69 2.18 .73 1.04 .42 1.04 8.10 : 11.08 

Dnepropetrovsk 1934 ..... 3.17 .82 3.99 .92 .50 1.83 1.10 1.06 9.40 : 11.42 
1935 ..... 3.87 .63 4.50 .89 .45 1.59 .74 .76 8.93, 11.22 

Odessa 1934 ..... 3.73 .37 4.10 .46 .45 1.77 .70 .89 8.37 10.40 
1935 ..... 3.97 .21 4.18 .37 .38 1.83 .63 .64 8.03 10.19 

Donetsk 1934 ..... .71 1.13 1.84 1.09 .38 1.00 .57 .82 5.70 7.42 
1935 ..... .86 1.03 1.89 1.04 .32 .90 .38 .59 5.12 6.97 

Moldavia 1934 ..... .43 .03 .46 .10 .04 .17 .23 : .03 1.03 1.31 
1935 ..... .45 .02 .47 .09 .04 .17 .21 I .03 1.01 1.28 I 

White Russia 1934 ..... .15 .34 .49 2.94 1.45 .78 - I .81 6.47 9.55 
1935 ..... .16 .34 .50 2.70 1.36 .73 I .74 6.03 i 9.48 - , 

• See footnote a, Table 1. • Winter and spring. C Mainly millets, buckwheat, and dry legumes. 
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TABLE n.-Concillded 
-- -- -

Heglon Yeur Winter Sprir", 'rota] Winter Outs Burley" Oorn Other All All 
wheat wheut wheut ryou grain"" grains crops -- -------~-~--- ---- --- ------------- ------------

TrallSCflllcas i (1 1!J34 ..... 1.93 .5-2 2.45 .Ol .04 1.10 .99 .32 4.91 6.13 
1935 ..... 2.01 .51 2.52 .03 .04 1.15 .99 .34 5.07 6.31 

Azcrbaiuj all 1934.. ... 1.09 .05 1.14 - .02 .56 .02 .21 1.95 2.65 
1!J35 ..... 1.16 .06 1.22 .00 .02 .62 .02 .21 2.09 2.85 

Gcorgia 1934 ..... .61 .15 .76 .00 .01 .2.5 .97 .06 2.05 2.41 
1935 ..... 

AnTlcnia 1!J34 ..... 

.61 .15 .76 .01 
I 

.Ol .26 .!)7 .06 2.07 2.38 
I 

.23 .32 .55 .01 .01 .29 .00 .05 .91 1.07 
1935 ..... .24 .30 .54 .02 .01 .27 .00 .07 .91 1.08 

Uzbek 1934 ..... .60 1.59 2.19 - - .58 .04 .33 3.14 6.02 
1935 ..... 1.02 1.41 2.43 - - .72 .04 .26 3.45 6.30 

Tllrkmen 1934 ..... .17 .13 .30 - - .08 - .04 .42 .!)4 
1935 ..... . I!) .16 .3.5 - - .O!) .00 .06 .50 1.01 

Tadzhik 1934 ..... .17 .5!! .76 - - .23 .01 .06 1.06 1.47 
HJ35 ..... 1 .23 .GO .83 - .00 .27 .01 .08 1.19 1.64 

-

a See footnote a, Table I. • Winter and spring. , Mainly millets, buckwheat, and dry legumes. 

NOTE: Grouping of admini.~lralive dislricis.-T11e number and the boundaries of administrative subdivi
sions of the USSR have been changed in recent years. In Table I, we present data for 26 districts, 1928-34; in 
Table II, for 46 districts, 1934-35. In Table 5, p. 329, data for 5 "major areas" are given covering the whole 
period 1928-35. The following list shows how data by smaller districts were grouped in order to reach totals 
for "major areas" closely comparable over the whole period in spite of the changes in number and boundaries 
of districts. Names (a) in parentheses are of administ rative districts specified in the 1928-34 statistics but not 
in the 1934-iJ5 statistics; (b) in roman type, without pa rentheses, of districts specified in both sets of statistics; 
and (c) in italic type, of districts specified in statistics for 1934-35 but not 1928-34. 

NOIITHEHN AND CENTIIAL A ilEA : Northern, Karelian ASSR, Leningrad, Western, Moscow, [(alinin, Ivanov, Gorki, 
[(irov, Tartar ASSn, White Russian SSR. EASTERN AIIEA: (Ural), Sverdlovsk, Cheliabinsk, Bashkir ASSR, (Middle 
Volga), /(llibushev, Orenburg, (Lower Volga), Saralov, Slalingrad, Kuzak ASSn. SOUTHERN A ilEA : (Central 
Blacksoil), Voronezh, [(llrsk, North Caucasus, Azov-Bl ack Sea (formerly part of Nortb Caucasus), Crimean 
ASSn, Ukrainiarl ssn (divided into 8 districts in Table II, 1934-35). SWEHlA AND FAll EAST AIIEA: Omsk, 
Western Siberia, /(raslloiarsk, Eastern Siberia, Iakutsk ASSR, Far East. CENTRAL ASIATIC AND TRANSCAUCASIAN 
ABBA: Kara-Kalpak ASSR, Kirghiz ASSR, Uzbek SSR, Turkmen SSR, Tadzhik SSR, Transcaucasian SFSR (di
vided into 3 districls in Table II, 1934-35). 
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