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Introduction

The two major events of the twentieth century are
"October Revolution" of the USSR in 1917, and "disintegration

of the USSR " in the late 88's and early 98's. The October

Revolution marked the advent of socialism in Russia. On the
other hand, "glassnost®™ and 'Pereostroika'(1)introduced by
Gorbachev(Z) leading to the disintegration of USSR, marked the

end of socialism (which was synonymous with one party system in
the USSR.) and rise of democratic set up in the USSR and other
provinces of the former USSR. Hence, the total time span of
about eighty years, which separated these two events becomes a
focus of interest for the analysts in the various fields of

social gc¢iences.

There were many causes behind the collapse of the
Soviet System. One of the major cause was the role played by
the 1ideological dogmas. Role of the bolshevist ideological
dogmas in the evolution of various irrational and contradictory
state policies is undisputed. Agrarian Policy of the USSR was
one of the main aspect, which suffered most due to the\
ideological dogmas of bolsheviks. Impact of such agrarian
policiesr oﬂ tﬂ;J;;rarian sector was so deep and longlasting
that even 1in 1980's Gorbachev's reforms started with the

agrarian measures adopted to gear up the production level (by

increasing the labour productivity) in the agrarian sector.(s)

(V)



Infact, Karcz in differnt contaxt(4) says that "It is therefore

not surprising that problems of agricultural production and

those related to farm organization have always been closely

linked to major economic policy decisions at crucial junctures
(5)

of Soviet history", which has been true for all years in the

past.

Even though, it is true that agrarian policy in the
USSR was always the controversial issue over the past eighty
years, period from 1917 to 183@'s is relatively more important
for analyzing the evolution of agrarian policy in USSR. This is
so because of the fact that the concerned period marked tﬁe
evolution of the Soviet System, which lasted for the next fifty
years, and also because of the very fact that the famous
*industrialization® ©phase in the USSR marked the concerned
period. Dobb (in 1847) says "When we contemplate the economic
and social changes which have taken place during the past
thirty years over the area which used to be called the Russian
Empire, novelty and magnitude compete for our attention. 1t is
doubtful in any previous age so profound a change, affecting so
large an area of the world's surface, has ever ﬁccurred within

such a narrow span of time'.(e)

One important angle of the industrialization phase in
USSR was the role of the agrarian sector. 1In Karcz's opinion,
role of peasantry in the industrialization process of USSR «can

be summarized as "When the leaders of the Soviet Russia

(V1)



launched an extremely ambitious industrialization drive in the
fall of 1928, they had to come to grips with the problem of
extracting the surplus produce of the countryside in terms of

(
either farm products or of human labour". 7

In our present study, we focus our attention on the
evolution of the agrarian policies in USSR during the period
starting from October Revolution and ending with the
industrialization phagse in the USSR (i.e. from 1917 to mid
3@'s). In our firgt chapter, we will begin with the brief
review of the peasantry's role in the Marxian scheme of
historical matgrialism. This will help us to grasp the
Leninist interpretation, and implementation of Marxian Scheme
in the USSR. Ultimately all this will help us in understanding
the 1ideology behind the October Revolution in 1817, and

peasantry‘s role in it as envisaged by bolsheviks.

A critical review of the agrarian policy measures
adopted during the seven years immediately after the revolution
(i.e. from 1916 to 1925) is attempted in our Chapéer-z. Within
this short period (from 1916 to 1925) of seven years two
phases of the agrarian policy measures namely War Communism
(from 1918 till 1921) and new economic policy (from 1921
onwards) were adopted by the bolsheviks. These two types of
the agrarian measures were representing the t@o diagonally

opposite extremeg. We will also try to identify the causes

(VIT)



for such a drastic shift in the bolshevik's agrarian policy.
and it's implications. This would enable us to focus our
attention upon the fideological dogmas, which hampered the

implementation of rational agrarian measures.

A brief account of the various arguments concerning

famous "industrialization debate" 1is given in the third
chapter. This debate (in 20's and early 30's) was regarding
the path of industrialization to be followed in the USSR. A
review of these arguments would help us to view the

peasantry's role in the industrialization process as envisaged
by various groups amongst bolshewviks. Such an analysis becomes
more important for us, if we notice that Stalin's agrarian
policy after 1928 was similar to the measures suggested by
Preobrazensky, who was one amongst those involved 1in the

debate.

In our last chapter (chapter-4), we have furthered the
review of subsequent agrarian measures adopted during late 20's
and early 32's. During this period (after 1925), compulsory
grain procurements, dekulakization campaign, and ultimately
collectivization campaign caused a great deal of sufferings for
the peasantry in USSR. A review of the agrarian policy during
this period would help us to throw light upon the role of
bolshevist ideological prenotions in shaping the irrational and
Suppressive agrarian measures during this period. Thus, a

present study attempts to review an evolution of agrarian
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policies during the period of 1917 to 1934's, which gave rise
to the emergence of a typical agrarian structure in USSR which

lasted for the next fifty years.(e)
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Notes and References (Introduction)

(1) "Pereostroika”" means restructuring, and "glassnost" means
openness and freedom.

(2) Gorbachev was the last president of the former USSR, who
introduced the democratic elements in USSR for the first
time since its advent of socialism in 1817.

(3) Gorbachev introduced the concept of "brigades" which was a
sort of contract system to give more incentives to the
agricultural labour in order to increase their productivity.

(4) In the context of the surplus extraction for the sake of
industrializayion.

(5) Karcz J.F. (edi) {1867): Soviet and East European
Agriculture : University of California Press, Berkeley
and Los Angles, PP= viii-ix.

(6) Dobb. M. (1853): Soviet Economic Development since 1917:
Routledge and Kegan Paul Ltd, London, P-1.

(7) Karcz J.F : (1967) : OP.cit, P= ix

(8) At this juncture, it is necessary to mention that this

period in the USSR was marked by the use of falsified

statistical data (by the rulers) as a measure of
propaganda. Hence, the analysis based on this data has
considerable limitations. In this context Nove says ®The

events of 1929-34 constitute one of the great dramas of
history. They need much more space than they ©possibly

receive here, and a more eloquent pen than the author's
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to describe them. They need also a sounder base in
reliable data than |is available at present to any
historian, in East or West® [Nove.A. (1869): An Economic
History of the USSR, Allen Lane, The Penguin Press,
London, P=1681., But this should not be viewed as an
impossibility of the analysis of the concerned period.
Infact, Dobb [Dobb.M. (19853):0P.cit, P-331 says "To
describe them in an atmosphere uncharged with
controversy is impossible. But one can hope at least +to
approach an objective study of these historic years by
endeavouring to see facts as they were and to present
issues of bolicy as they appeared to the eyes of the

participators".
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Chapter 1

MARX AND LENIN ON THE ROLE OF PEASANTRY

Introduction:

We begin this study by focusing our attention upon the
role of peasantry in the Marxist-Leninist tradition. The
traditional neglect of the agrarian sector.in the centrally
planned economies of the Soviet Union and the Eastern Europe is
partially explicable by the secondary role accorded to the
peasantry in the Marxian scheme of social and historical
progress. Equally'responsible for this neglect is the Leninist
interpretation of Marxist doctrine in the specific conditions
of Russia. We therefore, begin this study with an examination
of the role of peasantry in the Marxian explanation of
historical transformation. We shall then review the Leninist
interpretation of the application of Marx's theory in Russia
and it's subsequent effects upon the evolution of agrarian

policy in the USSR.



Section - 1: ROLE OF PEASANTRY IN THE MARX IAN SCHEME

1.1.(1): Marx & Hegel on the Historical Evolution of Society

Despite the fact that Marx took recourse to the
Hegelian dialectical method to explain ' the historical
evolution of human society, there was a basic difference in
their respective approaches to the problem(l). Hegel gave
prime importance to the superstructure (i.e.State),which in
his view, not only remained above the plane(z) of the
material conditions of life, but also helped to change the
latter. Marx, on_ the other hand accorded prime importance
to the economic factors. According to him, the network of
rules, regulations,and institutions which govern social

and political 1life are an essential reflection of the

material conditions of society.

Though Marx believed that it was ultimately the

economic base which determined the political and legal

super-structure, the method used by him for explaining
the evolution of society was very similar to that of
Hegel. Like Hegel, he too set about explaining the
historical evolution of society within the format of
a linear progression of successive transitional stages.
Marx wrote in the Preface to the Contribution of

Critique of Political Economy " Intrinsically, it 1is not
a question of the higher or lower degree of development
of social antagonisms that result from the natural laws

of capitalist production. It is a question of these laws



themselves, of these tendencies working with iron necessity

towards inevitable results. The country that is more
developed industrially only shows, to the less developed the
image of its own future'.(Z) In other words, the dictates of
the theory of historical materialism demanded that all

societies move along a predetermined trajectory from primitive
communism and slavery to feudalism, capigalism and finally
communism. This materialistic interpretation of history
was deterministic because Marx did not allow for

societies to follow a path different from that outlined in

the Preface. While he did make exceptions in the case of
Russia, it seemed contradictory to his own materialistic
interpretation of the history.(s, While we shall return to

this subjecf shortly what must be noted here is the fact that
as far as the peasantry was concerned, both M#Marx and Engles
were firmly convinced in theif belief that the peasantry as a
class was 1inevitably doomed to perish with the advance of

capitalist industrialization.

I.1.(ii) : The Peasantry in the Marxian scheme of Historical

Materialism

The peasantry in the Marxian scheme was therefore
viewed as a transitory residue which would be rectified with
the advent of the socialist revolﬁtion. It is for this reason
that neither Marx nor Engels cared to enlist the support of the
peasantry in their programme for a socialist revolution. They
preferred to believe that the peasantry on its own accord would

be attracted to the side of the proletariat once it



understood the supposed potential benefits of large scale
farming. They also believed that the process of concentration
of the means of production would proceed along lines similar to
that prevailing 1in industry and further that this would
result 1in the disappearance of the peasantry as a class. Marx
gave key importance to modern industry in the propelling of
the destruction of old ties in the agricultural sector.
Acéording to Marx: "In the sphere of agriculture, modern
industry has a more revolutionary effect than elsewhere, for
this reason, that it annihilates the peasant, that bulwark of
old society, and replaces him by the wage labourer. Thus - the
desire for social change and class antagonism are brought to
the same level in the country as in the towns. The irrational
old fashiohed methods of agriculture areb replaced by

scientific ones. 4)

According to the Marxian theory of historical
materialism, the peasantry was therefore viewed as a. class
that was inevitably doomed to perish. This theoretical neglect
of the peasantry had adverse implications in their programme
for a socialist revolution. The peasantry had no role other
than falling in line with the proletariat irrespective of
either what +the empirical peasantry actually thought its
interests were or the manner in which its interests were

defined.



1.1(1ii1): The Presumption of the Superiority of the Larger-

scale Farming

On the basis of the remarks outlined above, we are in a
position to judge the implicit presumption of the superiority
of lafge scale farming operations in Marx's analysis. Despite
the fact that Marx and his followers ©believed that this
superiority was implied in their analysis, they were however
never clear about the distinction between organisational fbrms
of production and the ownership of the means of production in
the agricultural sector. When they argued in favour of .the

superiority and -advantages of lérge scale socialized state

farming, they invariably presumed a direct one to one
correspondence between the organizatfcn of' production and
the ownership of the means of production. According to
Vadekins t"Neither any Marxist writers nor party
declerations drew a consistent distinction between the form
of ownership in agriculture ( private or social ) and the
organization of production (small or large farms)".(S) In

reality, it is possible for large scale ownership of the means
of production to coexist with production on a small scale,
especially at an operational level (l.e. fragmentation of
large scale plots into smaller plots at an operational
level). Though there is an ambiguity in Marx's
analysis in the distinction between the organization and
.ownership of the means of production, it 1s not difficult
to recognize a sometimes implicit and sometimes explicit

presumption of the superiority of large scale farming



operations in Marx's analysis. we now focus our attention on
the few arguments advanced both in favour of and against this

hypotheslis.
1.1(iv) :Evidence of the Superiority of Large-scale Farming

Marx took the example of nineteenth cehtury Britain
only as an illustration of his historical scheme.(S) During the
nineteenth century, there was a deciine in the number of small
farmers which coexisted with an increase in large scale farming
in Britain. This tendency helped to support Marx's argument in
favour of the superiority of large scale farming and further
helped him to co;clude that increasing concentration of the
means of production was 1nevitabfe even in the case of the
agricul turai >sector. But while this was true in the case of
Britain, the same was not necessarily true elsewhere. For
example, while peasants were a majority in Germany, agrarian
growth was not characterized by increasing concentration of the
means of production. While this did lead Marx (and later
Engels) to consider a different approach to the historical
role of the peagantry in the revolution, they never abandoned
their belief in the inherent superiority of large scale
farming. But this belief was doubtful from the very outset,
as it was not firmly supported by actual (historical)

experience.(7)

This did not however prevent the emergence of several
arguments in support of the hypothesis of the concentration of

the means of production in agriculture, despite the fact that



there was no empirical evidence to support the hypothesis in
each case. For example, according to Karl Kautsky, even though
there was no concentration of land ownership in the sphere of
production, an increasing dominance over large number of
farmers by fewer moneylenders in Russia and Eastern Euroﬁe,
suggested an increasing concentration of power.(a) According
to Hary Laidler, rather than a concentration in the ownership
of. land, there was a tendency towards concentration in

other related sectors in the form of large scale agrobased

industries.(g)

Peasant's , uprisings during interwar period in
Eastern Europe, (commonly known as the " Green Rising"), gave
rise to innumerable small peasants. This chanée was
accompanied by a fall in agricultural production in
Eastern Europe. According to Mitrany, this was not solely
due to the effect of a shift from large scale farming to
small scale farming, and therefore c¢ould not be said to be
a proof of the superiority of large scale farming.(la) The
same author argues that there were many other causes for the
decline in agricultural production. One cannot therefore
necessarily attribute this fall in ﬁroduction to
organizational. changes. After the Green rising in Eastern
Europe as result of which feudal links were weakened, the
forced extraction of the peasants' produce came to an end.
This gave rise to several consequences. First of all, it
reduced exports which were brought about by forced extraction

(11)

prior to the revolution. Secondly, it hel ped to



increase self consumptioq of the peasantry because they could
now avail themselves of their own produce. This raised living
standards of the pegsantry. Another important effect was the
change 1in cropping patterns because peasants were now free to
determine their sown area and crops according to their
preference for self consumption, leisure etc.. These factors,
further, might have decreased pfoduckion as well as exports of
agricultural goods .from Eastern Europe. We ‘may, therefore,
conclude that there was no fall in agricultural production to
the extent visualized at first sight. More importantly, there
were no considerable organizational changes that could be
attributed to the decline in agricul tural production.‘lz,
Further, the possibility of fall in agricultural production in
Eastern Europé after the revolution was due to several factors,

which taken together do not provide a proof of the superiority

of large scale farming.

Despite the evidence given to support the hypothesis of
superiority of large scale farming peasantry continued to
exist. Many explanations were put forward to account for their
existence. Their continued existence clearly indicated that
the emminent onslaught of large scale farming over small scale

farming as visualized by Marx was in no sense inevitable.

I.1.(V) : Solution to the Controversy over the Superiority

Large-scale Farming.

It has been observed that many of the developments in

technology of agriculture has been biased towards labour

of



intensive technique, which explain why small scale farming has
had an edge over large scale farming. On the other hand, the
evidences suggest the superiority of large scale farming in the
case of food grain crops (like corn) with the advancement of
technology like mechanization etc.. These +two illustrations
show that the superiority of large scale over small scale and
vice-versa differs from crop to crop, region to region etec.,
"All experience® David Mitrany writes "would seem to suggest
that adaptation to particular éonditions is the only possible
approach to 'Scientific' production in the agrarian field'.(ls,

Thus large scale operations are not necessarily superior to

small scale operations in all circumstances. Its advantéges may

not therefore be stretched ¢too far. However, all these
arguments foi, and against the continued existence of the
peasantry cannot underestimate the main reason for the

continued existence of thé peasantry which lay in their‘ great
attachment to land. This passion for land explains the
sustenance of the peasantry even under the most adverse
conditions. The superhuman labour, and subhuman life of the
peasants enabled them to exist in the most hostile scio-

economic circumstances.

Against this background, we proceed to examine
evolution of agrarian policies and their impact on the
agrarian sector in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe after

the Bolsghevik Revolution of 1917.



Section I-2: LENINIST INTERPRETATION OF MARX IAN SCHEME

1.2.(1) Scio-ecaonomic Scenarios in Russia during eighteenth

century.

During the middle of the eighteenth century, Marxism
was by no means a popular doctrine in either Russia or Eastern
Europe. This was not surpriéing gliven the fact that 1n these
countries, feudal structure for all practical purposes was
virtually intact. As a result there was little or no
industrialization. The proletariat as a class was negligible
in size, while on-the other hand;'the peasantry continued to
remain in the majority even while it was being continually
subjugated by feudal means of domination and oppression.
Amongst these countries, Russia was a special case because here
semifeudal links found themselves existing with more advanced
forms of organization e.g. the ®"mir", and "Obshchina". But
these advanced forms did not help the peasantry to overcome
feudal suppression because prevailing feudal links proved to be
stronger. As a result, there was a strong passion to own land
not only among peasants but even among nonagricultural workers,
who continued to retain strong links with the villages in the

countryside.
1.2.(ii): Populism

. In Russia, sway of absolutism had been the rule since
the very distant past. As Blum says "The Lord was bound to

state services and the peasant was bound to the Lord, in order

19



to provide him with the means to perform his services to the
state.

To this extent the story of the relationship between
Lord and peasant and of the enserferment is the story of the
subjection of both Lord and peasant to the will of the
state'(ls). Though the peasantry was emancipated by a decree in
1864, in reality they continued to be tied down to the ‘®"mir".
In other wards, the communal form was hardly regenerative.
Against the background of neoserfdom arose the famous doctrine
of populism. Populism, when became popular in Eastern Europe
as a consequence of a reaction to the Marxist Socialist
agrarian programmé, was -the first group of activists to
spearhead the cause of the peasant in Russia and Eastern
Europe. According to some of them, it was not desirable to
allow the development of capitalism in Russia. Instead, they
wanted to avoid the capitalist phase altogether and effect a
direct transition to socialism by making use of old traditional
organizations. Thus while the populists strongly supported
certain aspects of Marx's doctrine (especially those that
condemned capitalism) they were opposed to those aspects which
postulated the 1inevitability of the capitalist phase. The
notion of communal ownership, for example, as a superior stage
in the historical evolution of the mankind was acceptable, but
the idea of capitalism as an inevitable advance over ' feudalism
was not. To the question as to how to effect the transition to
socialism directly i.e. without going through the capitalist
phase, a number of populist thinkers advanced widely varying

responses. As a result, the populists were never a properly

i1



organized group of activists, but were a group of thinkers who
shared certain common premises. Nevertheless pressure from the
populist was not very substantial as it was not a unified

movement.(ls) But, the populists were the group of thinkers

who defended the interests of peasantry by recognizing the
latter's potential as a catalyst of the social 'and economic

transformation under conditions of socio-economic backwardness.
1.2.(iii): The Emergence of Bolshevism

Many of the origins of the Bolshevik interpretation of
Marx's theory ocan be traced to the writings of .the major
populist thinkers like Geo}ge Plekhanov, commonly known as the
father of Russian Marxism.(17) However, it was Lenin who was
the real architect of October Revolution. While arguing
against the populist thinkers Lenin proceeded to articulate an
entirely new programme for the revolution in Russia. Though
the programme for revolution was based upon an idea originally
stated by Plekhanov, Lenin lent it a more practical approach
with which, he was able to furnish theoretical arguments in
support of his contention by originally interpreting much of

Marx's own writings on the subject.(ie)

1.2.(iv) : Lenin's Interpretation of Marxism and it's

Application in Russia.

According to Plekhanov, the failure of the 1945
revolution in Russia suggested that the Russian bourgeocisie was
not gtrong enough by itself to lead 1t's own revolution.

Plekhanov therefore argued that the Proletariat should be the

12



leader of the democratic revolution as a step towards the
establishment of the socgalist state. In reality however the
proletariat was weak. On the other hand the peasantry was |In
the majority. According to Lenin, Russia was pregnant with two
revolutions the bourgeois democratic, and the Proletarian
socialist. Against this background, Lenin argued that the
proletarist was the real possessor of knowledge by wvirtue of
which it was thg only class which could rule over the rest of
society once the bourgeois democratic revolution was completed.
" The proletarian was however negligible in number and was not
yet‘conscious of it's historical role. Lenin therefore argued
that a group of professional revolutionaries (known as the
*party") should lead the bourgeois - democratic revolution in
the name of proletariat. This party was supposed to rule until
the socialist revolution had been completed. This led Lenin to
conclude that even while the peasantry would benefit from the
first phase of bourgeois democratic revolution (in the form of
the ownership of land); it would cease to be a beneficlary once
the bourgeois democratic revolution was completed, that i3 to
say, once the proletarist inaugurated the next Important phase
of destroying private ownership of land to advance ~ the

socialist revolution.

1.2.(v) : Implications of Lenin's Interpretation for the

Peasant's Role

During this period, Lenin believed that it was possible
to secure peasant support by demonstrating the advantages of

large scale socialist farming to attract the peasantry to

13



collective methods of farming. Thus,in practice Lenin was able
to gain the support of the peasantry by promising them
ownership rights during the first democratic phase of
revolution, but he took care not to depart from socialist
doctrine by emphasizing the inevitable advance of socialist
farming with the advance of the socialist phase of the

revolution.

Thé problem here lay in the fact that even while Lenin
never advocated the use of force 1in the overcoming and
persuading the peasantry to win them over to the socialist
cause, the grounq§ for the subsequent éuppressioﬁ of the
peasantry had been partially laid by the bias against the
peasantry inherent in Lenin's Marxism. First of all, there was
no specific reason provided which could explain why the
peasantry should be necessarily attracted by the potential
advantages of the collective farming (assuming for the moment
that thefe were tangible advantages to be secured from such
methods of farming) especially when this is considered against
their strong attachment to land. Secondly, neitﬁer Marx nor
Engles nor Lenin had clearly dealt with the possibility that
the peasantry may not be attracted by the advantages of
collective farming. The alternative solution to overcome this
possible 1indifference was not spelt out. Thirdly, Lenin's
insistence that the proletarian is the real possessor of
knowledge resulted in a situation in which party acted in the
name of proletariat and assumed absolute power. Fourthly, the

party was not constituted on the basis of a democratic set up.
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It was infact a closed group of professional revolutionaries.
All these factors taken.tﬁgether resulted in a situation 1in
which monopoly power was conferred in the hands of the
communist party, which later resulted in a dramatic suppression

of the peasantry by force in subsequent years.

Lenin therefore, stretched the deterministic character
of Marx's theories to their maximum limit, resulting in an
absolutization of monopoly power in the hands of the party. As
far as, the peasantry was concerned, Lenin's programme for
revolution promised them a few gains which were only to be
taken away from tpem at a later stage., This neélect of the
peasantry alongwith other aspects of the Lenin's Marxism were
partially responsible for the subsequent suppression of the

peasantry between 1928-1936.

1.2.(vi) : Common Line of Argument amongst Marx,Engles and

Lenin

It will be useful, at this stage, to consider some
criticisms directed against Lenin's policy in the Soviet Union,
but before we do that the parallel between Lenin's views and
the kind of problems Marx and Engles faced may be noted. As
stated earlier, in Germany peasants were in a majority, while
thé proletariat was in a minority. Initially, Marx insisted
upon a possibility of a revolution led by the proletariat but
the digsastrous fallure of the movement in Germany made him
change his opinion. He later insisted upon the primacy of

economic ‘econditions for the success of the political

15



revolution, and that a political revolution could not succeed
until an appropriate degree of maturity in the material
conditions had been reached. Eng]es in his later years
advocated a temporary alliance with the peasantry, but he took
care to emphasize the prime importance of material conditions.
According to Engles (and later according to Lenin) it was
possible to win over and persuade the peasants by demonstrating
the advantages of large scale collective fajming. This same
argument .was stretched to an extreme by  Lenin by. taking
recourse to the more deterministic aspects of Marx's writings,
which enabled him to argue that since large scale farming was
in any case historically inevitable, it was necessary that a
section of professional revolutionaries (with the help of
peasantry) lead the revolutionary process and guide it to its

historical conclusion.
1.2.(vii1) : Criticisms of Lenin's Interpretation

Mitrany points out that many regard the Russian
Revolution as a purely political revolution.(lg) According to
these critics, material conditions in Russia were not yet ripe
for the commencement of the socialist revolution. The argument
can best be summarized in Bredyanev's words "The Bolshevist
Revolution had brought to pass the Utopian side of Marxism but
discarded its scientific aspect'(zg) In fact, Lenin himself
realized during later years (after the introduction of the NEP
in 1821) that the gap between the two revolutions was longer

than he expected. Soon after the revolution, in 1917, it did

not take long for Lenin to realize the long time required to
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advance the revolution to the socialiét stage. This perhaps
explains why Lenin during last year of his life emphasized the
importance of education, cultural changes among the peasantry,
and its different layers before inaugurat?ng the second stage
of the revolution. He even believed that these educational and
cultural changes were the necessary preconditions for the

successful completion of the second phase.

For the'transformation to take place, there were two
options available. The first consisted of taking power by a
party which acted 1in the name of the proletariat, and
consciously direc}ing its efforts towards a soclalist
revolution. The second consisted of allowing capitalism to
develop on its own, without any conscious efforts to push
forward the socialist revolution. 0Of these two options, former

was the obvious choice for Bolsheviks.
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Section 1-3 [IMPACT OF THE OCTOBER REVOLUTION ON USSR AND

EASTERN EUROPE

I-3.(i): Marx on the possibility of Soclalist Revolution

in Russia.

When asked about the possibility of success of the
socialist revolution in Russia, Marx was caught in a dilemma.
When Vera Sasscoulitch, a well known Marxist in Russia, asked
Marx to comment on the prospects of revolution in Russia, Marx
prepared many conflicting drafts by way of an answer, but
finally argued,tha} Russia‘'s socialist revolution will be
successful only, if it acts as a stimulant for successive
proletarian revolution in Western Europe. Marx further argued
that this wuprising by a unified European proletﬁrian, would
help Russia to sustaln the success of her own socialist

revolution.(zl)

1-3(ii):Changed rural scenario after the October Revolution

(in Russia and Eastern Europe)

In contrast to the expectation of Marx and Engles, thq
October Revolution of 1917 was followed by peasant uprising all
over Eastern Europe. Ve have earlier noted that absolutism had
been the rule in Eastern Europe since time immemoyial. In
Russia and other parts of Eastern Europe aespite the
emancipation of Serfs in 1864, feudal conditions of oppression
continued. The existence of this nonserfdome in Russia and

Eastern Europe had an accumulated effect on peasant psychology
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but there was little in common between the new worlds to which

each gave birth'.‘zz,

There are many reasons for the difference in the impact
of thege two revolutions. The most important of these was the
time factor which separated the two events during which .the
material conditions and motives behind the revolutions caused
each to be fundamentally different from the other. The French.
Revolution was the result of initiatives taken by the urban
middle clags intellegentia who alongwith the growing capitalist
class were bent on the destruction of the old order. In case of
the Green Rising the initiative was taken by land hungry
peasants stemming from their passion for land. Therefore, the
rising helped to c¢reate a large number of small peasants,

rather than a class of free wage labourers.

I-3 (iii) : Failure of Socialists in taking the advantage of

Peasants®' Unrest in Eastern Europe

Land reforms 1in Eastern Europe, after +the October
Revolution, and the peasant uprisings resulted in the loss .of
the means by which privileged class had concentrated power in
their hands. In most of the East European countries, this
privileged class reacted by resofting to political interference

to maintain the status quo.

These emerging peasant parties were a real threat to
these conservative groups. Though, these parties strongly
supported the doctrine of the use of property by the owner,

this concept of private ownership was different from the
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concept of private ownership according to the conservatives.
The peasants,however, wanted land to go to tiller, but they
did not want capitalist intermediaries like private bankers
etc.. Infact, the key factor in their concept of gradual
development was cooperatives, which were to gradually replace
other capitalist intermediaries. It is only in this restricted
sense that the peasant movément can be called socialist. This
bias' for the socialist pattern can also be explained by the
fact that the growth of large masses of the middle and large
peasants was restricted by social and economic obstacles. Thus
the peasant movement was composed of mainly by a mass of

small peasants.

As the threat from the peasantry to the old privileged
class intensified, there were even stronger backlashes. As a
result 1in most parts of Eastern Europe, peasant parties were
crushed either by force or corruption. The conservatives
retained power giving rise to extreme right reaction in most

of the East European countries.

Though, peasant unrest was quite substantial in Eastern
Europe, the socialists failed to take advantage of it mainly

due to their strict adherence to doctrinal considerations,

which refused to acknowledge the very existence of the
peasantry. In sharp contrast to Eastern Europe the Leninist
programme of revolution was more practical because it

recognized the need to alleviate peasant problem even if this

was not fully endorsed by all the Bolsheviks.
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Conclusion of Chapter 1

The theoretical indifference displayed towards the
peasantry in the Soviet Union, and Eastern Europé has 1it's
roote in Marxian theory of social, and historical explanation.
This theory saw the peasantry as an awkward class that had no
particular role to play in historical progress other than,
accepting the fate that was destined to it by the so called

immutable historical laws.

Marx's argument concerning the inevitability of
concentration of means of production in agriculture stemmed
from his determinist conception of historical progress. But
actual experience over a period does not lend itself +to such
generalizationé as the process of both concentration as well
as effectiveness of large scale farming depend on a wide

variety of factors.

In Russia, the traditional neglect of peasantry was
reinforced by the Leninist interpretation and adaptation of
Marx's doctrine. Being a predominantly agrarian country, the
triumph of the Bolshevik Revolution resulted in the
subjugation af the peasantry to the dictates of the party,

which claimed to act in the name of the proletariat.

‘The events which followed the October Revolution in
Russia were very different from the expectations of Marx and
Engels. The revolution succeeded in creating an ocean of small
peasants in Eastern Europe and Russia instead of preparing a

background for the progress of capitalism. In the ultimate
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analysis neither the peasants' representative parties, nor
socialists were able to ta#e advantage of the unrest amongst
the peasantry, which culminated in a situation 1in which
extreme rightist regimes prevailed during the interwar period

in Eastern Europe.
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CHAPTER - 2

AGRARIAN POLICIES DURING VWAR COMMUNISM AN

<
=
&
"o

INTRODUCTION :

In our last chapter, we have argued that both
Mafxist doctrine, and Lenin's interpretation of the former
were equally responsible for the inadequacies and failures of
agrarian policy in USSR, and Eastern Europe. In this chapter,
we will examine the evolution of agrarian policy in USSR from
1917 +to 19829, Such an analysis will help us to test our
earlier argument of the neglect of +the agrarian sector
(peasantry) due to the Bolshevist ideological predirections
stemming from the Marxist doctrine and its Leninist
interpretation. This period was marked by two distinct
economic policy regimes. These two regimes are known as the
period of war communism (1917 to 182#), and the new economic
policy (NEP) (1921 to 1827-28). A critical review and summary
of these agrarian policies of the Bolsheviks may be found 1in

sections 1 and I1.
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SECTION 1 : Soviet Agricul ture during Var Communism

The period immediately after the October Revolutipn in
the OSSR can be divided into two phases, viz. the first six
months following the October Revolution, and the period of War
Communism (June 1918 to the middle of 1921). A review of these
two periods would serve to bring out the differences in tasks
whichb confronted the Bolshevik government as _well as the
policies followed by them. We begin by reviewing Bolshevik
agrarian policy during these two periods in subsections

I1.1.1 and 11.1.2 respectively. In the last subsection

11.1.3, we will ‘summarise the Bolshevik's (i.e. Lenin's)
view (after 1929) of the extreme measures adopted ,
during the war Communism period, all of which provide us

with a background of the measures and events that followed

later.
I1.1.1: First six months

buring the first phase, the main objective of the
Bolshevik government was ensuring 1its survival. For the
Bolsheviks to retain power it was necessary to destroy all the
then existing political and economic networks of the previous
regime, and at the same time gain popular mass support. As
seen earlier (in the first chapter ), Lenin adopted the
agrarian programme of the Soclalist Revolutionaries,which
helped the Bolgheviks gain support in the country side. The
origin of the policy of supporting uprisings of poor and

landless peasants against landed classes lies here. Also, the
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fact that the response of the peasantry was as spontaneous as
it was forceful, certainiy helped the Bolsheviks to gain a
foothold in the countryside. Before, we proceed to examine the
measures undertaken to legalize these spontaneous uprisings, a
brief review of the development of peasant psychology prior to
the October Revolution will help us appreciate the spontaneity
of peasant reaction and the helplessness of the Bolshevik

goverhment to control it.
11.1.1.(1):History of Peasant psychology

The institution of the "mir" in the Russian villages
was an old type of organization,which emphasized equality based
on a system of three strip cultivation, and rotating the share
outs of the land after every twelve years (since 1858). As
Bettlheim(i) argues, rotation of land in the "mir*® was
dominated by the rich\peasants'leading to 1inequalities amongst
the peasantry in the "mir®". This was acting against the basic

objective of equality within the "mir®*. Thus, peasants were not

happy with the then existing rural set up. According to
(2)

Westwood, in 1861, increasing unrest amongst the peasantry
was suppressed by the Tsars(a) Even though,- the Tsars
allowed serfs to takeover lands through means like redemption
bonds, serfs were made to pay for them. Serfs were therefore
reluctant to takeover lands, since these would have been
liabilities instead of assets. Peasant unrest therefore

continued.

By 1946, the "mir" was not only a cause for
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inequalities, but was also identified as a hindrance +to the

implementation of new farming technology. Thus came
(4)

Stolypin reforms. According to Uestwood,(S) the objectives

of these reforms were to free the peasants from their

traditional organizational ties to the ingtitutions like “mir"
as well az enable them to adopt new farming techniques. Many
incentives like scraping of due redemption payments, provisions
of réarranging the land of all others remaining in the "mir",

when even a single individual was willing to leave the "mir"

etc. were given to peasants to leave the "mir". But, the
response of the peasantry was lukewarm. Very few peasants were
enterprising enough’ to leave the 'mir'.(e) Even though, the

Stolypin reforms might have failed in achieving their 'desired
results, the situation arising out of their implementation
further 1iIncreased the tension amongst the peasantry and

strengthened their desire to own land.
If1.1.1.(ii): Change in land holding pattérns

Accordingly, the long-lasting desire of the peasants to
own land resﬁlted in a takeover of land by the peasants during
first sgix mbnths following the revolution. According to
Bettlheim, /' prior to the October Revolution , fifty percent
of the total land holding was under the village ownership (i.e.
*mir®), and remaining land was held by the ‘religious
institutions and peasants who had separated from the
ingtitutions like "mir". During the first six months after the
revolution, the peasantry took over substantial portion of land

from the other land owning classes described above. Bettlheinm,
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further argues that a quantitative estimate of this
transformation was possible only in 1919. The pattern of

landholdings during 1919 gives us an extent of change.

Table No.i : Share of various categories in the total land

ownership.

No. Categories Land Ownership (%)
1. Peasants ' 96.8%

2. Agricultural Cooperative 5%

3. State Farms 2.7%

{ Source : Bettlheim. C. (1976), pp = 219 - 220 ]
I1.1.1.(iii): Legalization of land Seizures

Lenin's policy of supporting the peasantry's
spontaneous actions coupled with very weak support to
Bolsheviks 1In the rural areas resulting in thgir inability to
control‘the situation. This led to the eventual légalization of
these land seizures by the peasants in the countryside. . In
other words, the Bolsheviks had no option other than legaiizing
these gseizures though this also coincided with their policy of
giving land. to the tiller. The decree on land passed on
October 26, 1817, was to legalize precisely these seizures.
The contents of this decree were similar to the All Russian
Peasants Congress's decree passed in August 1917, and were

mainly based on the agrarian programme of Socialist
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Revolutionary. The law on socialization of land was also
promulgated on February 18,1918 to assure the peasants that
inspite of the aim of collectivization of land, no force will

be applied to achieve it.

Accordingly, the agrarian policy of the state during
the first phase was marked by measures to legalize the
spontaneous reaction of the peasantry. The changed land
holding pattern that resulted under these c¢ircumstances, had
its 1impact on policy measures during the next phase (June

1918.to middle of 1821).
11.1.2:Var Communism

During the ©period of first worlid war in order to
tackle the shortages and to sustain the supply of food to the
army and . towns, Kerensky's provisional government wused the
system of requisitioning of peasants' produce. During the
~ second phase after the October Revolution, the Bolsheviks
were faced with a similar situation. They too resorted to the

hated system of requisitioning.
11.1.2 (i):Impact on food supplies

The chaos after the revolution was primarily due to the
civil war, which started in late 1817, and later the war with
Poland in 192¢. Because of the war, which led to the loss of
crucial areas, and was coupled with the transport crisis, food
supplies to the towns and armies fell short of what was

required.
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In addition to the war a combination of yet other
factors aggravated food- shortages. These other aspects
included spontaneous land seizures by the peasantry. (encouraged
by Bolsheviks). All these factors created an uncontrollable
scenario in the rural area. Peasant reaction was not only
limited to land seizures,but also caused considerable damage
to the productive assets of landed classes. Destruction »of
assets like buildings, machinery and so on, was large enough to
affect production level. Secondly land seizures had
substantially changed the landholding patterns, This new
pattern of landholdings was characterized by a larger share
of small and medium peasants in the ownership of total
agricul tural land. According to Bettlhaim,(e) these small
and medium peasants were petty bourgeois producers.
Hence, lower production was further accompanied by lower
supplies of produce to the market (il.e.towns). Finally,
as Bettlheim points out, raﬁid inflation was making the
paymenﬁs of taxes easlier for the peasantry, which reduced one
of the forces for . marketing peasants produces. Short
supplies of manufactured goods to the‘ rural areas, giving
nothing to exchange with the peasantry also contributed to the

weakened grain supplies to towns.
11.1.2.(ii) : |Ideological Overtones

Even though requisitioning of agricultural produce was
prompted by the exigencies of that time their adoption was
also justffied from 1ideological point of view by the

Bolsheviks. In accordance with their Marxist Principles
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Bolsheviks had certain fixed notions regarding the different
layers of the beasantry aAd the class struggles amongst them.
As Bettlheim(g) observes, according to Lenin, even prior to the
revolution, a trend of emerging capitalism was visible within
the peasantry's different layers coexisting in communities
like “"mir®. According to Lenin, after the revolution, the
"mir® was still dominating the rural scenario,because there was
ho control of the Bolshevik Party in the rural areas. Since
rich peasants were often dominating the "mirs®, Lenin inferred
that, a majority of poor peasants were leasing out their land

and were working as agriculture labourers.(ig)

On 11 June 1918, a decree setting up poor peasants
committees, was passed. The main tasks of these poor peasants
committees was to assist the government in seizing extra grain
surpluses held by the rich peasants. Thus, requisitioning
measures were combined with measures to accelerate the class

‘struggle.
11.1.2¢(iii):¥rong Conception of class struggle

The " Bolsheviks believed that the resulting
polarization due to the class struggle had reached such an
extent where the number of poor peasants was large enough,and
they were willing to fight collectively against the
exploiting class of rich peasants. However, the Bolsheviks
interpretation of class differentiation amongst the

(11)

peasantry was wrong. As Bettlheim shows redistribution of

land instead of increasing the polarization between the poor
peasants and the rich peasantry, strengthened the middle
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peasantry. He provides figures of landholdings of the
peasantry in 19605 and 1922, which <clearly show the
increased percentage of the middle peasantry after the

revolution.

Table No.2 : Percentage of.peasants according to the size of

land holdings.

Land ﬁoldings (in desyanties) Percentage of peasants
Year Year’
1995 1822

g - 2.7 . i15.8 15.1

2.7 - 5.4 34.7 ~ 35.2

5.4 - 13.1 ag. o 45.8

Gver 13.1 1Z.5. 3.9

{ Source : Bettlheim. C. (1976) pp = 2381]

11.1.2(jv): Attempt towards an alliance with the middle peasantry

After having realized the key importance of the middle
peasantry at the end of 1918, a policy of an alliance with the

middle peasantry substituted the earlier policy of using poor

peasants committees for increasing the (grain) food
supplies.(lz’ Thus, by the end of 1918 attempts to
organize poor peasants committees were given up, and in
January 1919 these committees were merged with thé village
Soviets. Assistance to the middle peasantry was yet to
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assume material form. This assistance was to be in terms of
assuring their security ;nd their existence in the future.
For example, a decree passed in the summer of 1928, assured
them, that no action will be taken against them even Iif,
their landholdings crossed regional norms on condition that
they tilled the land with their own labour, But, such
modifications were hardly effective in stimulating the

suppl& of agriculture produce in the market.

As Nove(ia) argues, such a reluctance of the peasantry

to bring their products +to the market, was due to then
prevailing adverse terms of trade. Agricultural products Qere

classified into three categories as given below.

1. Compulsorily requisitioned products with very low
administered prices.

2. Those products, which were allowed to be sold only
to the state organs.

3. All the remaining products were with no regulation

at all.

In contrast to astronomically rising industrial prices,
administered prices of agricultural prbducts were forcibly kept

low. This explained why peasants substituted the production of

first category <crops by other crops which induced the
government to extend the list of first category crops.
According to Dobb,‘ia) the terms of trade deteriorated for

agriculture between 1918 and 1920. According to his estimates

towns received one third of their prewar supplies of
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agricultural goods, and villages received not more than 20% of
their prewar supplies of.manufactured goods during 1917 to
1928.

The adverse terms of trade wultimately reduced the
areas and production of grains in 1919 and 1920¢. This, resulted
in still more severe shortages of grains supplied to the towns
(i.e.markets). In the face of civil war, the Bolsheviks once
again‘ relied heavily upon the system of requisitionings.‘lS)

Hence,inspite of the proclaimed alliance with the middle

peasantry a majority of peasants were antagonized.
II.1.2(v) :Reason for the failure of an attempted alliance

The measures adopted during war communism can be
clasgsified into two categories. The first category included
the measures adopted due to exigencies of the war, and the
second category included measures adopted in accordance with
ideological notions prevalent amongst the Bolsheviks. 1In the
case of the former, it is clear that the emergency situation
resulting from the condition of civil war and the war with
Poland, necessiated the policy of requistioning. But,
according to Bettlheim(le) if the Bolsheviks had correctly

grasped the class gtruggle amongst the peasantry, then, they

could have adopted an alternative superior to requisitioning.

By the end of 1828, when civil war ended, the peasantry
was completely antaéonized. The crisis of grain shortages
persisted in the towns. By 1821, peasant uprisings started

.all over the countryside, which led to the Bolsheviks to
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reconsider their attitude towards the peasantry.
I1.1.3: Reasons behind the extremetles

Before we proceed to review the changes in economic
policy in the 1920's, Qe will examine various causes
identified by Lenin and others, for the extremeties of
agrarian policies adopted during the period of war communism
period. This will also help us to understand the
Bolshevist perception of the required changes in agrarian

policy during 192%'s.
11.1.3(i):incomplete work of Lenin

Which were the mistakes of the war communism period?,
did the Bolsheviks learn any lessons from their mistakes?.
During the last years of his life (from 1921 to 1823) Lenin
attempted to analyze some of these mistakes committed during
this period. According to Bettlheim,(17) this analysis by
Lenin is an 1ncompléte one. But, he claims that a logical
‘reasoning of Lenin in this work, if extended _leads to a
conclusion, which does not support the course followed during
192¢°'s. Bettlieim's argument gives us an idea of the mistakes

of war communism as identified along Lenin's incompleté

assessment.
11.1.3(i1) :Bettlheim's interpretation of Lenin's work
Bettlheim's interpretation may be summarized as

follows.

Lenin, as is well known , was of the view that Russia
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was pregnant with two revolutions, the Proletarian-Socialist
and the Buorgeois - Democratic. Against this background Lenin

divided period until 1921 in three phases.

1. The first phase was from October 1917 to the spring of
1918,during which the main political tasks of establishing
proletarian dictatorship and the adoption of measures required

for tpe democratic revolution were accomplished.

2. The second phase was from spring of 1918 to the spring
of 1921 (i.e. War Communism period). During this period the
state was engaged in the task of solving economic problems and

problems regarding défence.

3. The third phase began in the spring of 1821, which was
to accomplish the task of creating an economic base required

for the socialist transformation.

Thus, according to Bettlheim, Lenin viewed
introduction of the new economic policy (NEP) to be synonymous
with the third phase, which was necessary for the socialist
transformation. According to Bettlheim the objective of the
NEP lay in strengthening the economic base and state capitalism
for a larger period so as to prepare the conditions for the

Proletarian Socialist Revolution.
11.1.3(1i1):Misconceptions during War Communism

In retrospect, it is clear that Lenin believed in the
extension of state control over the economy to overcome what

he believed were crisis situations such as the period of war
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communism. This led to a transformation of .production
relations of the previous.regime by a predominance of state
control over the productive apparatus. The fact that this
statised apparatus resembled Marxist description of the initial

advance towards communism helped the Bolsheviks to justify the

measures initiated during war communism., But there was infact
a profound difference between the two cases. As Day(ls) points
out, 'when Marx described the replacement of old production

relations by state apparatus as a step towards communism he
assumed a situation where economic abundance would exist as a
result of highly developed economic base. This stood in sharp
contrast to the shortages of food and goods during the war
communism period. Thus, Lenin was right in identifying the
ambitious takeover of production and distribution by the state
as representing an advance towards communism as a major
mistake of war communism period. Lenin viewed the NEP as means
of correcting these mistakes. In his wviews ,it was now
necessary to strengthen the economic base through a recourse to

a state capitalism before advancing to communism.
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Section II.2 : Soviet Agriculture during the NEP

During war communism, the peasantry was antagonized as
a result of coercive gstate control. The autumn of 1828, and the
winter of 1921 were marked by peasant revolts all over the -
central Russia. According to Nove,(ig) by the autumn of 1924,
grain supplies to the towns declined considerably. After the
Krons?dat(ZG)uprising of February 1921, it had become clear
that ~a change in the agrarian policies of war communism was
necessary. The collection and requisitioning of grains in
thirteen provinces were abandoned. The policy of
requisitioning and other 6oercive measures of war communism

were substituted by new measures, which loosened the state

control and allowed more freedom to market forces.

In this section we will review the main features of the
New Economic Policy (NEP)., We will first review the Bolshevik
conception of the new measures adopted after 1920, and will,
later, examine the manner in which the NEP was adopted and
gauge the extent of its usefulness. We will then attempt to
analyze the causes behind the failure of the NEP, and will
conclude by examining the failure of the Bolshevik government
in overcoming the shortages in the grain marketings after

1825,
11.2.1: Different views about NEP

First of all, it is important to point out that there
was no unanimity amongst the Bolsheviks regarding the

introduction and subsequent role of the NEP, which was adopted
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in March . 1921, These differences stemmed from their
conflicting perceptions of the application of Marxist theory to
the Socio-economic conditions then prevailing in Soviet

Russia.
11.2.1(1): Contradictory Socio-economic Scenarios

Marx had foreseen revolutions in those advanced
capitélist countries, where the highest degree of
industrialization had been achieved.(21) Russia in 1817, and
in 1920 was an industrially backward economy, with
predominant peasant agriculture. In spite of thisg contrast
between the Socio-economic conditions, which Marx expected and
those existed 1in Soviet Russia, the Bolsheviks (Lenin,
Trotsky, and others) believed that successful +transition to

socialism in Soviet Russia was possible with an assistance

from the Western Proletarian regimes.

During war communism, revolutlionary zeal had led the
Bolsheviks to adopt extreme measures, which they falsely
believed to be an indication of a planned economy.(zz) After
realizing these wmistakes, NEP was adopted 1In March 1821,
Despitev the fact that the absence of Proletarian uprising in
the Western capitalist countries had destroyed Bolshevik hopes
of immediate assistance from the West, a number of Bolsheviks
(as Preobrazensky) believed that the adoption of the. NEP in

1921 was only a temporary compromise till proletarian uprisings

resume in the West.

Lenin, however, argued against this line of thought.
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According to Lenin, a direct transition to the natural
(planned) economy was not féasible. Instead he expected a long
term mutual coexistence and interaction of the planing and
market as a necessary intermediary stage in the transition to

socialism.
I1.2.1tii1):Interpretation of Lenin's Last Writings

' Such: a view is attributed to Lenin on the basis of
an analysis of his last writings by Bettlheim.(za) Bettlheim
argues that Lenin's last efforts (from 1921 to 1923) to draw a
balance sheet of the first five years of the revolution were
essentially incomplete. It was this incompleteness that gave
rise to several misleading interpretations of the Leninist
conception of ~the NEP. As noted in section I, according to
Bettlheim, Lenin wanted stable exchange relations with the
peasantry for a longer time 1ﬁ order to gtrengthen state
capitalism. For Lenin, state capitalism was an instrument to

achieve socialism, but it was not to be confused as a step

towards socialism.

I1.2.2 : Adoption of NEP

I1.2.2(i):Required Change

The combination of extreme measures (like
requisitioning of agricultural produce), and false- notions
concerning the achievement of a "moneyless" soclety during war
communism, resulted 1in the distortion of exchange relations
between agriculture and industry (i.e. villages and towns).

The distorted exchange relations between agriculture and
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industry, by the end of 19824, started threatening grain
supplies to the towns. Tﬁus short supply of grains to the
urban areas resulted in considerable outmigration from urban
areas to the rural areas.(za) By the end of 1828, peasant
revolts in protest against compulsory requisitions started all
over the Central Russia. The immediate need was to restore
*stable" and "just" exchange relations with the peasantry. This

was necessary to win back their support, and also to ensure

increased food supplies. to the towns.
11.2.2(11): The Bolshevik Perception of the Situation

The first variant of the NEP accorded prime importance
to the restoration of the disturbed exchange relations between
towns and countryside. Accordingly Lénin wanted to strengthen
the link between the peasantry and the workers by establishing
socialistic exchange relationships between them. But Lenin was
also at the same time critical of +the "petty bourgeois"
attitude of the peasantry, which, according to him, was
hampering the efforts of constructing a stable and stronger
economic link between the peasantry and workers. The fight
against "petty bourgeois" attitudes of the peasantry, was still
on the agenda of the Bolshevik government after 1928. But
Lenin's notion of combating these attitudes in 182¢'s, was
altogether different from the harsh methods of subdueing
landlords and other oppressing classes adopted earlier. As
Nove(zs) points out, Lenin wanted to bring socialism and
caplitalism together to overcome the problem of the "petty

bourgeois" attitudes of the peasantry. In other words, Lenin
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wanted capitalism to develop in order to channalize its

benefits to socialism through the means of state capitalism.
Il1.2.2(iii): Role of Cooperatives

Lenin accorded a key role to peasants' cooperatives in

his projected vision of a transition to socialism.

‘ Since the nineteenth century, social democrats (from
Kautasky to Plekhanov to Lenin) believed that agricultural
cooperative organizations, amongst the petty bourgeois
peasantry did not have any socialist tendencies, but were
actually an obstacle to the progress of capitalism in the rural
areas.(ze) However; in 1921, VLenin changed his opinion
regarding the role of agriculture cooperatives. In Lenin's new
scheme of state capitalism as a means to progress towards
socialism, peasant's cooperatives were expected to play the
role of transforming theée petty bourgeois nature of the

peasantry into large scale socialized production units. Lenin

in his article "0On Cooperation",written in 1923, emphasized the

role of cooperatives 1in facilitating the transition to
socialism. But, he did not draw a clear cut outline of the
exact path by which cooperatives were to transform the
individualistic peasant production structures. According to
Miller(27) Carr correctly pointed out that, Lenin's views on
peasants' cooperatives,even though seemed to be confusing s

were not confused.
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II.2.2(iv):New Measures

A decree passed on 21st March 1821 substituted the
policy of requisitioning agricultural products by an
agricultural tax 1in kind. As Nove‘ze) points out that the

imposition of tax, in 1821, was so moderate that the estimated
tax collection for that year was half than that of the total
collections (through requisitions) during 19286. The imposition
of a moderate tax in advance was to give enough freedom and

incentive to the peasantry to produce over and above their

subsistence level and bring it to the market.

The fact that the state and cooperative trade network
was not developed enough to cater to an increased volume of
agricultural goods in the free market, made the operations of
free traders necessary. Thus a decree of 28th March 1821

allowed private traders to operate in the free market.

Even though, the Bolsheviks after 1921, began to relax
state control and allow more freedom to market forces in the
agrarian sector, for many of them the NEP was an instrument to
transform the peasantry from individualistic proprietors to
large scale socialized sector. A decree passed on 22nd March

1922 referred to land associations and land socleties.

11.2.2(v): Targets of the New Measures

The decree of 22nd

March 1922 and the land code of
15th November 1922 were directed towards achieving two ends .

The first aim was to create conditions in which an individual
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peasant's production (which was under the influence of ‘*mir")
could be increased. Such méasures as bringing the "mir® under
the control of the Soviets, legalization of "skhods", which
was &a representative body of the peasants with all peasants
having equal voting rights, restrictions on the
miniparcelization, and fragmentation of land, and. permitting
the leasing of the land on condition that no substantial
employment of wage labour was effected etc., were undertaken to
facilitate individual peasant production. The second aim lay
in transforming what was considered to be "petty bourgeocis"
production structures of the 'peasantry into large scalé
socialized production units, by attracting the peasantry to
cooperatives. A precise foundation for the constitution of
agricultural communes was established by the Land Code of
fifteenth November nineteen twenty two 'for. precisely this

(29)
purpose.

I1.2.3: Exchange relations with the industrial sector

An opening of a free market to the peasantry was
expected to help increase the supply of agricul tural producté
to the market. In this context, it is necessary to take a brief
review of the position of the agrarian sector in relation to

the industrial sector during the 192#s.
11.2.3(1): Impact of the Famine of Nineteen Twenty One

Despite the NEP, during 1921, the performance of the
agrarian sector was dismal, as a result of the famines 1in

Central Russia and the Volga basin. There was no significant
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change in sown area in 1921 and ' overall agriculture
production, during the same year was not even half of the
prewar average harvest. Prices of agricultural products

increagsed due to their short supply.

On the other hand, a sudden transformation of centrally
controlled industrial units into autonomous industrial units
created many problems in the industrial sector. Newly formed
autonomous industrial units (known as trusts) were confronted
with several problems in their management and organization.
The major problem facing these trusts was the lack of working
capital. To overcome the shortages of working capital, trusts
dumped their producés in the market. According to Nove(ag),
such a desperate action by the trusts was also induced by the
lack of demand from the peasantry, which was in part caused by

the famine of 1921. Excess supplies of manufactured goods in

the market contributed to reduce their prices,

The terms of trade thus seemed to be favourable for the
peasantry during 1921. These favourable terms were a result of
lower agriculture production and the dumping of industrial
goods in the market. But despite the fact that the terms of
trade were favourable to the peasantry, their 1income infact

declined. \31!

11.2.3(i1): The Scissors Crisis

From 1928 onwards conditions in the agrarian sector,
however began to register a marked improvement, In 1921, total

harvested area reached the level of ninety (9¢%) percent of the
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prewar average harvested area.(32) By 1923, gross production of

grains reached the level of more than seventy percent of the
1816 level. Inérease in the marketed output of agriculture in
1922 (as compared to the same in 1921) rectified the situation
by lessening severe food shortages in the urban areas. The
impact of NEP on the agrarian sector was not only_viéible, but

positive.

Simul taneously the situation in the industrial sector
algo began to change by the end of 1923. To overcome problems
in the industrial sector a monopoly organization comprising of
many trusts, known as Syndic#tes was formed. These syndicates
were a kind of mon;poly cartels, which were meant to help
trusts to avoid competition amongst themselves and to restrict
a fall in the prices of industrial goods. The formation of
syndicates in the autumn of 1923, resulted in restricting the
supply of and thereby increasing the prices of industrial

goods. But this change in industrial units was not accompanied

by an overall increase in the level of industrial production .

The pace of recovery remained slower.in the industrial
sector as compared to the agrarian sector. By 1923, in
contrast to the restoration of agrarian production wupto the
prewar level, industrial production was merely one third that

of the prewar industrial production level.(aa)

The formation of monopoly cartels "Syndicates", and a
disproportionate recovery of the agrarian sector as compared to

the industrial sector, resulted into adverse terms of trade for
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{34)
the agrarian sector by the end of 19823. ‘According to Dobb,

the changed ratio of the industrial prices and agricultural
prices was 3:1, which was much more than the earlier ratio,
that was favourable to the peasantry during the 1928-21 famine.
This phenomenon of extremely adverse terms of trade for the
peasantry came to be known as "Scissor's crisis", and became a

serious problem by the autumn of 1923.

A seventeen member committee was appointed by the

Central Committee to find out possible solutions to the

scissor's problem. A report  submitted by the committee
suggested a. policy of checks on selective retail prices of
manufactured goods,- curbing liberal credits given to the
manufacturing sector, and an encouragement to agricultural

marketing through more liberal finance to the grain purchasing

- organs coupled with finance for exporting grains.

Tﬁe implementation of these measures by the government,
closed the scissors from 3:1 to 2:1 by the end of 1923. The
terms for the agrabian sector also gradually became less
unfavourable, as the ratio of industrial prices to agricultural

prices became 1.5:1 by October 1924,
[1.2.3(iii):Lower Volume of Marketed Output

Even though, the pace of recovery of the agrarian, and
industrial sectors was uneven, the beginning of 1924 was marked
‘by growing confidence regarding the recovery of the production
level of both the sectors. By 1924, the process of

implementation of the NEP that was initiated since 1921, was
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accomplished in almost all sectors of the economy. But
despite these improvements fhe volume of-matketed agricul tural
output (especially grains) did not improve.

Even though agricultural production recovered during
1824-25, the increase in production was not matched by a higher
level of marketings of these products (especially grains). A
reintroduction of requisitioning on a limited scale, became

necessary during 1825, As compared to the year 1825, the next

year (1926) registered an exceptionally good harvest, and
helped to overcome most of the difficulties, in procurement,
faced earlier. But, the harvest level of 1927, (unlike the

exceptionally good harvest of 1926) was normal, and once again
high expectations concerning grain procurement levels
collapsed. During the autumn of 1927, grain procurement was

half of the volume as against the same in 1926.

Accordingly, even though the overall crisis caused by
declining supplies of grain to the towns was resolved within

the framework of NEP, the recurring problem of a lower share of

marketed agricultural produce remained unresolved (with the
exception of 1926's good harvest.). We, therefore, proceed to
examine the causés behind the lower share of marketed

agricultural output.

I1.2.4: Problems of grain marketings

In order to examine the causes behind the lower share
of marketed agricultural output, in the firgt instance it 1is

first of all necessary to identify major suppliers to the
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market. The second step is to identify the reasons because of
which suppliers were discoufaged to bring their produce in the
market. We begin by examining the validity of the Bolshevik
belief that rich peasants, (known as "Kulaks") were the main
suppliers (and thus hoarders) of grains to the market.

I11.2.4(i) : Changed Scenario during the Twentles

The post-revolutionary changes in the agrarian
strucéure posed a dilemma for the Bolshevik government because
of their idelogy and the economic exigencies that time.
According to Bettlheim,(BS) the level of marketed agricultural
output (especially grains) during the twenties was determined

by the combined effect of the following two factors:

i. Land redistribution during the October revolution.
2. Particular Socio-economic conditions of the small

and medium peasantry during the twenties.

As far as the first factor |is concerned, the
disappearance of large estates and landlords after 1917 (who
had been the main suppliers of agricultural produce to the
market) reduced their importance as main suppliers. During the
twenties the main suppliers of agriculture products in the
market were middle and small peasants. The Socio-economic
conditions emerging as a result of the NEP and the social
stratification of the peasantry compelled middle aﬁd small
peasants to sell their produce in the market. The factors
respongible for the sale of grains by the small and middle

peasantry 1included: (a) payment of taxes in Monetary form, (b)
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Repayment of debts, and (c) a desire to acquire small
instruments of production,'for which otherwise they depended

upon large farmers.
11.2.4(11) : Misinterpretation of Market trends

Actually, it was not the rich peasantry, but the
middle and small péasantry that were the main sellers‘of grain
in the market. This was especially true of the earlier phase
(July to September) after the harvest. 0On the other hand, the

rich peasantry used to bring their produce to the market only

in the later phase (autumn), because in comparison to depressed
prices (due to large supplies) in the earlier phase, prices
used to be higher during autumn. Based on this

trend,Kamanev(as)(wrongly) concluded that, the rich peasantry

was the main hoarders of surplus grains, which by hoarding
grains to fetch a better prices, reduced supplies to the
market. Acaording to his estimates 62 percent of grain
surpluses were held by the Kulaks. But,contrary to Kamanev's
hypothesis, Bettlheim(37) argues that, even though, overall
Kulak influence on the peasantry was substantial, .Kamanev's
hypothesis was an oversimplification of the reality. According
to him, the main suppliers to the market were the small and
medium peasants, who accounted for a share of 75 percent of a
total marketed grains. Bettlheim,therefore, argued that,
holding Kulaks (whose share in total marketed output was
negligible) responsible for lower supplies of marketed

agricultural produce was a mistake.
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One question that then naturally arises 1is: What
discouraged the small and medium peasants from bringing their
produce to the market ? To get a clear picture it is necessary

.to distinguish between the trends of net and gross marketed

shares(ae) during the twenties.
11.2.4(11i) : Trends in net and gross marketed output

+ The post revolutionary period was not marked by
subsistence farming.(sg). In 1923-24, gross marketed share of
total agriculture produce was 25 percent larger than the same
in 1923-24, and this trend continued even after 1924, Even
Karcz(aa) argues that a wrong comparison of net marketings in
twenties with gross marketings of 1913,have misled many
specialists. According to Karcz's estimates, gross output of
agriculture increased by 36.6 percent from 1913 to 1926, and
the share of gross marketings of that output increased by 59.7
percent. Thus, the share of gross marketings of agriculture

produce during 1826-27 was 96.7 percent of the same during

1809-1913 (average).

I1f the share of net marketed agricultural produce was
congidered, then, as Karcz points out situation was not
similar as was in case of the share of gross marketed output.
Bettlheim also <claims that, the share of net marketed
agricuitural produce during the twenties was increasing only
slightly faster than the increase in the overall agriculture

production, while the same for grains was actually declining.
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11.2.4(iv) : Typical exchange relations

The type of exchange relations which developed after
1920, were responsible ;or lower net marketed share of overall
agricul tural produce in general and grains output in
particular. According to Bettlheim(41), these marketings of
the small and medium peasantry did not represent their surplus
production. Instead, these marketings were representing
vario;s obligations of the small and medium peasantry.(42)
During the second phase of marketings, these peasants were the
buyers of agricultural produce (especially of grains), which
they required for not only self-consumption but also for
sowing 1in the next'season. Therefore despite the fact that
exchange relations between towns and countryside increased the
share of gross marketed ocutput back to the prewar level, they

lowered the share of net marketed output (especially of

grains).
11.2.5 : Attempts of improving grains marketed share

In this subsection, we will review possible
alternatives which could have increased net marketed output
during the +twenties. Ve will then attempt to analyze the
failure of the Bolsheviks in implementing these alternative
measures which ultimately led to a persistently lower share of

net marketed grains.
11.2.5(1) : Untapped Potential

To be able to speak of these alternatives, it is
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necessary to identify ways 1in which, 1t was possible to
increase the volume of net marketed grains of the peasantry.
This could have been done in two ways. First, by increasing the
peasantry's production (of grains), and second by inducing the

share of marketed produce of the output of the peasantry.

In retrospect, it is clear that Bolshevik government
underestimated the potential role of a rational (sale inducing)
priciég policy, and supplies of the small equipments in
promoting agricultural production of the small and middle
peasants. In this respect, they ignored the ©possibility -of

(43)

increasing the volume of net marketed output. Bettlheim

cites Ognovsky, whosé estimates show that a large potential of

increasing agrarian production existed throughout the
twenties. Eveﬁ Karcz also argues that, peasants' productive
capacity (in the wexisting set up ) was not saturated in the
twenties. Karcz(44)cites Lyaschenkov's paper, in which he

dealt with the technicalities of the peasantry's productive
potential during the twenties. Lyschenkov in his paper argued
that a vast potential to increase peasant yields existed during
the +twenties. According to Karcz, measures like substitution
of wooden ploughs by steel ploughs and the use of better seeds
could have increased yields (sy 15 to 29 percent) by 1938-31,
According to him, the importance of these measures becomes
apparent, when we take into account that such an increase was
achieved only as late as 1966, According to Karcz, the use of
cooperatives for the mechanization of agriculture, could have

radically changed the situation. Karcz further argues that his
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contentions of a possible increase in production by the small
and middle peasantry during the twenties is not to be taken as
a proof of the superiority of small scale farming. According
to him, the passibility of an increase in production lay in the
given pattern of landholdings, (which was not necessarily an
optimum or desirable).

As far as, increasing the share of marketed produce was

concerned the picture was as follows:

According to both Karcz, and Bettlheim, the Bolsheviks
were not only wrong in understanding the productive capacity of
the small and middle peasantry, but they even failed to
acknowledge the evidence of peasant's positive response to

increased ©prices. The peasant's share of marketed output' was

always responsive to increased prices except during the
scissor's crisis vin 1923, when the terms of trade were
extremely unfavourable for the peasantry. We must, therefore.'

allow the argument that an inducement to the share of net
marketed produce of grains by the peasantry was both possible
and feasible in the twenties. Hence we now proceed to review
the agricultural pricing policies, and the effects it made on

the productive capacity of agrarian sector in the same period
11.2.5(1i): The Structure of the Procurement Prices

The corner stone of the new agrarian policy implemented
after 1821, lay in the abandonment of compulsory obligations on
the peasants. Accordingly no agricultural product was

compulsorily procured. All of them were partly procured by the
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state and cooperative trading agencies, at prices, which were
not fixed, and were determined in accordance with prevailing
market prices. State procurement organs were given
the freedom to bargain with the peasantry to fix procurement
prices. Such prices determined after bargaining were known as
"conventional" prices. These conventional prices differed even
from region to region. But, there was an upper and lower limit
within which these conventional prices could wvary. These
limits were related to basic prices for each crop, which were
determined by the central trade organ, in accordance with

various objectives differing from crop to crop.

Basiec prices for commercial crops were generally higher
than iarket prices, because of the following two objectives:
(a) to encourage higher production and (b) to avoid diversion
of their produce to the ;ural craft industries via private

traders.

On the other hand, objectives for fixation of the basic
price of grains were too many and some of them were even

contradictory. Some of these objectives included :

(a) To avoid an increase in the real wage rate.(grains being a

wage good prices were to be kept lower),

(b) Stimulating peasants' production of grains and its

marketed share.

(c) To maintain a balance betﬁeen grain prices and prices of

other farm products .
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(d) To avoid seasonal fluctuations in grain prices.

According to Karcz,(AS)though many more objectives of

the pricing policy of grains were listed, in reality, two
aspects dominated actual price fixation. The first dominating
aspect lay in the precaution for not allowing the scissor's to
open in the reverse direction. In other words, not allowing
extremely advantaéeous terms to the peasantry. The second
imporéant aspect lay in an anti-inflationary precaution, which
was a reaction to the galloping inflation prior to 1824,
According to Karcz, a reduction in grain prices was looked upon
as the 5est anfi-inflationary measure available, because it has
no adverse effects on the production and supply of raw
materials required for theAgrowth of the industrial sector.
Procurement prices for commercial crops were therefore kept
relatively higher in comparison to their market prices, and the

reverse was the case for the procurement prices of grains.

In a situation of artificially lowered grgin
procurement prices, a different problem arose in reiation to
the procurement prices of animal products. Demand for animal
products during the twenties, was increasing more as compared
to the same for grains. Thus market prices of animal products
were increasing faster than that of grains. Accordingly,
procurement prices of animal products were increased in 1926.
As a result, procurement prices of grains were not only lower
in comparison to the procurement prices of commercial crops,
but even compared to the procurement prices of animal products

they were lower. Hence, a significant imbalance was created
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between procurement prices of grains and other farm products.

The imbalance between grain procurement prices and

other farm product prices resulted in the following
consequences. First of all, peasants substituted grain c¢crops
by commercial crops. Secondly peasants used grains as

livestock feed instead of selling it to the market.

Grain procurement prices were lowered to such an extent
that grains cost of production inclusive of the cost of
transportation and marketings was high enough to result in a
financial loss to peasants.(This is reflected in the following

table)

Table No.3: Difference between the procurement prices and the

cost of production.

Years Percentage difference between
procurement prices of four

major grains & their cost of

production
1925-26 2%
1926-27 1%
1927-28 . 4%

{ Source : Compiled from Bettlheim.C. (1978) p = 135 - 162 1

In the beginning of the twenties, the problem of lower

net marketed output was only a problem of the lower share of

61



net marketed output in the total production of grains. But, by
1827-28, lower net marketed output was also because of the
lower production of grains, which was due to the irrational
”price structure, and depressed level of the grain procurement
prices. Therefore it follows that, a policy of procurement
pricing, during the twenties, was itself enough to reduce the

amount of net marketed grains and its production.
11.2.5(141)¢ Trends of the "income terms of trade"

We will now review the terms for the peasantry during
the twenties. For this we will take Bettlheim's estimates of
the terms during the twenties, which he derived from the data

(48)

available to him. Based on his eétimates Bettlheim makes

four broad observations.

1. From 1913 to 1923-24, the purchasing power of the
agrarian sector declined by one third.

2. From 1823-24 to 1927-28, the purchasing power of the
agrarian sector multiplied 2.3 times.

3. The purchasing power of the agrarian sector was at its
peak in 1927-28, which was on parity with the
purchasing power during 1913,

4. From 1929-30 onwards, once again the purchasing power

of the agrarian sector was on decline.

It is,therefore, evident that, after the . measures to
close the scigsor's were adopted in 1923, the terms for the
agrarian sector improved. The improvement in the terms of

trade for agrarian sector was mainly an outcome of the check on
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industrial prices by controlling the action of the syndicates.
But in reality terms of trade for the peasantry during 1923 to
28 were not favourable to the peasantry (especially the small
”and middle peasantry) as is often presented to be the case.
According to Bettlheim, there were certain limitations due to
which the peasantry was not in a better position as it appeared
from their comparative price position. These limitations

included -

1. Conventional price for grains gradually turned into a
fixed price for all practical purposes. This was caused
by efforts to keep it lower artificially. At the same
time, increasing restrictions were imposed on private
traders, so as to increase the state and cooperative's
share in trade. This c¢losed apart from procurement
agencies other channels of sale for the peasantry.
Artificially lowered grain procurement prices, if
compared with the industrial prices show less

favourable terms for the peasantry.

In addition, the fact that the small and middle
peasantry were the main suppliers of grains to the market shows
that the terms for those two stratas of the peasantry had not

improved to the extent shown earlier.

2. Recovery of industrial production was less, as ‘compared
to the agrarian sector's performance in the  twenties. Thus,
a lower production level, and short supplies of the

manufactured goods as compared to increased agrarian production
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and higher demand for manufactured goods by the peasantry
resulted in the goods' famine(47)in the coutryside. This
also indicates +that the situation was not favourable to the

‘beasantry.

3.. A policy of restricting private traders for
increasing the share of state and cooperatives trading was not
accompanied by the gpreading of a cooperative trade network in
the fural areas. Infact, these networks were so inadequate 1in
the rural areas that the peasantry( already facing a
goods'famine) was dependent on private traders for supplies of
manufactured goods. The fact that private traders wefe
charging higher prices (compared to prices quoted by state)
the benefits of a check on industrial prices was neutralized

for the peasantry.

Therefore, we <can conclude thaf, even though, an
improvement 1in overall terms (income terms of trade) for _the
peasantry implied a relatively better position for the

peasantry, in reality peasants position did not improve.
11.2.5(iv): Supply of small equipments

As far as the supply of small, improvised equipments
to the peasantry was concerned, the picture was not
encouraging. According to Bettlheim, equipments needed by the

small and middle peasantry were traditional type of equipments

the producers of which were small scale rural ijindustries.
Despite more freedom given to the cottage and small scale
industries, supplies of small equipments failed to increase.
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Infact,

increased supplies of these equipments were

necessary

to satisfy the increasing demand for these by the peasantry.

According to the Bettlheim,

the share of expenditure on

small scale and cottage industries was a meagre 8 percent in
total budget expenditure of the state in the twenties.
Increagsed expenditure on this item could not have created any
negative effect on the GNP because it was very negligible 1in
relatfon to total budget expenditure.

The Bolsheviks, therefore, ignored the untapped
potential to increase the productive capacity of the small and
middle peasantry b{ not supplying them the equipments they
needed badly. In Bettlheim's opinion, such a neglect of the

productive capacity of small and middle peasantry was partly

due to the Bolsheviks ideological bias in favour of

farming.

Apart from the ideological

confronted with three obstacles in

factor,

large scale

the Bolshebiks were

encouraging the production

of small equipments by rural cottage industries.

1. These

state industrial sector for

final products.

boundary for prices of state industrial

2. The absence of exchange

cottage industries and the

of the production process and

these industries, which were
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selling activities of
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areas. As these industries had no links with the wurban
sector, which towns could not afford (as they were dependent
on the rural areas for thelr food suppllesl}, increased

'aotivity of these industries was not desirable.

3. An inadequate trading network existed in the
countryside during the twenties. In this period, ‘~the
main components of the trading network were the state
tradiﬁg agencies, the cooperative trading  network, and
private traders. 0f these three components, private
traders were the link between village cottage industries and
the peasantry. Due to their ideological notions and other
economic consideratibns(sg) Bolsheviks curbed the activities

of private traders. As a result the exchange link between the

rural crafts industries and peasantry was weakened.

Thus, a stable link with towns for a steady supply of
grain to the industrial sector, and restricting private traders
were given priority in the formulation of the policy.Alongwith
this inability to acknowledge importance of small equipmentsfor
increasing the productive capacity of the small and medium
peasantry resulted in a deficient supply of essential

equipments to the small and middle peasantry.
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Conclusion of Chapter 2

A review of the agrarian policies adopted under war
communism, and the NEP reveals significant failures on the part
of the Bolshevik leadership to improve performance of the
agrarian sector. A detailed examination clearly indicates that

the persistent dominance of dogmas caused the introduction of

irrational policies which proved to be inefficient in
improiing the conditions of the peasantry.
During the first four years, after the

revolution agrarian policy adopted by the Bolsheviks was a
mixture of 'various }ntentions though often overpowered by
ideological notions. These ideological notions initially gave
rise to misconceptions regarding the process of class struggles
within the peasantry. While the Bolsheviks came to realize
the differentiated nature of the peasantry (by understanding
the importance of the middle peasantry) instead of implementing
a rational pricing policy, they heavily relied upon
requisitionings for ensuring a steady supply of grains to the
market. Such an attitude of the state was an outcome 'of. a
wrong notion of an advance to communism, where the replacement
of production by the state was mistaken for an advance to

communism.

The elements of coercion and its drastic use in the
countryside,during war communism was partly caused by the
exigencies of the <c¢ivil war in the wake of the October

Revolution. Nevertheless, there 1is no doubt that the
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overenthusiasm of Bolsheviks in implementing ideologically{

inspired policies worsened the situation.

On the other hand,during the early years of the "NEP®
(1821 to 26) the Bolsheviks implemented rational agrarian
measures which however contradicted their own ideological

dogmas.

Af ter 1924, the need of the hour lay 1in re-
egtablishing disturbed exchange links between the peasantry and
other sections of the economy. Among the Bolsheviks, there
were no differences regarding this immediate requirement. But
due to their diffefent perceptions of the application of
Marxist doctrine in Russian conditions, the Bolsheviks were not

united on the role of the NEP adopted in March 1821,

The NEP did help to overcome the crisis of the low
agrarian supplies to the towns. But the problem of lower net
marketed grains continued to plauge the procurements. The
lower volume of unmarketed grains was due to the combined

effect of the postrevolutionary landholding pattern and the

Socio-economic conditions, which emerged as a result of the
NEP.

Rational measures, which would have rectified the
situation, and were feasible were not implemented. On both
crucial fronts the terms of trade (income as well as prices)

for the peasantry, and supplies of small equipments to the
peasantry, actual performance was hardly conducive to

increasing the share of net marketed grains. Such an
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irrational policy stemmed from ideclogical conflicts concerning

the role of the NEP. In addition to these ideological notions,

some of the economic issues were also involved in shaping of

the agrarian strategy after. 1825. In our next chapter we will

attempt to analyze these issues in detail.
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Chapter 3

INDUSTRIALIZATION DEBATE AND PEASANTRY

INTRODUCTION :

The period of "NEP" was alternately marked by the
dominance of either NEP measures, or sometimes non-NEP
measurgs.(l) Due to ideological predilections, and erroneous
perceptions ggrarian policies followed by the Bolsheviks were
a failure wunder late NEP ( and war communism ). Political
struggles within the Bolshevik party, and military
considerations were also responsible‘for the decline of the
®*NEP". Apart from these factors, the decline of the "NEP" and
the subsequent campaign for forced collectivization that

followed in 1828-29 was also related to the strategies pursued

by the Bolsheviks in their pursui% of industrialization.

Despite the fact that most of the Bolsheviks considered
industrialization a necessary pre?equisite for the attainment
of socialism, they had different views concerning the means to
achieve this goal. Amongst Bolsheviks, there was no consensus
regarding the peasantry's role in the industrialization
campaign. To be precise, these differences were regarding the
relationship between peasantry and the urban sector (mainly
comprising of statizied industrial sector). Concerned views
of the various groups amongst Bolsheviks constitutes tﬁe famous

* Soviet Industrialization Debate".

In this chapter we will examine the fate of the
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peasantry 1in the context of the famous industrialization
debate. This chapter further contains a review of wvarious
political and ideological views about the role of the peasantry
in Soviet industrialization. This would serve as a useful
prelude to our discussion on the coliectivization of  Soviet
agriculture in the following chapter.

In section 111.1, we attempt to identify the origins
of this debate. In section I11.2, and 111.3, we will
elaborate, the point of view of the both (so called) the
"leftists®™ and the "rightists" respectively. In section

I1l.4, we

respective lines of arguments.

75

will emphasize the role of the peasantry in the

two



Section III.1 : Origins of the debate

We may start our discussion with the question "What
were the basic intentions of the Bolsheviks 1in the late

twenties?".
I11.1.1 = Priority to Industrialization

The Bolsheviks, and before that, the Socialist
Revolutionaries (SR's) believed that the attainment of
socialism was both possible and necessary in the USSR.
Industrialization was considered to be an essential

requirement towards the attainment of such an objective.

According to Nove,(Z) force and coercion, which was

used to collect grains, followed by the collectivization
campaign " (after 1928) was to ensure the supplies of
agriculture produce required for the industrialization. Even
Lenin's argument {in the twenties indicates the utmost
priority for the industrialization.(a) Bettlheim(a) also
concludes that, Stalin (in late twenties), in line with Lenin,

gave an utmost priority to the process of industrialization.
Stalin and other Bolsheviks believed that, industrialization
will enhance material supplies to the peasantry, and thus will
facilitate the exchange relations bet&een the peasantry and
urban sectors. Thus, as Karcz(S) poin&s out, a pressure on the
internal grain procurement organs, in the late twenties, was
due to the rapid industrialization. In addition to all this, a
considerable share of the industrial sector in the final

version of the first five year plan further indicates a clear
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priority to industrialization.(S) Hence, we can say that all

Bolsheviks (from Lenin to Stalin) were firm regarding the

target of industrialization.
II11.1.2 : Consensus for other aspects

Alongwith unanimously accepted goal of
industrialization, Bolsheviks were also united on many aspects

related to the industrialization.

First of all, they all believed in a one party system.
For the Bolsheviks, attalnment of socialism was possible
within the confinements of one party system in the backward

economy like Russia. -

Secondly, all the Bolsheviks were convinced of the
superiority of large scale socialized farming. For them, the
process of industrialization was to be accompanied by
simul taneous transformation of petty bourgeoise peasantry 1into
the socialized large scale farming sector. But, none of the
Bolsheviks had foreseen a sudden forced transformation of the
peasantry (at least till 1828). All of them agreed wupon a
strategy of transforming peasantry by attracting them towards

the advantageous collective farming.

Third point on which all -the Bolsheviks were one was
regarding assistance from the West, Bettlheim(7) points out
that SR's and Narodniks, right from the beginning (1i.e.

Nineteenth century), believed that a Western proletarian

uprisings were inevitable, and necessary for assisting the
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achievement of socialism in a backward economy Ilike Russia.
Later, Lenin and other Bolsheviks also believed this same

hypothesis.
111.1.3 = Resource Constraints

After the completion of reconstruction activities in
the industrial sector by 1925, next task in front of the
Bolsheyiks was the accomplishment of their predetermined goal
of industrialization. Main requirements of the industrial

8)

expansion were as Dobb( points out, increased supplies of the

heavy machinery, and construction of the basic industries.

According to Dobb, surplus labour due to the population
preséure in the rural areas was available for these
construction activities. But, there were two unresolved
aspects of the concerned problem. One aspect was the material
means required to maintain the expanding industrial army,(g)

and second aspect was the higher imports of the heavy

machinery.

According to Dobb, USSR in the twenties, was without
any tfaditional sources of accumulation.(ig) Industrial sector
on its own was incapable of generating the surplius in the
immediate future, and the agrarian sector was plagued by the
backward technology, and deficient org#nization. Even a
possibility of an assistance from abroad was narrowed' because
of the military congiderations. Thus, we conclude 'that the

USSR 1in the twenties was facing a question of "how to

accumulate?"*
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I1I.1.4: Beginning of the Debate

Against the bacﬁground of a common goal of
industrialization and a vicious circle of resource constraints
debate regarding the path of industrialization started. Main
focus of the discussion was on the role of the peasantry
(i.e. exchange relations/terms with peasantry), and a role of
the foreign trade (assistance/aid). In other words, the debate
centered around the terms of trade (price) in between the
peasantry and industry, and the extent of reliance on the

foreign aid (i.e. Western aid).

The scissor's crisis in 19823 triggered off the debate
The remedy suggested-(as mentioned earlier in chapter 2 ) by
the committee appointed for resolving the scissor's crisis was
regarding the monopoly power of the syndicates. Implementation

of the measures reduced the advantageous position of the state

industrial sector, and favoured peasantry.

Trotsky and his supporters opposed this policy.
According to them, reducing disparity between the industrial,
and the agricultural prices was not a correct policy. They

believed that, the real problem was a disparity in the

development of agrarian and industrial sectors. Hence, they
wanted an encouragement to the industrial sector for its
further growth. According to Trotsky and his supporters,

liberal credit to the industrial sector was the correct policy

to resolve the concerned (long run) crisis.

Trotsky and his supporters criticized even the policy
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of more liberal attitudé towards the "Kulaks" and "nepmen®.
According to them, such a .policy (during the twenties), was
ignoring the increased danger of fast developing private
capital in the shape of Kulaks (and nepmen). On the other

hand, policy makers and, Bukharin opposed Trotsky's this stand.

82



Section []11.2 : Leftist's View

Stalin for his personal power games, and military
considerations supported (and implemented) Trosky's and his
supporters’ (commonly termed as the "Leftists®) policy

implications in the late twenties. But, prior to that, in the

early twenties, Stalin implemented Bukharin's and his
supporters (commonly termed as the"Rightists") policy
implications. For our convenience, we will review these

policies in order 1in which they were pitted against the
measures of the state (i.e. Stalin's policy implementations).
We will examine the’"leftist's“ argument in this subsection,
and the ®"rightist's®-argument in later subsection. This will

help us to examine the evolution of the debate.
I11.2.1 ¢ Trotsky's argument

Vhen differences between the "leftists" and the
"rightists" surfaced for the first time in 1923, Trotsky
opposed the policy of restrictive credit supply to the
industrial sector. Infact, as both Bettlheim(ll) and Nove(iz)
point out, Trotsky's argument for the expansion of credit to
the industrial sector represented non NEP influence, one of the
two ideological factions differing on the role of the "NEP".
Trotsky opposed Lenin's policy of long term role of the *"NEP"
measures, and accordingly was not happy with the policy
measures supporting all stratas of the peasantry. Trotsky

criticized Stalin's soft attitude towards Kulaks in the mid

twentlies. Instead, he prescribed more repressive measures
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against Kulaks. Such a view by Trotsky was an obvious outcome
of the Iimportance given to the danger of developing private

capital.

Trotsky's abovedescribed views regarding peasantry and
state industrial sector were against the backdrop of his
following hypothesis regarding the Western proletarian
uprisings. Trotsky believed that Western proletarian uprisings
in the West were inevitable.(la) For him, only the proletarian
uprisings in the West could bring about a socialism in the
USSR. According to him, Western assistance was a must. But
Trotsky was critical of Stalin's foreign policy in the early
twenties when Stalin attempted to seek a Western aid. In
Trotskyj;s opinion, all these attempts by Stalin were futile

because this was too early than the expected proletarian

uprisings in the West.
111.2.2 : Preobrazensky's Stand’

In addition to Trotsky's arguments a brief review of
Preobrazensky's theories would provide wus with a better

appreciation of the position of the "leftists".
(1) Preobrazensky's Earlier Stand

Before 1823, Preobrazensky was in favour of the
complete elimination of the market mechanism. Accordingly, in
the overenthusism of war communism, he, alongwith Trotsky, was
for the substitution of monetary wage ‘system by the

distribution of goods (which means a coupon system). To avoid
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initial difficulties in distributional norms, he advocated the
use of old relative prices, and allowed for minimum wage

differentials to prevail.
(2) Preobrazensky's Stand after War Communism

After the realization that Socio-economic conditions in
the USSR were too backward for the rapid transfofmation' to
socialism,the Bolsheviks were forced to delete their Marxist
Principles. For hardliners like Preobrazansky, and Trotsky
compromise was in the shape of a continued role of money as far
as petty commodity production persisted.(ia) But, Preobrazensky
wanted only a limited role of money. Argument in the context

of the limited role of money was consistent with his hypothesis

of (late in the twenties) "Primitive Socialist
accumulation',(ls) but was against the Lenin's view of the
"NEP".

(3) Opposition to the Policy of Balanced Budget

Preobrazensky (for that matter all leftists) was

especially against the measure of a balanced budget in the

early twenties. Preobrazensky, argued that relative terns
(income) for the industries were declining since 18917. Hence,
he was against the stricter control of credits to the

industrial sector, which meant opposing the measure of balanced

budget.
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{4) Views (before 1822) regarding the exchange relations

with the peasantry

Preobrazensky accepted that an attempt to extract a

surplus from agriculture during war communism, had failed. He
attributed such a failure to the false expectations of an
immediate returns to the agrarian sector (i.e. to the

peasantry) in the form of increased material supplies from the
industrial sector. Hence, Preobrazensky in 1822, and before
1922, opted for a middle way. He advocated a policy of
extending loans by the agrarian and the industrial sectors to
‘each other. According to him, loans given to the deserving
stratas of the peasantry could be also used as a means to
establish control over the nonsocialized sector, and thus

represented a step towards an abolishment of money.(ie)

Despite Preobrazensky's this policy of augmenting
capital in the agrarian sector, he was not convinced that a
solution to the problem of deficient capital investment was
possible without Western aid. Preobrazensky was convinced that
the policy of extending mutual loans was only a temporary
solution and a Western proletarian revolution was the only way

to resolve the problem of capital accumulation in the USSR.
(5) Expectations about WUestern Proletarian Uprisings

Preobrazensky was not only convinced about the
inevitability of Proletarian Uprisings in the West, but had
even chalked out a time table for 1{t. Like Trotsky,

Preobrazensky did not expect any substantial trade with Europe
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for a decade. This implied that he expected a proletarian
uprising within a fixed time limit ( i.e.by the end of the

decade 1834).

According to Day,(17) Precobrarensky was not only

correct in anticipating dim prospects of substantial foreign
aid in the near future, but was also correct in his analysis of
the world crisis. His prediction concerning the timing of
Proletarian’ Uprisings 1in Western Europe and the Great

Ve

Depression of 1932 matched each other.

Preobrazensky by using Marx's arguments identified two
major reasons for Proletarian unrest in the West. The first
lay 1in the overexpan;ion of industrial production as c¢ompared
to social consumption power in West. According to him, a loss
of markets in America and the USSR worsened this situation 1in
the West. The sécond reason was specified as the
possibility of higher rent in the agrarian sector . (comprising
of small plots) of the European economies. Also 1increasing

restrictions on an emigration in America was bound to increase

pressure on small holdings of Europe.
(6) Views on the Relationship with the Vest

In contrast to his (above-described) views about the

Western Proletarian Uprisings, Preobrazensky was convinced of

the USSR's advantageous position in comparison .to the
West. According to him, USSR had a vast resource base
accompanied by a wvast potential to consume (because of

socialist system of distribution). Preobrazensky argued that
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the USSR not ©being depéndent on the external market had a
better capacity to avoid erisis. Hence he opposed attempts to
opt for foreign aid. in this regard accepting German capital,
necessary for the cultivation of large vergin lands was the

only exception made by Preobrazensky.

(7) Primitive Socialist Accumulation

According to Day(le) the good harvest of 19822, and
policy makers' (i.e. Sokholnikov) inclination (by 1925) to
allow a depletion of capital in the industrial sector for the
sake of the peasantry changed Preobrazensky's earlier stand of
equal exchange between the peasantry and industry. In contrast
to. his earlier policy of extending mutual loans between
industry and peasantry for required investment, Preobrazensky

advocated the policy of extracting the required surplus from

the agrarian sector.

On the 1lines of Marxian concept of "Primitive
Cgpitalist Accumulation',(lg)Preobrazensky in his book ™Novaya
Ekonomika®™ developed a new concept, which was lafer termed as
"Primitive Socialist Accumulation®". For Preobrazensky, out of
three possible sources of accumulation only one was feasible,
and ideal. According to him, foreign borrowings, and inherent
capacity to generate surplus in the 1industrial sector were
impossible 1in the near future. Thus, Precbrazensky advocated
third and the last source of exploitation of private sector.

(29)

For him,existence of these private "colonieg" was not

desirable when advancing towards socialism. Hence, he advocated
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a policy of exploitatibn of these colonies till they were
transformed into socialized sectors. In this sense,
Preobrazensky prescribed the policy of exploliting private
colonies {which mainly comprised of the peasantry) for
achieving two objectives of accumulation of surplus, and

transformation of colonies into the socialism,

Dobb(21)points out that, Preobrazensky was aware of the

adverse effects of the excessive taxation on the peasantry,
which were experienced during the war communism period.
Hence, Preobrazensky prescribed use of unfavourable terms
instead of taxing the peasantry. Preobrazensky's scheme of
unfavourable terms . to the peasantry comprised of two
consecutive gtages. The first stage 1involved transfer of
surplus values from the colonies (i.e. peasants) to the alien
gstate industrial sector. Thus,during this stage agrarian
sector was bound to suffer because of the unequal exchange.
The second stage also involved unequal exchange. A peasantry
was bound to face unfair terms even during the second stage.
But, during the second stage, surplus generation within the
industrial sector was expected to improve peasantry's position
by supplying them more of the industrial goods. Despite
peasantry's improved position, after the completion of the
first stage, unequal exchange was to continue till colonies got
transformed into the socialized sector. Preobrazensky
prescribed only one limitation for this wunequal exchange.
According to him, unfavourable terms to the colonies could not

be stretched to the point where private colonies would not
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exist. This limit was to-be followed till the desired level of

accumulation was attained.
111.2.3 :Implications for the Peasantry's Role

From Trotstky's and Preobrazensky's above described
arguments, it 1is possible to draw same inferences. For
leftists, a harsh treatment to the peasantry, in the shape of
unequal exchange was necessary. Especially, they wanted
governﬁent to take stern attitude in checking the increasing

activities of "Kulaks".

To prove their hypothesis of increasing danger from the
fast developing private capital, leftists furnished data
regarding the increasing dominance of Kulaks in the agrarian
sector. According to them, Kulaks dominated many spheres of
the rural life in the twenties. Leftist's statistical data
indicated Kulak dominance in the shape of cultivated area,
machinery owned etc..(22) The§ fufther argued that freedom of
leasing 15 and out of land during the twenties, was mostly
benefiting the Kulaks. Another criticism against Kulaks was in
the context of their grain hoardings. Kamanev's data and his
hypothesis based on it supported the leftist view of holding

Kulaks responsible for the grain hoardings.(za)

II[.2.4: Implied Role of the Cooperatives

Leftists argued that exploitation of the peasantry was
necessary to maintain a higher tempo of industrialization. In

keeping with this line of argument regarding the highest
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possible tempo of indﬁstrialization, leftists prescribed
certain role for the agriculture cooperatives. Millar(24)
points out that leftists were against the genetic approach to
the development of cooperatives. Instead of, developing the
chain of consumer cooperatives, and then gradually shifting
towards production cooperatives they wanted to start straight
with development of the production cooperatives. According to
the leftists, consumer cooperatives were helping Kulaks to
domina£e other stratas of peasantry. On the other hand, for

them, production cooperatives based on state owned means of

production were nearer to the socialism and hence, preferable.
I11.2.5 : Implications for the Foreign Trade

As far as foreign trade was concerned, leftists were
against any substantial trade relations with the West for a
decade. Infact, according to them, such prospects were dim

because of the delayed expected Proletarian Uprisings in the

Vest. But, leftists believed that, Proletarian uprisings 1in
the West were inevitable, and will come to rescue USSR's
deficit capital accumulation in the agrarian sector. They

believed that at a point of time when agrarian sector's
performance will be Just on the brinks of collapse, an

assistance from the West will help overcome the crisis.
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Section I11.3 : Rightist's View

In this section we will review the rightiasts view on
the Soviet Industrialization Campaign in the late twenties.
After describing evolution of the rightists arguments, we will

review their arguments, and its implications.
ll[.S.l:EmerQence of the argument

Unlike leftists, rightists influenced the policy

decisions of Stalin during 1821 to 1826-27. Dobb(25)

points
out that a post revolutionary economic policy was influenced by
the bureaucrats of the old regime, who relied more on the
foreign borrowings, -and market instruments (like monetary
policy) for monitoring economic activities. This group became
more active after the introduction of the "NEP" in 1921.

Day(ze)

points out that Sokholnikov was one of those, who were
the policy makers of the early twenties. Some of Sokolnikov's

views were supported by Bukharin and other rightists.

Views of Sokolnikov and other rightists were expressed
by their arguments in the context of scissor's crisis in
1923.(27) To tackle with the short run problems like mounting
industrial inventories, and their rising prices a policy of
stricter credit control was implemented by them. This measure,
as Day points out, was continued even after the problem of
excessive industrial pricgs was solved. Such an -approach
towards the peasantry and industry by Sokolnikov was also

reflected in his readiness for allowing depleted capital stock

in the industrial sector to supply industrial goods demanded by
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the peasantry. Infact, Day points out that, Sokolnikov was in
favour of importing these goods which peasantry demanded, and

were in short supply.
111.3.2 :Change in Bukharin‘'s Position

During 192#, Bukharin alongwith Trotsky criticized
Lenin's soft attitude towards the danger of fast developing
pockets of the‘private capital in the economy (especially in
the agrarian sector). But, later during the early twenties (of
Stalin's rule), he alongwith his supporters like Rykov,
supported Sokolnikov's measures. Infact, Bukharin during this
period, and later supported the role of the "NEP" as envisaged
by Lenin. Bukharin'; and for that matter rightist's stand 1in
contrast to the leftist argument became more apparent, and
vocal after 1827.After 1928, Stalin for his self political
interegts turned in favour of leftist's policy measures. In a
reply to Stalin's criticism, Bukharin published his arguments
in "notes of an economist" during September 1828. Thus,
rightist's arguments were against the policy implemented by

Stalin after 1927.
111.3.3 :Criticism of Leftists Arguments

Bukharin and Rykov, who were the main policy makers in
the early twenties criticized 1leftist's arguments, A brief
review of these ériticisms will help us to grasp the egsence of
rightist's argument. Main criticisms of the leftists were as
f;llows:

(1)  According to Bukharin, Precbrazensky's theory of
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Primitive Socialist Accuﬁulation, which envisaged an unequal
exchange with the peasantry, ignored the possibility of
peasantry's wunwillingness to exchange at a predetermined
exchange rate. Bukharin argued that such unwillingness on
peasantry's part would once again lead to requisitionings of
grains and this would ultimately destroy exchange links between
the peasantry and the working class. Narckiwicz(zs) describes
the same in a different style. According to him, Stalin (after
1928), who was implementing leftist's policy, was confident
about the controlling power of.the state machinery, but on the
other hand,Bukharin and other rightists were awed by the
tremendous strength and resistance power of the peasantry.
Because of this possigility of antagonizing peasantry rightists

suggested alternative which would not antagonize the

peasantry.

Rightists were of the opinion that unwillingness of the

peasantry to exchange, if resulted in the elements of
compulsion, then peasants might reduce their sown area. This
was experienced during the period of war communism. Hence,

rightists argued that a policy of extremely unfavourable terms
to the peasantry, instead of enhancing the surplus extraction

from the peasantry will reduce it in the long run.

{2) Another criticism of leftists was regarding an
underestimation of the industries' (even 1nternal)~ surplus
generating capacity. Accordingly rightists adopted measures
like stricter credit control and more freedom to industrial

units during 1920 to 25. By adopting these measures, rightists
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tried to increase the efficiency of the industrial units by
increasing intensive use of labour, rationalizing production,

and enhancing organizational efficiency.

(29)
(3) One more criticism of leftists by Bukharin was

in the context of a market for the industrial produce.

Bukharin after 1926, differed from his earliervstand regarding
the role of the foreign aid. After 1926, he believed that a
more reliance on thp foreign aid for the industrialization was
not practical. Thus, during later half of the twenties
(i.e. 1920 onwards), Bukharin accepted leftist's stand
regarding the necessity of internal surplu§ generation, and
peasantry as a maiﬁ source for it. But for him, a balance
between the agrarian sector and other sectors was necessary
while generating surplus from the agrarian sector. According .
to him if this is not done, then it would disturb the required
balance by destroying the required market for the industrial

goods. Bukharin viewed this as a "parasgitic decay" of the
industrial sector. Bukharin accepted that investment in the
heavy 1industries was necessary, but he also considered that
the production of consumer goods (simul taneousliy) was

essential.

Thus, Bukharin and Rykov criticized leftist's support
to the policy of wunfavourable terms to the. peasantry.
Instead of wunequal exchange with the peasantry, ;1ghtists
supported the policy of enhancing peasantry's income which was

n

necessary for generating the demand for the industrial produce.
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Rightists accordéd prime role to the agriculture
cooperatives in promoting the financial position of the middle
peasantry, and gradually winning them over to the socialist
mode of production. Furthermore rightists not only denied
leftist's claim of Kulak's dominance, but also argued that (for
example Bukharin) a supreéme control of the state can re;trict

Kulak's dominance growing out of proportion.
111.3.4 : Implications of Rightists Stand
(1) In the context of peasantry's role

Rightists believed that an encouragement to the
peasantry to produce more, and to improve their financial
position was essential to keep up the tempo of
industrialization in the long run.(aa) Instead of restrictive
measures to curb Kulak dominance they advocated policy of an
overall encouragement and freedom to the middle peasantry.

According to them, a threat of Kulak dominance was not

credible.
(2) In the context of agriculture cooperative's role

Rightists accorded a prime role to the agriculture
cooperatives. For them, there were two crucial functions of
the agriculture cooperatives. One was regarding an assistance
to the middle peasantry in improving their production level,
and financial condition. Second function was the gradual
transformation of the peasantry towards the socialism by

winning them over to the collective form of production.
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In- accordance -with their abovesaid motivations,
rightists wanted gradual transformation of peasantry {into the
socialized large scale farming sector). As Miller( 1)points
out rightists favoured the genetic approach for the development
of cooperatives in the agrarian sector. For them development of

a consumers' cooperative network was the first sgstep. They

advocated a policy of attracting peasantry to the advantages

of consumers’ <cooperatives and then gradually developing
credit, market, supply and service cooperatives. They were
against the direct implementation of the production

cooperatives.
(3) In the context of Foreign Trade's Role

Rightists re;resented by the old bureaucrats were 1in
favour of the borrowings from the West during the early_part of
the "NEP (i.e. 1928 to 1925 ). But Bukharin, latest in 1926,
changed his side and supported the leftist's stand of not
relying on the foreign borrowings. But there was one crucial
difference between these similar looking arguments of the
rightist and leftist., Leftists were against the foreign trade
with the West in the nearest future, but they believed that
inevitable ‘"Western" Proletarian uprisings will bring about
necessary assistance from the West in a distant future. On
the other hand, rightists (e.g. Bukharin) were convinced about
the feasgsibility of socialism in the 1isolation (i.e. in the
backward country lilke USSR). For Bukharin a transgormation
towards soclalism, 1If done gradually (that is by maintaining a
balance between the agrarian and industrial sector), then was

possible in an isolated backward country like the USSR.
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Section I11.5 : Some Inferenceg

After examining all.the arguments in the context of the
industrialization debate, we can say that an issue at stake did
not give rise to the two diagonally opposite lines of argument.
Even though, they differed on some issues, they also had
similar views regarding many others. This same view can be
emphasized, if we notice that within the®" rightists®, as well
as *leftists", arguments differed from individual to
individual. But the rightist's and leftist's arguments
appeared as if they were diagonally opposite when Stalin

implemented their policy implications one after another.

According to Bettltheim,(32) Bukharin and his

supporters wanted the development of the private capital in the
agrarian sector. Measures like no restrictions on the leasing
of land (adopted 1In 1925) were the c¢lear indication of
rightists intentions. They wanted to help evolve a
prosperous peasant's class (i.e. better of section amongst the
middle peasants) to increase peasantry‘'s accumulation levels,
and thus to generate the su;plus. But, this policy did not
produce an immediate result, hence to cope up with the highest
possible tempo of industrialization "non NEP" measures |ike
compulsion were implemented. These measures, as seen earlier
(in section 11 )y further worsened the situation. For
Preobrazensky and Trotksy (i.e. leftists) an excessivé demand
by the peasantry was responsible for this crisis. But in
Bettlheim's opinion, such a criticism by the leftists was wrong

because there was no increase in the demand for urban goods by
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the peasantry. Infact, ﬁettlheim shows thaf peasantry's demand
for the urban goods had declined from 1912-13 to 1925-26. Thus
Bettlheim concludes that problems behind the crisis in the late
twenties were internal to the industrial sector, and had

nothing to blame the peasantry.

From our above discussion one question arises whether a
potential to accumulate did not exist with the peasantry, or an
ideological and other considerations limited the scope to test
this possibility. Nove's argument in his book "Stalinism
and after“(sa) indicates that other aspects (like personal
power struggles within the party, ideological adherences and,
military considerations) were dominant enough to limit the
scope of the first alternative before it was given a
serious try. Infact, Nove argues that, Stalin's policies to
accomplish fixed target of industrialization were ;ational only
in the already narrowed limits. Day(34) further argues that, if
Preobrazensky ‘could have seen impossibility of Western
Proletarian wuprisings, then a logical implications of his

theory could have led him to the inevitability of

collectivization campaign.
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Conclusion of Chapter 3

There were no differences amongst Bolsheviks regarding
the goal of industrialization. But, by the mid twenties, when
reconstruction activities were accomplished, differences

regarding the tempo of industrialization surfaced.

Rightist's influence on Stalin's policies was prominent
in thevearly twenties (i.e. 1925-26). Rightists believed that,
the process of 1industrialization was not feasible and
desirable, if it is done at the cost of the agrarian sector.
In accordance with this line of argument, they suggested (and
Stalin adopted in the early twenties) a support to the *NEP"

measures in the long run. Hence, rightists wanted to support

all the stratas of the peasantry.

Stalin adopted leftist's policy implications in the
later phase. For leftists an exploitation of the peasantry was
must and desirable (but leftists failed to forsee a possibility
of the elements of compulsion). In accordance with this
argument, leftists advocated policies of more liberal credit
facility for the industrial sector, and dekulakization for the
agrarian sector. Leftists wanted to attain the highest

possible tempo of industrialization.

Thus, we can conclude that leftists suggested, path for
the industrialization in the sense that they we;e clear
regarding the highest possible tempo of industrialization. But
leftists had no concrete plan of how to transform agrarian

sector into the large scale socialized production sector
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without using the elements of force and compulsion. In
contrast to the leftists, rightists had a plan for the gradual
transformation of the peasantry without using elements of the
compulsions. But, rightists claim of the rapid tempo of
industrialization does not fit in their policy of balance
between the agrarian sector and industrial sector. Rightists
proclaimed a goal of rapid industrialization but their line of
argumept suggested a moderate rate of industrialization.
Hence, we can say that rightists had a plan for the peasantry
but did not explain the programme based on which rapid

industrialization was feasible.

Thus the debate had no two diagonally opposite sides.
But, Stalin's tilt towards the leftists in the later twenties,
and his extreme interpretations of leftist's arguments made
two sides look as if they were diagonally opposed to each
other. Stalin's tilt on leftists side in the late twenties

sealed the fate of the peasantry in the future coarse of time.
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Chapter 4

AGRARIAN POLICIES BEFORE AND DURING THE INDUSTRIALIZATION

PHASE.
Introduction

In 1826, problems regarding the procurements of the
agrarian products were resolved because of an exceptional
harvest. Even industrial production level had reached the
prewar (1913) level by 1826. Thus, efforts for further
expansion of the industrial sector were on the agenda'. But,
as seen in the earlier chapter (section ijl ), two factions

amongst the Bolsheviks did not agree wupon the path of

industrialization. Consequently, Stalin switched over to the
leftist's measures in the late 28's. Infact,submission of the
first five year plan to the union congress in May

1828,virtually sealed the debate over industrialization. But,
Stalin's intentions for such a shift in his policy measures
cannot be viewed only in terms of economics. Nove (1)
points out that, political issues, personal power struggles and
economic difficulties all three were playing their respective
roles in Stalin's policy formulations during the late twenties.

According to him, these issues interpenetrated each other to

give rise to certain tragic results.

Before, we proceed to examine, whether whatever
followed was inevitable or any other alternatives were
ignored, we will take a brief review of the circumstances
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leading to the collectivization crusade in the late 28's

and the early 30's.

We will describe the grain procurement crisis from

1927-28 onwards in section V.1, and how it resulted in the

compulsions (once again) and, wultimately collectivization

crusade in our subsections IV.2 and 1V.3. In our section
IV.4, we will briefly touch upon the controversial 1issue of

whether the mass collectivization in the late 20's was useful

for the Soviet industrialization in the twenties and thirties.
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Section IV.1 : Grain Procurement crisis from 1927-28 onwards
IV.1.1 : Increasing Importance of Grain Procurements

We have seen (in chapter 2) that, prpblem of marketing
was not 1in the context of the gross marketings of the total
agrarian produce. Problem of marketings were related to the
lower volume of net marketed grains. We have also identified
the sppply side causes for such a crisis. Against this
background Karcz (23 says, that once the decision to maintain a
higher tempo of industrialization was taken, state had to deal
with the problem of decreasing trend of the grains' net
marketings. According to him agriculture plays a dominant role
even in the modern growth theory and is crucially important in
the  programme of development. Karcz points out that
government in the USSR was also aware of the concerned
issue, especially after the Scissor's crisis in 1823. But
Dobb(a) pointed out that concerned discussion 'was at a
lofty theorotical level. Infact, Stalin was first to

attempt quantitifying the grains problem in May 1928.(4)

According to Karcz,(S) specific problems regarding the
net grain marketings were because of the difficulties on both
the demand as well as supply side. In our lasf
chapter, we have summarized the problems on the supply side,
which were an outéome of a changed Soclio-economic 'scenario
as well as irrational government policies, Such a negligence
on government's part regarding the measures affecting supply

side of grain marketings was more agonizing i{f viewed against
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the demand side of i£. According to Karcz, demand for
grains was increasing mainly in the context of étates' internal
dispositions of it. Due to rapid industrialization, a special
class of consumers was created in the urban sector. State
accorded a prime importance to the supplies of the food grains
to this class. Hence, a pressure on the internal dispositions
was increasing. As Nove,(e) and Bettlheim(7) point out, even
an increasing pressure on the imports of the machinery was
putting a pressure on the exports of food grains. Thus, a
rapid process of industrialization resulted in an inc¥eased
pressure on the procurement of grains. Infact, as Bettlheim
points out, a heavy pressure on the grain requirement resulted

in drawing upon the state emergency stocks of foodgrains (in

f

1926), and deficit of the foreign trade.
We can view this from his data which is as given below:

Table No.4 : Grain exports.

(1) : (2) : (3) ' : (4)
Year t Volume of grain t % of 1913's tForeign
: exports : volume of grain :Trade
: (in m.m. ton) ¢t export tSupply/
: : (%) :Demand
: H t (m.t.)
1926-27 2,160,000 22.4 surplus
1928 89,099 Deficit
: (of 153.1
m.t.)

[ Source : Compiled from Bettlheim.C. (1978) p = 113-114 ]
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IV.1.2 : Declining trend of grain procurement Level

After an exceptionaliy good harvest of 1926, next year
(1927), was an average harvest year. But production of the
agrarian sector was satisfactory. Despite it, the optimistic
hopes (of Bolsheviks) regarding the grain collections
collapsed 1in 1927-28. In 1927's autumn grain collections
were just about the half of the grain collections during the
same period in 1926. As Bettlheim points out, in contrast to
the 1¢.5 million metric tones (m.m.t.) of grain collections in
1926-27, same came down to 8.3. m.m.t in 1827-28 (see table
No.4 ). Inspite of the efforts to pull up the procurement
level of the grains by increasing the procurement prices 1in
1926, a trend of lower procurement of grains c¢ontinued even
after 1827. Bettlheim(a) indicates that, as coﬁpared to . the
level of grain procurements in first half of 1927-28, the level

of grain procurements in the first half of 1828-29 was less

than half (2.8 m.m.t).

Even Bettlheim's arguments in the context of net grain
balance substantiate‘ earlier picture. According to him, a
net grain balance is that portion of marketed grains, which |is
marketed out of the village. For Bettlheim even a trend of net
grain balance (n.g.b.) was declining over a period (see in the
table No.5 ). In Bettlheim's opinion, net grain balance 1in
between 19ﬁ9-13(9) and 1826-27 declined by 44%, which~ was 1in
contrast to the 28% increase in the consumption by the towns

for the same period. Thus, it was evident that, increasing

demand by the fast expanding industrial labour was resulting in
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the tremendous pressure on the internal disposition of the
state. As a result, state procurement agencies were struggling

to make both ends meet.

Table No.5 : Trends in net grain balance.
Year Total grain Total Net grain
production procurement balance
(in m.m. t.) (in m.m. t.) (in m.m. t.)
1913 - - 18
1926-27 76.4 14.5 1.5
1827-28 73.3 8.3 8.33
1928-29 71.7 - 8.33

[ Source : Compiled from Bettlheim.C. (1978) p = 109-115 1]

IV.1.3: Bettlheim's explanation of the grain crisis in 1928

19)

According to Bettlheim,( development of grains
procurement crisis from 1927-28 onwards was a peculiar
phenomenon arising due to the certain government policies.

Bettlheim points out that,during first quarter of 1827-28
(July to September of 1827) procurements of grains were even
larger than the same quarter of an exceptionally good harvest
year of 1826-27. In contrast to the general trend of the
marketings (as described earlier in chapter 2, section I1 )
major suppliers in the period of July to September 1927 were
the richest strata of the peasantry. Bettlheim's analysis
leads him to identify two reasons for such a behaviour of the

richer strata of the peasantry. According to him big peasants
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brought their grains in #he market quickly because their past
experience (during 1826-27) indicated no possibility of any
price rise in the later phase due to the state intervention.
Secondly, Bettlheim argues that, once past experignce induced
them to sell quickly, they hurried their actions because they
wanted to sell, before small and middle peasantry could bring
their produce in the market resulting in the usual depressing

price level in the first phase.

In contrast to the speeding up of the procurement
level in the first quarter of 1827-28, in the autumn of
1927, when generally small and medium peasants wused to be

the main suppliers,- procurement target did not materialize.
Again this .was also because of some government measures,
like reduction of tax burden, inadequate supply of the
manufactured goods. As discussed earlier (in chapter 2 ),
instead of adopting rational measures, which were feasible,
emergency measures of coercion and force were used to fulfill

the procurement targets.

IV.1.4: Other explanations of the grain crisis in 1928

According to Nacrkiwicz,(11)1928's procurement crisis

was basically due to a bad weather. Infact, he points out
that, there is no unanimity regarding the bad weather as a main
contributor to the procurement crisis of 1928, For -example,
Nacrkiwicz points out that Lewin is of the opinion that,
Kulak's hoardings were basically responsible for the

procurement crisis of 1928, But despite these different
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opnions, as Nacrkiwicz points out crisis of grain procurement
once started in 1927-28, continued afterwards even 'if the

harvest level was normal,then onwards.

( ~

Similarly, Karcz 121 argues that, grain procurement
crisis of 1928 was the starting point of the chain of events,
which eventually led to the collectivization campalgn.
According to Karez, procurement crisis of grains was not a
general crisis, but was only confined to the government sector.
In addition to the earlier described causes for the 1928's

crisis, Karcz points out some moretas given below).

1. First of all, according to Karcz, manufactured goods famine
in the rural areas, which was worsening the procurement crislis,

was due to the certain fiscal measures adopted during 1927-28,

2., Secondly, major change in the organizational set up of the
procurement organs in 1927-28 reduced the procurement levels.
In 1927-28, cooperatives were entrusted with the
responsibility of procuring grains, which was, earlier, done
by the state procurement organs. As cémpared to the state
organs, Cooperative procurement organs were passive and hence
further depressed the speed and level of the grain

procurements.

3. Last of all, according to Karcz, even the state's forecasts
of the grain harvest of 1927 were wrong (upto November 1927),
thugs leading to the wrong estimates of the marketable grains,
fupto November 1827). As a result, passive cooperative

pProcurement organs kept waiting for the expected grain supplies
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in the market, which never materialized.

IV.1.5 ¢ Continuation of grains crisis in 1929

Narckiuicz(ls

)shows that, grains procurement crisis
continued even in 1929, Grain situation became alarmingly
chaotic by the July 1829, According to Narckiwicz, reasons for
the procurement crisis in 1929 were same, as pointed out in
Karcz's argument,. Infact, he adds to these three more causes
responsible for 1929's procurement crisis. Additional causes
identified by him were, firstly a fear amongst peasantry of
being termed as *Kulaks®. secondly, consfications of wheat,
which reduced peasant's sown area as well as marketings in next

season, and thirdly, grain procurement agency's inadequate

transport and storage facilities, which added to the chaos.
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Section IV.2 : Elements of Compulsions

IV.2.1 : Efforts to attai# the monopoly power in the grain market

Ve noted that the decision to implement leftist's
policy measures increased the importance of the grain
procurements., But, on the other hand, government's measures
alongwith the changed Socio-economic relations in the rural
areas failed to fulfill the grain procurement'é optimistic
targeté. Thus, once again, state reacted by implementing the
coercive measures. This was the cause behind the Bolshevik's

policy( right after 1925) of trying to gain the monopsony power

in the grains market. It is true that Bolshevist
ideological bias against the free traders (i.e. "NEPMEN") was
also responsible for the measures Ilike restricting the
activities of the private traders. But an objective of
gaiéing a monopsony power in the grains's market became.
crucial once the policy of industrialization even at the cost

of peasantry (by means of an unequal exchange with peasantry)
was decided wupon. Karcz points out such a trend 1in his

following data-

Table No.6 : Share of grain procurements.

Year % share of the govt. %share of grain
purchase of all farm- purchased by
products. government,

1924-25 §5.7% -
1626-27 63.3% -86%

{Source : Compiled from J.Karcz (1867), pp = 498-4131
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As seen earlier, state was openly attacking free
traders and thus trying to get a monopsony power in the market.
According to Miller(la), in contrast to Lewin's hypothesis of
relating the Bolshevik poliﬁy of class struggles with the
government measures like restricting private trader's role,
these restrictive measures by the state were ultimately for not

allowing peasants to sell their grains at the prices higher

than procurement prices.
IV.2.2 : Compulsory grain procurement

1. Even though, NEP's main principle regarding
voluntary nature of the procurements, was not violated by 1828,

many other ways of compulsions were used for <collecting the

grains. We will very soon come to the nature of these indirect
harsh measures. lnfact,Karcz(is) points out that, level Aof
grain procurements ( i.e.n.g.b.) in 1928-29 was maintained at

the level of 1927-1928's grain procurements inspjte of the
relatively lower grain harvest in 1828-29. According to Karcz,
such a result was an outcome of coercion measures used for the
grain collections, which even deprived the peasants from their
normal level of the grain consumptions. During 1928, keeping
the procurement prices of grains artificially low (January to
March) harsh measures were implemented for achieving the
required targets of the procurement of grains. Intensity of
these measures was enough to affect even the middle sgrata of
the peasantry, which was in a majority. Such an impact

resulted in a protest by Bukharin and other rightists.
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Thus, by the au£umn of 1928, implementation of the
compulsory measures at a large scale yielded results. Rykov at
this stage declared. that these measures were abandoned
because the war against Kulak tendencies was over. But
the acceptance of this declaration was enough hint that
compulsory measures were bound to be a recurring phenomenon.
Bettlheim argues that, so called emergency measures to procure
grains‘were continued during 1827-28 as well as 1928-29, hence
they were no more an emergency measure, Infact, Stalin was
himself leading these operations in the wurals and siberian
regions because of which these methods of consficating the

grains were often termed as "Ural and Siberian" method.

in November 1928 grain shortages culminated in issuing
the ration .tcards in the towns. Even attempted change in the
system, by giving more powers to the "Skhods",(le) failed to
increase the procurement levels. This fallure was because of
an excessive government interefence in the skhods's
activities. In the spring of 1829 a new system of
establishing a contract between procurement agencies and
entire village as one wunit was introduced. Amongst the
villagers larger pressure was supposed to be on the Kulaks.
But, Bettlheim(17) points out, villages (as a unit) were often
avoiding the fulfillment of the procurement targets set for
them, which was an obvious result of the artificially ' lowered
market prices for the grains. Such a phenomenon of villages
evading the procurement was known as "Volyanka". In effect
the hurdles in achieving the targets of the

procurement
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level persisted.

Till 1828, and tthQgh out 1929, two foundation stones
of the 'NEP" voluntary principle of the procurement and an
agsured long term existence of the "NEP" measures were not
officially denounced, ( despite the use of compulsions to
prdcure the grains). But, by the end of 1929, abovementioned
two basic principles of "NEP" were openly given up. There were
two possib{e reasons for such an action by the state. First
reason was the annual nightmare of shortfall in the grain
procurements, and second reason was the mood of elation
inspired due to the success of the industrialization process.
Even Karcz(la) argues that the increasing confidence in the

success of the procurement campaigns was reflected in the

action of the state.

In June 1928, an extension of the article 391 of the
penal code, was a clear indication of the end of the new
measures adopted 1in 19231, Measures implemented here onwards
were obviously for helping state to Compulsoril&} procure the
grains required. Hence followed the dekulakization campaign.
According to.Karcz, though an official dekulakization campaign
started in February 19308, the first wave of it was much earlier
during the procurement campaign 1in 1927-28 and 1929.
Beerman(ig) in his comments on Lewin's article(zg) points
out that expropriation of Kulaks did not take plac; Bpenly

before 1929 but it existed at local 1levels and of which

intensities differed from region to region.
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According to Karcz,‘21) Moshkov was correct in pointing

out that, the measures, like discriminatory powers to the
Soviets to penalize peasants five times more than the

procurement amount they failed to furnish, helped to legalize

the compulsion and force used for the grain procurements.
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Section IV.3 : Dekulakization Campaign

In November 1829 St;lin's érticle proclaiming a rapid
growth of Kolkhoz and Sovkoz, had no mention of the policies
regarding Kulaks. But in December 19829, when procurement
crisis reached at its peak, and elements of compulsion were
openly used to ensure grain supplies necessary for
industrialization, Politburo appointed the commission to design
a future policy towards the Kulaks. The commission was also
asked to submit their report within two weeks. Examining this
dekulakization campaign will help us +to link the grain
procurement crisis with that of elements of compulsion which
ultimately led to the'collecti;ization crusade. But, before we
proceed to the actual measures of dekulakization, we shall
briefly review the evolution of the term "Kulak®"™ and

changing weight of these kulaks in the agrarian sector.
IV.3.1: Origin of the Concept "Kulaks"

Origin of the term "Kulaks" 1is traceable ‘to the
controversy between the Populists and Marxists in the context
of capitalism when Stolypin reforms were implemented in
1817, Then (i.e in 1817) Kulaks were termed as those, who
had some other occupations besides farming; due to which they

were wealthy and dominated the communes. In accordance with
(22)

this concept, as Lewin points out, Lenin while analysing
the development of capitalism, refused to term all the
prosperous peasants as Kulaks. For Lenin, prosperous peasants

were not the expropriators but were just the channel of rural
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capitalism. Hence he termed term them as the *peasant
entrepreneurs®*. In fact, Lewin points out that there was no
commonly accepted meaning of the term *Kulaks® |in the

prerevolution as well as the post revolution period.

IV.3.2: Various definitions of the term *Kulaks®

(23)the October Revolution in 1917,

According to Lewin,
almost wiped out the inequalities (in terms of land holding)
amongst the peasantry, and picture after the revolution looked
similar to the one which socialist revolutionaries aspired
for. But, he points out out inequaiities amongst peasants
started surfacing once again after the new measures were
adopted in 1921, By 1925, due to the unequal distribution of
the implements (like draught cattle) and more importantly due
to the liberal policies adopted in 1925, a better off peasantry
class emerged. Party once again resorted to the old term of

*Kulaks® to indicate these newly emerging better off peasants.

But as said before, there was no unanimity amongst Bolsheviks

regarding the definition of Kulaks class. In the
postrevolutionary ©period some of these definitions were as
follows:

ta) RSFSR Commissioner Smirnov and Bukharin classified

better off peasantry separately from that of the

Kulaks.

{b) Lenin classified Kulaks under four broad categories of
(1) Kulak speculator,(2)Kulak Employer,(3) Kulak trader,

and (4) Kulak Userer.
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(c)

(d)

(e)

Z2mestvo Statisticians(za) considered "sown areas" as an

indicator to identify Kulaks. But a criticism against
this stand was that, a case of large family size
accompanying the 'large sown area could mislead to

identify small or middle peasantry as Kulaks.

Another criterion suggested to identify Kulaks was
the amount of labour hired. Limitation for this definition
was a proportion of hidden (or camaflouged) employment

was higher because of the restrictions on the labour

employment., Further, it was also observed +that regions
wherever outside labour employment was higher, it was
higher for all-the stratas of the peasanfry and was

at 1ts peak only for certain time interval in a year.
Thus, one can say that hiring of labour was more of a

seasonal necessity.

According to Khritsman(ZS) hiring out means of production

was the correct criterion for identifying the Kulaks.
But Sukhanov critiéized that, this phenomenon in the
USSR was Jjust representing the simple antagonistic
relationship that exists in between any buyers and
sellers. Hence, for Sukhanov this way of identifying
Kulaks was attaching too much of capitalism to the
poverty stricken countryside. Dubovsky also agreed with
Sukhanov's criticism but he suggested that, if oniy other
eriterions were satisfied then this indicator could

have

been used to identify Kulaks.
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(f) Nemichnov(ze) considered the value of the means of
production as the correct criterion of identifying the
kulaks., But, even 1In this context there were many

criticisms.

(g) According to Yokovtevesky and Danilov,(27) hiring of land

was mostly done by the kulaks, with the help of which

they employed ( and exploited) outside labour. But
Lyéshchenkov(za) maintains that regions which were marked
by the phenomenon of renting ~of land were also marked

with a lower degree of outside labour employment. Because
of no single criterion of-identifying Kulaks, statisticians
and 1investigators Qsed st;tistical series comprising of
various indicators. and their respective weights (varying

e

from individual to individual) to identify Kulaks.

Obviously there were many estimates of the Kulak's
number, and their weightage 1in the various sections of the

agrarian sector.

As far as Kulak's number was concerned, Sovnarkom
commission in 1927 estimated it to be 3.9 percent of all
(20 million households) the peasant households, and for
Narkomfin, after 1927, the same was 4.2 percent. Stalin
estimated it to be around 5% of all the peasant in 1928. But
Gosplan puts the same estimate around 3.9 percent in 1929, and

Danilov's estimate says that the same was 3.2 percent at the

(29

end of the NEP (i.e.1929). Lewin )points out that the

range of difference between Stalin's estimate and Danilov's
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estimate is more than one third, which itself gshows the

extent of

officially

the wvagueness attached to the term *Kulak'.
1.2 to 1.3 million household were Kulaks
the action of dekulakization was launched. As

against whom
(39)

Bettlheim

landholdings

points out, according to Kamanev 12 percent of

were with the Kulakas. Thus, in terms of their

land holdings

Kulaks were not dominating classﬂ But, their

over a)l dominance in the rural scenario was considerable. As

Bettlhelim

and Lenin point out , Kulaks, being the sole owner

of the means of production and upto date machinery in the

rural area,

were dominating the Socio-economic aspects of the

rural economy.

Table No.7

Position of Kulaks in ownership of means

of production.

Item Kulak's % of share in 1927
All means of production 16.1%
Agricultural machinery 21,7%

{ Source : Compiled from Bettlheim.C.(lQ?B):pp= 135-1671

As

far

was concerned

definitions

of

as Kulak's share in total agrarian production
it also varied in accordance with the - various

Kulaks.
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Table No. 8 : Share of Kulaks in total harvest.

Source Kulaks % share, of the total

agrarian harvest

#*Nemchinov 13
Gaister - 8
*Tritnous ' 15

[Source : Lewin.M. (1966), pp = 162 - 197 1

Even in case of the grain stocks held by Kulaks there

was no consensus amongst all Bolsheviks, Stalin used
Nemichnov's data to prove that Kulaks were the main hoarders
of grain. As noted earlier (chapter Il, Section Il ),Nemchinov

estimated Kulakaks' share in the total grain surplus held to
be around 62 percent. But Bettlheim differs on this estimate
of Nemichnov's. according to him, Stalin's estimates (in his
speech of 28th May 1928, Sverthov University) of 20% was nearer
to the reality. Lewin argues that, Leftist's claim of 400 to
500 poods of grains per Kulak family, was an exaggeration.
According to him Sokolnikov's estimate of total stock of
food grains with the peasantry was 1 milliard pods of

grains, and Gaister says 10% of the total country's grain

stocks held can be attributed to the Kulaks. Hence, concludes
Lewin, that per Kulak household stocks of grains could have
been 10@ poods. According to him, even allowing a range

of 199 poods to 200 poods of grain for the stocks held by
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Kulaks does not support the hypothesis of hoarding by Kulaks,

because this much of grain stocks was the bare necessity

of the peasant ( for the requirements like saving for the next
season, animal fodder , and reserves).
According to Lewin irrespsective of the outcome

of the above described arguments regarding the grain stocks
held by KUlaks, following implication of the concerned debate
remains undisputed. According to him, lower quantity of
marketed grains by Kulaks implies the lower level of Kulak's
income. He also points out that. in Kristman's opinion even a
skilled worker's income was higher than the income of minor

Kulaks, who were in the majority amongst Kulaks.
IV.3.3: Dekulakization Campaign

Dekulalization campaign officially started in
1828, and continued till 1932, which waé the period when the
enmass cultivization campaign was also launched simul taneously.
From our earlier discussion it is quite clear that state
prior to 1928, even though have not made any declarations
about the war against Kulaks measures adopted to deal with the
shortages in the grain procurements were bec;ming harsh for the
peasantry and harsher for the (better sections) Kulaks amongst
peasantry. BY 1829 an individual tax was imposed on Kulaks
because of which, it became necessary to have ' certain

officially approved «criterion to identify the Kulaks.

Lewin points out that, Norkomfin was the first

authority to take some action in this direction. Due to
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Norkomfin's initiative a commission wﬁich was set up to study
the incidence of taxation on the population (appointed by
Sovnorkom), estimated number of households, who emplioyed
outside worker for a certain period in a year. But task of
identifying Kulaks amongst these households was given to the
another commission of which Nemichnov, Dubovsky,and Larin were
the members. This commission suggested that any oﬁe of the
abovemgntioned six criterions was enbugh for indentifying a
Kul ak. The commission's recommendation was accepted by
Norkomfin and Sovnorkom with few changes. They substituted
the criterions of sown area and number of animals b? other
criterions of usuary, purchase and sale, hiring out means of

production.

Lewin argues that, these indicators which became the basic
document for orienting local authority's actions against
Kulaks, were too vague. Thus, extreme interpretations of these
criterions were possible, and extreme actions were taken. In
Lewin's opinion, i{f we notice that the term "Pokulachnik®",
which meant anybody opposing the c¢ollectivization campaign,
was added to the above criterions, then it becomes evident
that the Marxist-Leninist analysis was kept aside for the sake

of achieving some other objectives.

In December, 1929, eight subcommissions were set up to
go 1into wvarious aspects of the proposed collectivization
campaign. One of the important aspects was the relationship
with the Kulaks. Commission suggested that deporting all

Kulaks was not a practical measure. Instead of it they
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suggested policy of deporting only those Kulaks, who were
activily supporting the counterrevolutionary activity, and
admitting other kulaks to the Kolkhoz with some fines and

conditions.

But, as Narckowicz(sz) points out, Politburo

implemented policy of deporting all Kulaks, which was

demanded by the small faction of the concerned commission.

IV.3.4 : Was the dekulakization campaign an ideological

necesgity?

Soe far our reviews of the wvarious circumstances
concerning Kulaks suggests, no evidence of Kulaks posing danger
to the Bolshevik or Bolshevik principles, in any shape. We have
seen that the economic dominance of the Kulaks, had gone down
after the October revolution. The main reason was obviously
the land redistribution, which made the Kulak's class almost
nonexistent. Also, we have seen that, despite the fact that
the inequality in terms of the ownership of means of
production was exjsting and NEP allowed a little bit of
prosperity to the better of section amongst peasantry, this
was not to be mistaken as an increasing economic dominance of
Kulaks. As shown earlier, all the criterions suggested to
identify Kulaks amongst the peasantry were either nonexistent
or were not at a scale, which suggested economic dominance of
Kulaks (i.e. better off sections of the peasantry). This |is
not to deny that after declaration of the NEP 1in 1921,

a8

capitalist class was emerging among the peasantry. But as
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pointed out they were no£ yet exploiters. As seen before,
even a claim by the Bplsheviks that Kulaks were the main
hoarders of grains was false. This further helps to infer that
income of Kulaks was not very high because their quantity of

marketed grains was lower.

One more possibility of Kulaks dominance was in the

context of their increasing social influence. According to
Lewin,(SS) state exaggerated the number of Kulak peasants,
which were infact negligible in numbers. Thus, he argues

that,Bolshevik's insistence to see an overnight development of
a capitalist <class, when they were almost non existent
resulted in the grave consequences. Infact, Lewin claims that
already negligible number of Kulaks due to the harsh measures
against them, became weaker socially as well as economically.
According to Lewin Kulaks were always on defence because they
were attacked by the state. Infact, according to
Bettlheim,‘sa, coercive measures of the government were
antagonising ‘all stratas of the peasantry, which helped to
create a sympathy wave for Kulaks. According to Lewin, Kulaks
as a class was very negligible and insignificant, which were
force only if supported by other sections ( better of
section of the middle peasantry) of the peasantry. Thus,
Bettlheim claims that all stratas of peasantry were on Kulak's
side (all through in the future) . But, at the same ‘time he
also claims that Kulaks were hardly organized due to their

lack of political consciousness.

Finally we can say that the measures of dekulakization
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may not be supported by reasons (which Bolshevik furnished)
like a necessity due to their increasing economic and social
dominance and even a claim of Kulak's grain hoardings seems to

be wrong.

Next question 1in the context of dekulakization is
whether a concerned measure was the sole alternative in front
of Stalin? Lewin points out that,upto 1928 and 1929, it was
evident that,despite most of Bolshevik's disliking for the
better of £ peasantry, they considered a programme of
dekulakization impractical. Lewin shows that Kalinin
criticised those who were for the dekulakization programme,
according to whom, Kulaks were to be combated on the economic

front by state and cooperative economic organizations.

Till 1020 Kulaks were admitted to the Kolkhozy.
According to Lewin there were two alternatives suggested to the
problem of dekulkakization. One was admitting Kulaks in the
large Kolkhozy, which could have wiped out Kulak's class.
Second alternative was allowing Kulakas to operate on the
borders of the collectivized village. Infact, Lewin points
out that anti Kulak ©policies adopted, helped continued
existence of Kulaks as a separate class (till the second phase

of the first five year plan).
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Section IV.4: Objectives of Collectivization

Thus, by the endiof 1929, dekulakization campaign
accompanied by the rapid speed of collectivization campaign
ana open use of coercion for the grain procurements were
interrelated with each other. These three aspects together
marked the period of collectivization crusade which started
around 1929 and continued till mid 3¢°'s. There is no dispute
regarding the sufferings during this phase caused to the
peasantry. History of +this period 1is one of the most
interesting and most debated aspects in various disciplines of
social sciences. But, what we are concerned here 1is the

economic implications-of this phase.

IV.4.1: Scope for the economic analysis

As Nove(SS) and Sirc(se) point out, it is true thaf

motives behind the policy of collectivization (by Stalin) was
influenced by manyfold objectives, majority of which are out
of the purview of economic history. But, both of them argue
that an unbiased economic analysis of the concerned period
surely gives us some useful directions in wunderstanding the

concerned phenomenon.

There are many studies accomplished in this regard.
Even criticisms against these explanations are numerous. Some
of the common grounds on which these studies are criticized are

as follows:

1. Very often theorotical prenotions 1involved in the
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analysis of the collectivization campaign prevented an
unbiased appraisal of the - concerned situation. These
prenotions are stemming from various theorotical background

starting from physiocrats, Marx to Keynesian frame work.

2. Confusions in the definition of the agrarian and non-
agrarian sectors are numerous. Even, a clear cut definition of

the intersectoral transfer of surplus is lacking.

3. No correct price weight for valuing the intersectoral
transactions are used. Even availability of the appropriate
price weights (for this purpose) for the concerned period is

disputed.

Inspite of these many criticisms and no unanimous
acceptability of these terms, there are some arguments put
forth (for and against) regarding the hypothesis of an
impartant role of collectivization in the industrialization

of USSR (in1832°'s).

IV.4.2: Argument against the hypothesis

According to J.M. Hillar.(aa) it is generally believed

that rapid industrial growth in the USSR during 386's was due to
the bad treatment received by peasantry. According to him,
this is based on the general hypothesis of the net
cantribution made by the agrarian sector for the
fndustrialization. Thus, Millar says that an opinion in this
context 1{s that the agrarian policy of 38's is a peculiar one

but was a justified approach. According to him, most of the
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writings in this context presume that the agrarian sector in
USSR during 3¢'s, was more or less selfsufficient and hence
they adopt a sort of 'neo—physiocraéic“ approach(39) to this
problem. According to Millar, a correct approach for the
concerned analysis - will be correctly evaluating the
intersectoral flows without any preconceived notlons. This

requires a precise definition of the sectors and the surplus or

deficit originating from the sectors.

In order to overcome this problem Millar defines some

of the following concepts.

Sector 1 - Agrarian Sector.
Sector 2 - Nonagrarian Sector.
Cit - Agrarian consumption of agrarian goods.
ci2 - Noagrarian consumption of agrarian goods.
C21 - Agrarian consumption of non agrarian goods,
I11 - Investment of agrarian sector in agrarian sector.
112 - Investment of agrarian sector 1in nonagrarian
sector :
121 - Investment of nonagrarian sector 1in agrarian
sector.
Ay - Gross output in agrarian sector i.e.
Ag= Cg3 + Cyp +lgg+lyp. ---=-- (1
Ugy - Unconsumed surplus of the agrarian sector. (means

that surplus which is not consumed currently or
used up in production of agrarian sector).

i.e. U1= 012 + 111 + 112 ------- (2)

My - Marketed surplus of the agrarian sector.
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(aeans that p#rt of the production, which is being
transacted with nonagrarian sector),
ice. My= Cyo + lyp-=m=w--=--==--- (3
From above, it follows that-
Uy = Mg + Igq--mom=smrmmmmmmmmmm o (&)

Ml = U1 - 111 """"""""""" {5)

Thus, Millar argues that the agrarian sector's "net

investment expenditure® is given by

49 + (3o = Ipg)--m-=mmmmmmmmmmmm o (6)

According to him, if only either

[24=8 or lyjp-ipy=-----=-------reemu- (7)
conditions are true then we can say that 1I44 which is a
difference between M; and Uy represents the agriculture's net

investment expenditure.

Based on this terminology he further derives the
conditions for identifying the positive surplus transfer from
the agrarian sector to the nonagrarian sector. This may be

explained as follows.

If we call a net marketed surplus of goods from
agrarian sector to nonagrarian sector as Py, then we can derive

it as,

Py =mg - mp--=----mommms oo (8)
where My and M 5 are marketed surplus of the agrarian and non

agrarian sectors separately.
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Let wus assume that m, ana m, are marketed surplus at current
prices whereas M; and M, at constant prices. Hence inflation
rates in the following context are g4 and go.

g1 = Mg -mg-=-----------——ee—o oo (9)

g2 = M2 - m2 ———————————————————————— (1@)

Qur P; is financed through two channels-

(i) By net funds obtained or advanced th;ough financial
channels (Let us denote it by f4),
and (ii) By net transfer of funds paid out or received by

agrarian sector directly (Let us denote it by t,).

Now our identity No. (8) can be rewritten as-

We have seen that Py= {34+ ty hence, we can rewrite (12)

Mi+ g4 = Mo + go + (f1+ ty)
e « Py = (go - g1) - (fg +tg)m---- (13)

Finally from equation No.(13)4Millar infers that net product

flow from agrarian to the nonagrarian sector can be c¢lassified

into three components.

(i) (go- g4) - over a period changes in the interstructural
terms of trade.

(ii) ty - net transfers

& (iii) fq - through financial channels.

Even though, Millar accepts that it is very difficult
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to get the satisfactory gnd accurate (data) evidence for these
three aspects, he claims that there are certain indications of
a trend in these three -measures during 3¢'s. Millar accepts
that no positive statement is possible which is based on these
tentative trends. But, he further asserts a strong possibility
of a very modest role of the agrarian sector in the process of
USSR's industrialization . He even emphasizes the need for

more valid statistical work to be accomplished in this field.

IV.4.3: Some other arguments for and against the hypothesis

Alec Nove'*®)criticizes Millar by taking the stance

that irrespective of the positive or negative net transfer of
agricul tural surplus,'it ig true that agrarian policies adopted
in late 28's and 3¢'s caused sufferings for the peasantry,
Partially responsible for these policies were the measures
necessary for industrialization. Some of these necessary
measures which imposed a burden on the peasantry, were as
follows-

1. Assured and increased grain supplies to the towns.

2. Compulsory procurements of various agricultural produce

at an artificially lowered prices.

3. Good's famine in rural areas..

According to Nove, even certain generalised presumption
about the terms of trade by Millar were misleading. Nove, for
example, indicates that the price tags for many of consumer
and producer goods of the industrial sector were available

without any supply of these goods in the rural areas (in 3¢'s).
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Thus, he argues that in sﬁch circumstances a valid statistical
evidence is very difficult to obtain; But, he finally accepts
Millar's suggestion that the reconsidering of this aspect in a
systematic manner is necessary to arrive at any concrete

conclusion,

Contrary to Nove, but in line with Millar, Ellman
argues against the hypothesis.‘al) Similar to Millar, Ellmam
emphasizes the importance of definition of the sectors and
relative terms of trade. He defines the following three
sectors of the economy.

1. Agrarian sector

2. State sector .

3. Proletarian sector

Further, he defines three concepts of the agrarian surplus,

which are-

1. Agricultural export surplus which is a viable export
surplus from the agrarian sector.

i.e. ALE.S.= Cyp + I40- Coy - lg;.

2. Net agricultural surplus :- which is same as Millar's

concept. i.e. N.A.S. =Cyp-Coy +144 + In4.

3. Net agricultural industrialization surplus :- Which 1is
agriculture's net contribution to the industrial sector
for later to invest in the economy as whale,.

i.e N.A. 1.5 = C43-Coyq + 143,

In his next step Ellman has tried to estimate trends
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in these three types of surpluses., For the estimation of these
surplus Ellman used Barsov's daia. Barsov's data is based upon
three price structures. First of all, Barsov estimated surplus
based on 1913's World Market Prices. According to these
estimates net agricultural surplus was positive for the period
of 1929 to 32, but the average of £929—32 was lower than the
same in 1928. Secondly Barsov estimated surplus based on
1928's price structure. According to 1928's prices net
agrictural surplus was declining for the period of 1828 to

1932. Lastly, Barsov has tried to convert 1928's prices into

the prices proportionate to the labour embodied 1in ' the
production process, which 1is based on Marxian concept of
labour value.(42) Even based on these estimated prices, net

agricultural surplus was positive for the period of 1929-32 but
was lower than the same for 1928, Thus, finally Ellman
concludes that, there was no significant rate of increase in
the net agricul tural surplus during the period of
collectivization. This leads him to conclude that there is no
concrete basis to say that the agricultural sector has financed
the investment in the industrial sector through it's increased
agricultural surplus. Infact, he claims that real! burden of

industrialfzation was on the third proletarian sector.

But, similar to Nove and Millar, he also accepts that
the agrarian policy designed for the assured grain supplies to
the statized industrial sector surely helped to facilitate the
growth of industry. Infact, all three Millar, Nove and Ellman

have accepted that for the assured grain supplies to the towns
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elements of coercion and-cqllectivization campaign were not
the only alternatives left for the policy makers. Instead all
of them give 1illustrations which c¢learly indicated the
existence of other alternatives, with no harsh treatment for

peasantry.
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CONCLUSION OF CHAPTER 4

After an exception;lly good harvest of1926, next year
onwards a recurring phenomenon of the deficient grain
procurement levels emerged. Because of their ideological
dogmas Bolsheviks failed to understand the trends of the
grain marketings. Even though, Kulak's share in the markéted
grains was not to the level bolsheviks expected, bolsheviks
continued to blame Kulaks for their grain hoardings. With
these dogmas dominating the Bolshevik's agrarian policies,
rational measures, which would have helped 1in boosting the

share and volume of net grain marketings were ignored.

In these circumstances of grain procurement crisis, a
persistent need of an assured grain supplies to the state
industrial sector resul ted in the compulsory grain
procurements. Once again, ideological prenotions regarding
Kulaks and the superiority of socialized agrarian structure led
to the policy of interlinking compulsory grain procurements,

programme of antikulakization and collectivization

campaign with each other.

This agrarian policy caused great sufferings for the
peasantry. But regarding the usefulness of this agrarian
policy for the process of industrialization in USSR, there 1is
no unanimous inference drawn. Infact,both for and - against
arguments have been put forth. This might have been an ocutcome
of the inadequate statistical data for this period.

Irrespective of these arguments all agree upon one fact that
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there were other alternative measures which could have been
less harsh for the peasantry, and at the same time could have
performed the same task performed by the USSR's agrarian policy

in late 28's and early 30's.
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CONCLUSION

In Marx's deterﬁinistic theory of historical
materialism, all societies were to move along the predetermined
path of primitive communism to communism. This deterministic
nature of the Marxian scheme determined even the role
peasantry plays at different stages of the soclety's
development. In the Marxian scheme of historical materialism
peasantry is bound to'perish once the society starts advancing
towards the advanced capitalism and ultimately to the
communism. But, such an inference is not yet substantiated
withA the widespread statistical evidence, which rules out the

possibility of generalization in this context.

Even, if we ignore the impossibility of
generalization of the role of peasantry, socio-economic
situation in Russia during the early twenties was nowhere near
the advanced or even simple capitalism in it's initial stages.
This ruled out the nonexistence.of the peasantry (in the near
future) even according to the Marxian scheme of historical
materialism, But, VLenin used deterministic element 1in the
Marxian scheme to articulate an argument which heiped him to
win over the support of the peasantry in Russia and at the same
time he successfully adhered to the principles ;f Mar#ian'
scheme. This Leninist interpretation of Marxian theory in USSR
led to the gstate's preconceived notions regarding the
peasantry. A glaring implication of these preconceived notions
accompanied by an absolute power in the hands of party (and

even a system of single party) became evident during the period
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of war communism (immédiately after the 1817's October
revolution). The mistakes of war communism period were
realized by bolsheviks, and Lenin's writings in his last years
indicated that bolsheviks must try to change the material
conditions, which were not yet conducive for the advance of
communism. But this stance of waiting and trying for a
changed socio-economic conditions remained vague. This gave
rise to the various arguments for and against the new measures
adopted (NEP) after the war communism period. Thus, persistent
dominance of an ideological dogmas caused the hurdles in
implementing the rational me#sures adopted in NEP. This
ultimately resulted in the failure to attain a steady flow of

agrarian produce to the urbaﬁ sector, as rational exchange

relations with the peasant:y were never established.

By this time whatever little success was achieved due
to the NEP measures enabled reconstruction of the major
economic activities by mid 20's. In accordance with their
Leninist interpretation of Marxian scheme bolshevist were
-united on the 1issue of rapid industrialization, which was next
on their agenda. But amongst bolsheviks there was no unanimity
regarding the path of industrialization. Roots of +these
debates were again in the interpretation of the "NEP" measures.
In this context Bukharin and his ‘"rightists" supporters
envisaged a long term existence of the peasantry and were for
the gradual transformation of it. On the other hand leftists
were not ready to tolerate their existence in the long run

instead they were advocating the earliest transformation of the
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peasantry. Thus, Preobrarensky's scheme envisaged an unequal
exchange relations with the peasantry. Infact, Stalin after
1929 adopted policies which were very much in line with

Preobrasensky's scheme of unequal exchange.

Agrarian pricing policy which was in line with the
Probrasensky's scheme of unequal exchange, led to the serious
and persistent problem of lower level of net marketed
grains. Because of their ideological dogmas bolsheviks failed
to implement various feasible and rational meagureé necessary
for 1increasing the share of net marketed grains. Ultimately
with‘ the mounting pressure for assured grain supplies to the
statized 1industrial sector,elements of coercion were wused to
procure the grains. Hence came in to the picture compulsory
grain procurements, Dekulakization 6ampaign and lastly the

collectivization campaign.

This phenomenon of a peculiar agrarian policy in the
late 29's and early 30's was without any doubt the result of
bolshevist ideological dogmas. But, many argued that this was
a necessary precondition for the rapid industrialization in the
USSR. Even, on this account it is seen that many other
alternative were existing for ensuring the required grain
supplies necessary for industrialization. Millar and Ellman
even went further to argue that role played by the agrarian
sector in industrialization of USSR was very modest. -Nove who
criticizes Millar supports the hypothesis of the key role
played by the peasantry's exploitation process. But, all of

them agree upon the inadequacy of the statistics available for
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this period. Infact, ail of them do stress a need to deal
this aspect in more details before any wvalid and concrete
inference can .be drawn. With recent developments 1in the
concerned region of USSR availability of evidence and data has
increased . This further enhances the potential of going deeper

into the concerned aspect.
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