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SELECTED ARTICLES

Agricultural Developments in the U. S. 8. R*
By SIR JOHN RUSSEL, F.R.S

. . Prior:te the Revolution three systems of farming were practised im the
. S 5 R [1} large estates; (2) small peasant farms; (3) peasant land farmed by
the puﬂ.sdnts under the Mir, the village council or commune of very ancient
origin,

Some of the lurge estates werz run on good modern lines, some were put into
the handa of mansgers whose business it was to extractall they could for the
owner, others were moderately well mbnaged. The peasant farms were small
boldiags «wned by the individual farmers, which had resultéd from the various
sgrarian reforms, the most important of the later ones being those of Stolypin
(1905). who hud a Danish adviser and was -aiming at the Danish model. The
peasant land under the commune (nudisl lnnd) belonged to the body of pessants
but not to any individuals, it was parcelled out into many strips which were
pepiodically distributed by the Mir wmong the peasants in accordance with the
size of familv, etc. These strips were scattered over the whole srea so that
each man should have his share of good and of bad soil. In the time of the Revo-
Jution:it was estimated that about 45 per cent of the cultivated land was in the
hands of the peasants

ALl thrr& systems were disliked by tha Bolsheviks, tha first two becsuse they
involved private ow H'El'"hlr‘l of land, and the third because of its grave inefiici-
ency and the utter impnesibility of introducing modern improvements. The
Bolsheviks #lso disliked: the pesssnt mentality, so utterly different from that
of the factory worker. ~ he pewsant wunted to sell kis products at high prices
while the factory worke - =wvantad to buy them cheaply. “The {actory worker was
accustomed to work in m -ses for an employer, aod hal before the Revolution
no sense of proprietorshi :: the peassant was uted to working aloneor in small
groups and always felt th .t he owned the land he tilled

Aftér sume experiments, State farmsz were set up which sccorded well with
Bolshevik theory The peasunls were employees of the State receiviog a
weekly wage, living in vreat blocks of dwellings in o central urea developed like
a town. The whole orginization resembled that of o factory, and it wus expected
that the peasants would develop the fuctory workers” cutlook and become une
with them. But the peasants did not like them and so they never developed
in 1938 unly sbout 1IN per cent of the coltivated land was worked us State farms,
and thay were nsed for special purposes. A completely different type of farm
was set up on the basis of the ald Mér. The first were communes in which the
whole body of workers was responsibhle for the full mainfenance of ench indi-
vidusl family: but this did vot answer. The srtel orgunization was therefore
udopted : enother old Russian method which bas no English eguivalent,  In this
the workers feed and holise themselves but the prnﬂuH.'- helnpgs to them. anid
after all'outgoings have been met the balgnce is distributed nccurdmg o the
wark done. The workers are poaid in octunl produce ; v-ostly grain, potatoes
and vepetables, these belng the main constituents of the peasents’ dictary
usuully 0lso there is hay for the workers' animuls, sod a smull smount of casle
Thiz method uiter suitable modilication p:'uved much mnre aeceptable, and by
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1939 @ vory large part of the cultivated land of the U.S, 5. . was farmed in
this wavy.

The farms were called * Collectives’,  All the coltivated Tand in the village,
whatever ils previous ownerghip, was _thrown into one big farm: it mig]_lllhi‘:.
1.000--4,000 scres or more, bt was not ususlly unmanagenble in sr?c A TI the
peasanis.of the village couldcome into the group, bul preference waz given Lo
the so-colled *poor peasants’. The plan of production was until just before the
War sent from headquarters; it bhed been discussed during its developmient; but
onee settlod, it could not be further discussed. The worlers elected s comniitice
to corry il out and to allocate the tasks {o (he diffierent pecm!a i the ehairman,
however, wis nol [reely elected ns T~ had (o be accepted by the Party and the
Government : he often camé_from outside and did not usoally stay Jong. 'lhe
Purty ulwavs insisted on I-Lepmg its hold on the ferms, and it hod i1s representa-
tive, who was quite independent of the committee

Payment was always by the piece; s certain job of work was culled a *" lubour
day"™ and when n man hnd done this he was credited wi'h'ooe d*.!:-,r s wnﬂ:. Mot
infrequently about two hundred would be done during the year, but specially
good workers would putiin miny more, The worker could eat liis share of the
produce or sell it to the {furm, the Co-operative or in the peasant mar ket.

The workers' share of the pruducu varied with the yields and. l‘.hE uutgmnp.
The Governmenl's shnre hns varied For some time prior to- 1939 it was a fixed
amount per ac¢re of winter grain sown, und of spring grain orderéd to be sown,
nlso a fixed guantity of milk rod ment per-animal kept. A-smull price was pmﬁ
much below the market price. In 1939 more latitode in planning wazs allowed so
long e the stipulated Government shefe was duly delivered. As this was fixed
while yields were variable it is impossible to state any definite percentage, but
un evernge of s number would lie between 15 to 20 per cent, 7T hen the machine
tractor station the Government organization that hired out the tractors.
combiges and otlier big tackle and supplied the drivers had to be paid: this might
tnke another 15 per cent. Seed for next season and fodder for winter had to be
set aside: this aiso might amount to sbout 15 per cent, Insuraace, =idministra-
tion. sick and ncedy people, maintenance. capital development, and other form
overheads had also to be provided fer, One way and another, more than . half
the produce would gfo und the workers' share might be 40 per ccut or less.

A preat chanpge in the ﬂ};stem and-in the peosants' attitude-fo it came when
the Constitution of 1934 gave the collective farms thé use of their lend [or ever,
and 8lso gave euch member the use of his cottage nnd its garden snd a holding
varying from 1 acre ta 2 acres on which he could keep such animals as he und
his family could look affer. So pl}pul*lr were these holdings that by 1939 much
of the peasents’ time was spent on them anda large proportion of the livestock
of the U. 5. 5. R. wus their private property. So decrees went forth that they

must pot ina minimom of o hundred diyvs per nnnum on the farm; this nmnber
has since been raisad,

There is little doubt that when peace returds this' moedified system will be
able to pravide the U. 8. 8. R, with the food zeeded fora r\i‘sing standard of life.
The theoretical objection still remuins, the peasants are not employees and do
not come unde_r the laliour code; they have for example, no trade union and are
ineligible for old:age pensions. ' PE:'l'E'iur_it-mi:ydm'lness; still continues and thev
are not one class with the factory workers, But so mony theoretical difficulties
bave been brushed aside in the U. 8, S. R, for a realistic sélution that we mav
expect this nlso will disappear and the system will become wholly ucceptable,
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