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| 25X1 July 1968

Agriculturc: A Conspicuous Weakness of Communism

i oour tbimon only a dense dgnoramus would darce say lhat
Marx, Angels and Lenin were entircly unfamiliar with egricultural
economics." (Literaturnaya Gazeta —- Literary Gazelte, Soviet
weekly -- 8 May 1968 commenting on Agence France Presse inter-

(S

view on 25 April 1968 of Jan Prochazka, Czech Communist writer.)

"...Literaturnaya Gascta pets irritated and recommends that
I get acquainted, at least in general lines, with the basic works
of the founders of our teaching. I must have done that really
somewhat superficially, because ctherwise I would have been able
to explain to myself quite easily why such a grandiose theory has
for so many years been getting results which are just the oppo-
site..." (Note signed by Jan Prochazka in Literarni Listy --
Literary Leaves, Czechoslovak weekly -- 16 May 1968.)

The viewpoints of Literaturnaya Gazeta and Jan Prochazka -- a trans-
lation of Prochazka's note is attached -- provide frank statements by
Communists of two opposite assessments of Communist agriculture. Other
Communists, particularly political leaders, have engaged in unending and
often bitter public controversy over agricultural questions.

Western economists have exhaustively studied the Communist practice
of agriculture in the Soviet Union over the past fifty years and have
reached certain general conclusions to explain its shortcomings; they
might be summarized as follows:

a) The Soviets' approach to agriculture lacks rationality
because the Marxist school has never understood the peculiar dif-
ferences between agriculture and industry. It tried, in vain, to
treat farms like factories and to turn peasants into industrial
workers.

b) Stalin sacrificed millions of peasant lives and suppressed
peasant initiative during his ruthless drive to industrialize the
USSR.

c¢) Inefficient centralized direction of agriculture, inadequate
investment funds, and a low priority status during most of the Soviet
era have caused agriculture in the USSR to stagnate at production
levels little higher than in Tsarist times.

d. Even though Khrushchev devoted substantial efforts to ag-
riculture and introduced many dramatic technical and organizational
changes, his successors cited the failure of his farm policy as a
key reason for deposing him.
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) The Soviet leadership has generally been so concerned with
immediate agricultural production problems that inadeguate attention
has been pald to necegsary basic reforms; the third Kolkhosz (collec-
tive farm) Congress, which is supposed to adopt a new charter to re-
place the outmoded 1935 charter, has been postponed repeatedly since
it was initially scheduled for 1959.

) The individual farmer when working on his own plot has had
the incentive to produce more than the collectivized or state-employed
farmer working on communal or state land.

g) The USSR is faced with a major dilemma: its economy depends
on agriculture more than most developed countries; yet, because it is
ideologically tied to the collective method, it lacks the flexibility
to solve the basic problems of farm production.

The results of Soviet farming are often expressed as comparisons with
results in the U.S. This is because the Soviets themselves have frequently
used U.8. agricultural achievements and know-how as bases for setting their
own goals. Dr. Werner Klatt¥* cites the following:

"At the end of Khrushchev's reign (October 196k4) the farming
industry of the U.S. produced, with one-fifth of the Soviet farm
labor force on an area equal to two-thirds of the Soviets' own
acreage, a volume of farm products approximately three-fifths larg-
er than that of the Soviet Union ... In Khrushchev's own assess-
ment, five to seven times as much labor as in the U.S. was needed
in arable farming in the Soviet Union, and up to sixteen times as
much in livestock farming. At the time of his fall the pattern
both of farm productivity and of food production was that of a back-
ward cowntry."

The current agricultural situation is dominated by memories of con-
sistently underfulfilled five-year plans and occasional years of critically
low production. Khrushchev's production goals for 1970, which he customar-
ily set at an optimistic level, have been cut back by more than one-third
by the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime. Under the as-yet unratified 1966-T0 plan,
the Soviets hope to increase production by 5% per year. While less than
Khrushchev's planned average annual increase of 7.9% for 1959—65, this still

*¥PDr. Klatt is a Fellow at St. Antony's College, Oxford University. From
1951 to 1966 he served as economic advisor to the U.K. Foreign Office on
matters pertaining to the USSR, Eastern Europe, China, and developing
countries. Ille has participated in major conferences on Communist agricul-
ture, has contributed to numerous Jjournals, and is the author of a forth-
coming book entitled Marxist Agrarian Thought. He is the author of an ex-
cellent article entitled "Fifty Years of Soviet Agriculture" in Survey
(London), October 1967, from which the above quotation is taken. A copy
of the full article is attached.

Approved For Release 2005/08/17 : CIA-RDP78-03061A000400030031-2

”



Approved For Release 2005/08/17 : CIA-RDP78-03061A000400030031-2

far exceeds the attained average annual increase of 1.85% during the same
period. Poor crops, especially of grains, in 1963 and 1965 account for a
large share of this underfulfillment. As a result, the Soviets were obliged
to import 28 millions of tons of foreign grain during 1963-67 at a cost of
close to $2 billion and, to hedge against possible further shortages, they
contracted to buy 9 million tons of wheat from Canada in the 3-year period
ending 31 July 1969. (Of this amount, some 4 million tons remain to be
shipped. )

The present Soviet leaders recognize that they must intensify agri-
cultural production and increase incentives. As a consequence they have
established rather optimistic goals for the coming years: Mineral ferti-
lizer production is to double between 1965 and 1970. Irrigated land is to
double in the 10 years ending in 1975, and the area of drained land is to
increase even more rapidly. Farm machinery and spare parts production is
planned to expand more than 50% between 1965 and 1970. The use of improved
seeds and pesticides is to increase.

Farm income has risen sharply: collective farmers received 19% more
in 1965 than in 1964, and an additional 17% in 1966. These rises resulted
in large part from increased prices and from large bonuses for above-quota
production of grain. The government has also cancelled collective farm
debts and implemented old age pensions. Because of these and other measures,
collective farmers received two-thirds of their income from communal work
in 1966, as compared with only about 50% in 1962-63,

An additional potential stimulus to increased production is the par-
tially implemented reform of farm management., Directors of state and col-
lective farms have been given increased authority to decide what crops to
plant and where to market surplus production st the most favorable prices.
Also, directors are being given more say in deciding how to spend available
funds on equipment and structures to improve the farms' operations.

The initial results have been favorable to the new regime: 1966, a
year of exceptionally good weather, was a record year for grain production
and over-all agricultural output rose about 10%. In 1967, production re-
mained at a high level, although it fell slightly from the preceding year.

Precisely because of these early successes, Soviet agricultural goals
are now threatened by a complacent return to the normal low priority for
agriculture, which would mean reductions of investments for fertilizer
plants, machinery, and irrigation projects. Dmitri Polyansky, whose re-
sponsibilities as First Deputy chairman of the Council of Ministers in-
clude agriculture, in a March 1967 speech admonished "certain comrades"
who argued for a diversion of investment funds from agriculture to other
sectors of the economy in view of the good harvest of 1966. Again, in the
CPSU journal Kommunist, No. 15, October 1967, Polyansky warned against the
"dangerous" tendencies in some elements of the planning and economic appa-
ratus to shortchange agriculture in favor of other branches of the economy.
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The Kremlin's prospects of achieving its agricultural production goals,

assuming normal weather through 1970 (a risky assumption, as witness the
conditions of 1963 and 1965), depend not only upon a continued high priority
but also upon the Soviets' ability to solve a number of long-standing bur-
densome problems. In one sense, the prospects look good inasmuch as some

of the problems seem ridiculously simple to solve. On the other hand, the
Soviets have learned to live with these problems and, unless the leaders

are willing to unleash and pay the price of greater individual initiative,
the problems will probably continue to defy solution. Following is a

sample of these problems:

a) Waste is pervasive. For example, the Soviets complain that
15% to 20% of the fertilizer is lost between the factories and fields
because of careless shipping, storage and handling.

b) TFarm machinery is inefficient. Shortages of spare parts put
machines out of operation when most needed. Repair shops are inade-
quate. Frequently only part of the planting, cultivating and harvest-
ing machines are available when needed at a given farm, as a result
of which not all operations are mechanized and thus workers are fully
engaged during some operations but ldle at other times. Imnsufficiently
trained equipment operators also cause machinery to be under-utilized.

c¢) Large parts of crops such as wheat, fruits, and vegetables
are frequently lost because storage and processing facilities can't
handle peak production.

d) Farmers are more inclined to work hard on their own private
plots, where yields are substantially higher than on commercial land.
For example, with only 3% of the USSR's cultivated area, the private
plots contribute more than half the production of eggs and potatoes
and nearly half the meat and vegetables.

e) Changes and underfulfillment of plans affect farm production
adversely. For instance, the plan for land reclamation has been cut
20% to 25%, according to an announcement in October 1967. Farm machin-
ery production fell behind schedule in 1966 and 1967 and will probably
not reach planned goals by 1970.

) Many yowng Soviet men have left the farm with the result that
a high proportion of farm workers are females above 40 years in age.
Many Soviet farms are isolated and lack cultural and recreational
facilities.

g) Rural roads are inadequate in number and poorly built, and
thus restrict the flow of supplies to the farm and of products to
population centers. The corvée, used in the construction and main-
tenance of provincial arteries, reduces the manpower available for
farm-oriented roads.

h) The higher prices and bonuses paid for agricultural products
since 1965 may not continue to stimulate farmers, inasmuch ag increased
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supplies of consumer goods probably will not match thelr increased
moncy income.

"he Kremlin's latest move, according to the govermment newspaper
Izvestiya of 24 June, has been to propose a law designed to introduce
"strict order" in the allocation of land for private use by the workers
of collective and state farms. This appears to be a reversal of the
permissive policies towards private plots adopted by Brezhnev and Kosygin
soon after they ousted Khrushchev, The new regime made it clear at that
time that their new policy wag a shori-term measure in tle intercst of
the state, and that in the long run private plots were incompalible with
the concept of Communist agriculture.

In other Communist countries agriculture has posed such intractable
economic problems that it has become a major political issue. The Eastern
Furopean agricultural and economic Jjournals have periodically criticized
party-imposed bureaucracy in the management of agriculture. The Czechs,
recently freed from the inhibitions of press censorship, have been especi-
ally bitter in such criticism.

One practical step taken by the Eastern European countries has been
to study non-Communist agricultural technigues. Since the early 1960's,
East Europeans have carefully examined Western agricultural practices,
aiming to apply them where pobsible in order to decrease their high costs
of farming. The Poles and Czechs have been particularly interested in
the agricultural cooperative institutions of Denmark and Holland.

The Polish experience is a strong condemnation of Communist agri-
culture. Before 1956, agricultural production was stagnated and thus
was a major underlying cause of the changes in Polish leadership. BSince
1956, Polish agriculture has been decollectivized and private initiative
has been allowed to play a greater role., As a result, Polish agricultural
production hag increased more than that of any other Eastern European
country, except for Rumania. The Polish regime has tried to induce the
peasants to abandon their individual farms; but completely without success.
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TO OUR COMRADES

I sajd that no doctrine is holy, and the Literaturnaya Gazeta in Moscow
wrote that there is nothing holy to me. I was thinking out loud about how,
under the conditions which prevail in our country, we must utilize every square
-meter of the land, because we do not possess country where it would take a :
.hundred kilometers to get to the next +tree. And Literaturnaya Gazetm wrote
that T should do what I like in my 1little garden, but that I should noit pass
it as a theoretical discovery. I described Canadian and Soviet agriculture
a8 unsuitsble for Czechoslovakia because of the differences of the conditions,
and Literaturnaya Gazeta gets irritated and recommends that I get acquainted,
at least in generallines, with the basic works of the founders of our teaching.
I must have done that really somewhat superficially, because otherwise I would
hove been able to explain to myself quite easily why such a grandiose theory has
for so many years been getting results which ‘are Just the opposite., I confided
‘foolishly to the representatives of the AFP agency that under the conditions v
vhich prevail in our country, where meadows are frequently interrupted by
orchards, the Danish or Dutch type of sgriculture would probably be the most
~appropriate. Literaturnaya Gazeta claims, in answer, that to my sorrow I .
missed the train for emigration in 1948. I would like to explain that I was= .
‘really of the opinion that the mission of agriculture is to feed the nation . and |
inot only to satisfy a doctrine. Appazently I was thinking about these things
.too much in a profiteering way. Of course, in spite of the nervous objections
'of .the Moscow friends, I am reluctant to believe that one model of agriculture .|
iwould be ideal for the Ukraine, the Himalayas, and the Blata. It is sgainst
ithe spirit of nature, because nature is varied and colorful rather then uniform. ;
'Otherwise we would not have 600 types of birds and each bird a different color,
.but all animals would be more or less like a standardized horse. I admit that
-our situation would be rather different and more advantageous if we had gold
mines and could fill our granaries with surpluses of wheat of the capitalists.
But we don't have profitable mines any more, either. It seems to me that
unfortunately there is nothing else left for us but to try to get the maximum
possible crop from every square centimeter of our native soil. That does not
have only disadvantages. A state which is agriculturally self-sufficlent is
at the same time much more independent. Literaturnaya Gazeta also blames me |
that I slander my homeland by claiming that in the recent past we did not have
any foreign policy. Any reader can judge this question for himself. I must
-admit that I did ask that our new foreign policy be modest. That it correspond
to our real interests and facilities. We are not exactly in the pink, we !
.ought to save, In addition to foreign policy, I know about several other fat !
items of the budget where we could save & great deal. We can benefit world ;
socialism much more by béing a flourishing country. Naturally, I do not want '
our country to become an insignificant province, as charged by the Soviet com=-
rades against me, but in the same way I am not fascinated by the vision that
we should eternally remain merely & significant province. I took the liberty
of talking about these things so openly only because I was born in this country,
all my ancestors were born in this country before me, I want to live here and
@lie here, and I hope that my children and the children of their children will
-continue torlive here in the future. I am sorry if my interesgt in our Czech and
Blovek fate is claspified as bourgeois nationalism. But even!ithat is nothing

entirely new. 1 can -explain that only by the fact thet & distance of 5000
versts (& Russian unit of distence (1.067 kilometers) -~ a term also used in

0ld Czech, translator] apparently distorts extraordinarily the view of events,
“things, and peoplecsae. . ‘
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LITERARNI LISTY, Prague
16 May 1968.

‘Soudrubim - 4

Rekl fsem,) fe 3ddnd dokirtha nee

nl svatd "a Llleraturnala gazeta
v Moskvd napsala, 2e mt nen! nile sva-

‘t1¢. Premgslel |sem’ nahlas o tom, fa .

v nalich pomérech mustme oyulivat
kaldého metru piddy, nebol nevlastnie
me kraflny, kde by k ne/bliZ§imuy_stro-
mu bylo sto ktlometrd a Lileraturnala
gareta nopsala, Ze st na své zahrdd-
ce mdm délat co chel, ule 2e lo ne«
mdm . vyddval za {teoretickd objevy.
Typ kanadského ( sovdlskdho zemddésl-
stol [sem pra odliSnos! pomérd oina.
¢l 2a nevhodng pro Ceskoslovensko,
a Literaturnaja gazeta.mi. podrd?déné
doporutule, abych se aléspont v hrig
bych. rysech -sezndmil’ se zdkladnimt
praceml zakladateld naleho ulent.
Cot [sem asl skutelnd utinll ledabyle,
nebol finak bych, sl -Jisté docela
snadno dovedl vysvdtilt, proé tak vel-
kolapd teorle doclluje u? tak dlouhd
{dta :pin& opatngch vgslqdkid. Poses
tlle Izrin sa svEML 2dstupcl agenmrg
AFP, p pro nake podminky Ivh

Casto prarukovanfieh hdll by nelspld
odpovidal {yp zemdddlsivl ddnského
a holandského. Llteraturnala gazela
ml v odpovddl turdl, 2¢ |sem ke své
Hltostt gmeskal v roce 1948 vlak do
emligrace. Rdd bych vysvétill, e sem
se oprapdu domnlval, Ze posldnim ze-

- médalstvl Je ullvit ndrod a nikollv Je-

niom vyhovdt dokfrind. premgliel [sem
o téch vécech as! prilis prospéchdr-
sky. Ovlem | pFes nervdznl vgiky
moskevskgch prdtel se zdrdhdm uv@-
Fit, Ze by leden model zemddélstvl
byl idedint pro Ukrajinu, Himdldle
t Biata. Je to protl duchu prrody, ne-
dot ia |e spt¥ rozmanitd a pestrd, nel
uniformnl. [inak bychom neméli 3est
set drunil ptactva a kaldého ptdka |i-
né barvy, ale veskerd wvlrena by se
viceménd podobala yplzovanému ko-
nl. PMpoultim, e bychom byll v po-

nekud fné a vghodné)Sl sttuact, kdy-
bychom méll doly na zlato a mohll
kdykolly doplntt Ipgchary plenidng-
ml pFebytky kapltalistd. Ale vgnosné
doly uf také nemdme, Zdd se mi, e
ndm bohuZel nezbgvd nic {inéhe, nel
usllovat o co nefvydsl Grodu g kal-
dého Cltverelntho centimetru rodnd
hroudy. Nemd to Jenom samé nevgho-
dy: sidt, kterg Je agrdrné sobéstalng
fe soutasné ! mnohem nezdvislelXl.
Literaturnala gazeta ml ddle vylgkd,
2e pomlouvdm vlast tvrzenim, te jsme
v neddund minulost! neméll Iddnou
zahraniént  pollttku. Tuto otdzku

necht sl posoudl kaZdg &tendt sdm. .

Chel se pkiznat k tomu, e [sem
skutetnéd 2d4dal, aby naSe novz za-
hranitnl  politlka byla sksomnd..
Odpovtdallct naSlm skutedngm d-
jmim t mofnostem, Nejsme na tom

, nejrilovdjl, méll bychom  SetHl,

Kromé& xahranlénl politiky bych vé-
dél Jelt® o nékolika tubngch polod-
kdch rozpotiu, na” ktergch bychom
mohll hodné uletF(t, Svétovému so-
clalismu prosplleme mnohem vule

“tim, budeme-ll kvetouet zemt, Pochopl-

telné nechel, |ak'je ml sovélskgmi
soudriity vyigkdno, abychom se sta-

<!l nevgznamnou provincll, ale stelnd

tak m¢ nefasclnuje anl vidina, Ze by-
chom’ na vélné Casy mell b§t Jenom
vgznamnou : provinclt, Dovold [sem sl
o tdchto vdcech miluvit tak’ otevfend
lenom proto, 2e |sem se v této zem!
narodil, prede mnou se tu narodill

"4 vStchnl mojl pFedkovd, ehol zde 21t
‘a umtrit a doufdm, %¢ tu | naddle bu- .
~dou Ut mg Aotl a détl leilch &L, le’

militey Jadt mj zdjem onsl e

;@ slowensky osud Llasifikovan [ako )

i burZoazni naclonallsmus. An! to nen!

_dplnd novinka. Vysvstiujl sl to Jenom = -

tm, 20 vzddlenost pétL Usle verst
* pravddpodobnd neobyleind. zkr'nlulg

. pohled na uddlostl, vEel & Udl.es =
L. .- JAN PROCHAZKA
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Joint Economic Committee, Congress of the United States, May 1968

UNITED STATES AND SOVIET UNION: AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES USSR as per-
Ttem Year Unit U.S. USSR centage of US

Population, July 1 1966 Millions 196.9 233.2 118
Civilian labor force (work 1966 ---do--- 86.3 118.L4 137

experience)
Annual average employment 1966 ---do--- T2.9 110.0 151
Annual average employment in 1966 -=-do--=- 5.2 39.8 765

agriculture
Farm share of total employment 1966 Percent 7.1 36.2 510

(annual average)
Sown cropland 1966 Millions of acres 298 511 171
Sown cropland per capita 1966 Acres 1.5 . .2.2 1h7
Tractors on farms, Jan. 1 1967 Thousands ‘4,815 1,660 34
Motor trucks on farms, Jan. 1 1967 === do--- 3,100 1,017 33
Grain combines on farms, Jan. 1 1967 ---do--- 880 531 60
Agricultural consumption of 1966 Billions of kilo-29.1 23.2 80

electricity watt-hours
Use of commercial fertilizer in

terms of princilpal plant nutrients:

Total 1966 1,000 short = 12,k45 7,707 62
tons
Per acre of sown area 1966 Pounds 84 30 36

UNITED STATES AND SOVIET UNION: PRODUCTION OF LIVESTOCK COMMODITIES, 1966

Commodity Unit U.S. USSR USSR as % of US
Beef and veal Million pounds 20,604 8,2k45 L0
Pork -=-d0--- 11,328 T,4b0 66
Mutton, lamb, and goat -==dOo-== 650 1,587 2L
Poultry meat -==do--- 7,596 1,76k 23
Lard -~-do-~-= 1,932 1,880 93
Tallow and grease ---d0=-=- 5,026 530 11
Margarine and shortening ---do-~-~ 5,291 1,321 25
Milk (cows) ---do--- 120,230 147,990 123
Butter —e=dO=-~ 1,128 2,297 20kL
Eegs Billion 66 .4 31.7 48
Wool Million pounds 250 818 327

UNITED STATES AND SOVIET UNION: YIELDS PER ACRE OF MAJOR GRAINS,
1961-1965 AVERAGE, 1966

1961-1965 average 1966

N U.S. " USSR: USSR as % U.S. USSR USSR as %

Ttem (bushels) (bushels) of U.S. (bushels) (bushels) of U.S.
Corn, grain 66.3 25.2 33 2.3 33.9 AT
Oats 45,2 20.3 45 4.9 29.0 65
Barley 36.2 17.9 L9 38.5 23.0 60
Sorghum grain 45,0 12.6 28 55.8 15.9 28

and pulses

L feed grains 2,881 882 31 3,222 1,111 3k
Wheat 25.3 11.2 Ly 26.3 18.1 69
Rye 19.7 13.3 68 21.8 14,1 65
Buckwheat 19.5 7.1 36 (not aveilable) 8.1 --
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Rice 86.5 43.3 50 9k.5 51.8 55

4 food grains 1,582 681 43 1,670 1,029 62 ‘
Total, 8 ¢ 12,438 Thl 31 2,662 1,107 Lo
grains
-_
-,
2

Approved For Release 2005/08/17 : CIA-RDP78-03061A000400030031-2



Approved For Release 2005/08/17 : CIA-RDP78-03061A000400030031-2

A — - CPYRGH
SURVEY ; , . , T
October 1967 : : :

FIFTY YEARS OF SOVIET "~ | = |1

AGRICULTURE =~ | |
| ' ‘ W. Klatt

HE Soviet Union enters the fiftieth year of its oxistense with the
biggest grain harvest ever gathered in. Russian history. Brezhnev ,
and Kosygin have been most fortunate in having been able to , .
“anpounce, at the end of last year, a bumper crop. The official state- . ' - R -

- ment speaks of more than 170 million tons, but this figure has to be

- deflated a good deal so as to bring it down to the after-harvest weight
at which crops are measured in the western world. However, even at

. 135 million tons the Soviet Union ought to be able, after having met

- all normal requirements at home and in eastern Europe, to put some
15 million tons into reserve. This surplus should go a long way towards &,
meeting, in the next few years, such unforeseen crop failures as those

- which occurred in 1963 and 1965 and which, during the last three years, .

- forced the Soviet authorities to spend altogether close on $2,000 million
of foreign exchange on grain imports. This year a similar amount is
being paid out in domestic currency as a bonus to home producers.
The burden on the exchequer is far from negligible, but the saving of

* foreign currency will be most welcome. _ :

" Throughout Russia the benefits of this fortunate crop result will be
felt. Not onoly will the farming community have a substantial rise in
earnings, but the consumer will enjoy the increased supplies of livestock
produce that will result from feeding more grain to farm animals. Most
important of all, foreign exchange, not needed for importing cereals, will

"be available for the purchase abroad of industrial equipment, spare,
parts and kndéw-how. Thus the Russian grain harvest of 1966 will
indirectly contribute to bringing work and income to industries not
only in Russia, but also in the western world. What better way could
there be to celebrate the fiftieth anniversary of the revolution! At long
last the Soviet grain problem seems to have been solved. Or has it?

; Ever since the fateful autumn of 1917 the Soviet leaders have been

. preoccupied with grain. Starting with the Central Committee plenum of

- . November 1929, on the eve of mass collectivisation, time and time again ~ - - ..

. the grain problem has been said to have been solved. Yet in the 25

{ years that followed this statement more than one leading personality

- bas lost his post, if not his head, over the question of the country’s
grain supplies. Considering that nowadays more than half the value of

- the annual farm output of Russia is derived from animal products, one

. might think that more attention should be devoted to this aspect of the
farming industry, especidlly since the industrial consumer wants to

- reduce his intake of carbohydrates from cereals and to improve his diet ,

- by getting an increased supply of meat and dairy produce. But the ' o
situation has rarely been comfortable enough to allow the Soviet leaders - :

* to forget that all too often the fate of the nation has been determined by
bread aldne. ;
Approximately three-fifths of the country’s arable acreage is still
under grains, and half the food intake is consumed in the form of
bread, flour, and cereals. Almost half the population lives in villages, :
and at least a third of the labour force is employed in agriculture. .
+ Out of the season there is still much idleness in the countryside, whilst
at the peak of the season students have to be rushed to the land, no : :
longer virgin, to harvest its often meagre grain crop. The rhythm of L
life in the country still dominates the capital. The patterns of food . e
mﬁmwmbbs&momw Tndeide-RODPAB MA6IARR04Q0Q30031-2 - o
rather than those of the highly industrialised nations among which ' . . R By
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Russian now ranks—at some distance—behind the United States.

Russia that merits some moments of reflection at the ead of the first

five decades of post-revolutionary development, during which Russia -
has failed to become the truly equalitarian society of which its revolu- :
tionary Jeaders had dreamed. There is no way of telling how things
might have developed had the mood of change spread to central and :
western Europe in the manuer anticipated by the Bolshevik leadership.
To conclude from the absence of this development that * socialisin in one ;

" country ' and the *socialist transformation of the villages ', that is, the
" permanent revolution from above, had become historical necessities,

with Stalin °operating within the logical consequences of Leninism '}
would be to fall viotim to the concept of historical determinism.

.. Had Lenin survived the Kronstadt mutiny long enough, his prag-
matic mind might have prevailed over his party’s revolutionism, and

~ his new economic policy, instead of serving as a temporary expedient,

might have become the opening phase in a process of industrialisation—
“at the pace of a tortoise "—as Bukharin had suggested. Moreover, had
the revolution led to a genuine alliance of workers and peasants and

- thus to democratic rule instead of democratic centralism, there might

have been western cooperation instead of hostility. In that case, Russia
might for some time have been obliged to exchange the surplus product

~of its grain economy for western farm requisites and industrial equip-
-ment. In fact, she exported in desperation, at the hight of the agrarian

crisis in 1931, ‘ the five megatons of grain that were followed by five,
‘or 80, megadeaths in the next two years’.?

ApprovedRer REletsE2005/080K7Y: BIARDFIZ8206084 400040003003 1-2

Leaving aside for the moment the sacrifices in human lives and _

happiness, the end-effect might not have been very different from what
we now see: a mighty world power that has moved, within fifty years,
from -fifth to second place among the industrial nations of the world.
Almost certainly its farming industry would be more closely integrated
with the urban sectors of society than is in fact the case today. Oné
final " speculation: a steadily industrialising country, _governed by
majority rule rather than in the name of permanent revolution, might-
have deprived Hitler of the allies that he succeeded in gathering at
home and abroad as the crusader against what he was able to present
as a world-wide revolutionary menace. =~ - ’ :

It would be legitimate to interject here that speculation about the
past seems idle, were it not for the possibility that a different course
might be taken in similar circumstances at some time in the future.
For the man of the future can have the benefit of hindsight and might
thus be blessed with a choice of alternatives that seemed absent in the
distant historical past. It is for this reason, and not for the sake of
showing up the errors of the Bolshevik revolution, that its fiftieth
anniversary calls for a critique of its agrarian policy. .

TI—[ROUGHOUT Soviet history, the approach to the farming industry
has been marked by a lack of rationality which has not affected
other sectors of the Soviet economy to anything like the same degree.
This lack of rationality may be explained to some extent by the very
nature of agriculture, which the Marxist school and its followers have
never handled very happily. It would be wrong to suggest that agri-

“culture follows patterns of behaviour that are different from those -

observed in other spheres of human endeavour, but it has certain

" characteristics that are absent from the environment of other industries,

Farming, unlike industry, has to take into account space and weather
as limiting factors. In mormal conditions the cost of haulage is more
decisive in determining farm sizes than certain economies of scale. In
Soviet Russia the amalgamation of farms has been carried out without
regard to the cost of transportation. As to the effect of weather and

. % A. Nove-L. Labedz, *Was Stalin Really Necessary?’ in H. G. Shafler, od., The,

Soviet System in Theory and Practice (New York, 1965). : :
* O. Hoeflding, * Soviet Collectivization and China’s Great * Leap ™", Coaference on
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over his head and without a supenor at close quarters, operates with a

measure of freedom of decision that is most unusual in the case of the
industrial worker of corresponding grade. The larger the farm, the

greater the need to delegate decisions to the individual. In communist
_ conditions the tendency is gemerally to do the opposite. Also, in agri-;

culture—unlike industry-—~the producer, besides being a consumer of his !
own product, is mostly also a processor of finished products. He is'

« thercfore able to alter the pattern of production, utilisation, and market-
. ing in many ways and thus to evade public controls far more effactively
“ than the industrial producer, who is rarely a consumer of his product.

Thus In agnculture, far more than in industry, a relationship of mutual
trust is needed between the producer and the state. Nome of| these
characteristics of the farming industry has becn taken propcrly into
account during the fifty years of Soviet agricultural history. It seems
doubtful whether they are fully understood in Russia even today. If
they were, the conclusion would be incscapable that the existing system

has to be dismantled rather than amended. The political consequences '

of such a recogaition would be momentous indeed.

In the final analy.s, the misunderstandings about the: role of
agriculture in modern industrial society and the resulting failures of
agricultural policy throughout the five decades of Soviet history can be

traced to a doctrinal concept that was based on a methodological error. -

The Marxist school and its followers have always insisted that small-
scale farming, as they defined it, was economically backward, and that

the peasant cultivator was therefore bound to be tied to politically

reactionary forces hostile to the industrial working class. Had they °
measured farm performance in the same way as producuon in industry,
they might have discovered that farms that are small in terms of
acreage can be large, modemn, and pmgresswc enterprises when con-
sidered in terms of capital input and in output per man. In other words,
it is the degree of intensity that matters and not the acreage—and any
economies of scale have to be seen within this context.

The interrelationship between the size of the farms, according -to

acreage, and the intensity of farming, in terms of input and output, has
never really been understood by any of the Soviet leaders. As a result
of this methodological error, throughout. their history they have found
themselves in the position of making enemies of the owners of large
farms whilst at the same time antagonising the small men in the villages.
The Marxist school have never differeatiated between the various forms
of farm performance and have therefore never gained an understanding
of the role of the intensively farming owner-occupier or tepant in a
modern industrial settiig. Whereas in industry the Marxist school has
supported developments which are not altogether different from those
in capitalist society, their agrarian concept flies in the face of all
historical precedent. It is not surprising that this has created very
special problems. The lack of understanding of the agrarian question
emerges from one of those frequently quoted statemeats by Lenin

on the subject: ‘The peasant as a toiler gravitates towards socialism |
- and prefers the dictatorship of the workers to the dictatorship of the

bourgeoisie. The peasant as a seller of grain gravitates towards the
bourgeoisie, to free trade, i.e. back to the “habitual™ old or
* primordial ” capitalism of former days.”* In fact, the peasant cultiva-
tor does nothing of the sort. Lenin's concept of the peasant’s role in
Russian society was little more accurate than the romanlic picture of
the * naively socialist ' villager that the narodniki had.

The Russian intellectuals, whether social-revolutionaries or bol- -

sheviks, were strangely ignorant of the lives and views of four-fifths
of their fellow-countrymen. But whilst the social-revolutionaries had
the utopian vision of a socialist society oreated on the basis of rural -
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democratic revolution he saw the peasaniry tied to the industrial
proletariat. Thereafter he expeoted the peasants to renounce the revolu-
tion and desert the industrial proletariat. At that stage Lenin saw the

- bolsheviks dividing the farming community against itself, using the

poor villagers against the rich peasants. This dual task of the proletariat
was regarded by Lenin as the essence of the bolshevik programme,
He never considered the possibility of a gradual continuation of the
process that had set in with the Stolypin reforms. Consequently, he never

believed in a genuine, lasting alliance of interests between the producers -

and the consumers of the daily necessities of the nation. Thus the
conflict of interests between the minority of industrial workers and the
majority of villagers stood godmother to the bolshevik revolution of
1917. This was very nearly strangled by its own contradictions.

LENIN had never thought of the immense tasks which a success-
ful revolutionary party would have to face in the years following
the revolution. But as the strategist of the revolution he adjusted his
party’s programme (o changing circumstances. After a lifelong con-
troversy with the social-revolutionaries, he adopted their programme
in the decree of 26 October [8 November] 1917, which authorised
-the seizure of the land by those on whose support the success of the
October revolution depended. This decision sealed the fate of the
Provisional Government and of the social-revolutionaries who bad gained
21 million votes—against the bolsheviks’ 9 million—in the elections to
‘the constituent assembly, but who had been unwilling to give their
consent to the transfer of land without compensation.

Lenin alone understood the mood of the revolting soldiers and
peasants. The oreation of large farm units, as anticipated in his party’s
programme, could await the completion of the revolution and the
consolidation of the bolshevik regime throughout the land. Once more
his political pragmatism was to prevail over party dogma. After the
years of war communism, during which the towns had declared war
on the countryside and had seized the stocks of grain instead of
encouraging its production, the sailors of Krondstadt mutinied in March
1921. Being mostly country lads, they demanded, inter alia, the right
of the peasants—their fathers, brothers and cousins—to keep their own
livestock and to farm their own private plots. In the face of the rebel-
lion Lenin saw the force of the sailors’ claim and he gave way. Once
again he postponed the amalgamation of individual farms and, as a
temporary expedient, allowed the uncontrolled exchange of goods in
the name of the new economic policy. Nobody can say with any degree
of certainty how Lenin might have handled the emergence of a new

agricultural bourgeoisie, the lack of a regular exchange of foodstuffs .

against industrial consumer goods, and the ensuing ©scissor crisis* had
he retained his mental and physical capacities beyond the end of 1922
-when he suffered a severe stroke. Thirteen months later, following his

death on 21 January 1924, the internecine war between the leaders
who took over from Lenin broke into the open.

The.controvcrsy over the agrarian question provided one of the
. cen-tral issues _of the conflict. In the debate between those in favour of
. rapid industrialisation, such as Trotsky and Preobrazhensky, and

B_ukharin. who spoke of the peasants as an active force in the revolu-
tion, Stalin—for a time—remained uncommitted, keeping to a middle
course between the extreme factions. But it was Stalin who destroyed
‘the peasantry as a coherent social force. Lenin’s support for voluntary
association was thrown to the winds. In the process of primitive socialist

accumulation Stalin sacrificed the peasants in the interest of the most

determined effort of industrialisation the world had yet seen.

'I'he: year 1967 is not only the fiftieth anniversary of the bolshevik
revolution. It is also the fortieth anniversary of the adoption by the
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fifteenth congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union ‘of the
resolution that set in motion the collectivisation of Russia’s peasant
farms and the liquidation of the kulaks. This is described in the official
. party history as equivalent in its consequences to the revolution of
:" :October. In its course the villagers were classified in a manner as crude.
- “as the statistics on which it was based. The confusion and demoralisa-'
‘tion caused reached stupendous dimensions. By 1932 the procurement
‘of grain was more than twice as large as in 1927, though the harvest
‘was a good deal smaller. By 1933, half the country’s livestock had
disappeared. The most moving, yet most authentle, record of this
operatlon and the hunger and purges and deportations it brought In its
wake has been preserved in the files of the headquarters of the Com-
munist Party at Smolensk, which were captured by the invading German
army and later taken to the United States.* It is not to be wondered
at that Stalin, when questioned by Churchill about this phase of Soviet
history, described it as a struggle more difficult and dangeroys than
that against nazi Germany. . - _ o
The consequences of this operation have been recounted before.’
On the eve of the second world war hardly any land remained in private
hands. The opposition of the peasants bad been broken, large-scale
deportations had taken place, and irreparable damage had been done
to the farming industry. Even within the framework of the collectives
the peasants continued to be treated as enemies of the state rather than
as vital members of a nmew industrial society. They had every reason
to feel outcasts. Twenty-five years later, at the time of Stalin’s death, '
farming was where it had been in the days of the Tsars. Admittedly,
horses had been replaced by tractor power, thus freeing a large acreage
formerly under fodder crops for the production of food. Even these
modest results had been achieved only at great cost in men and animals.
The results were particularly disappointing in livestock farming. The '
number of productive livestock was one-tenth smaller than before
collectivisation was introduced. In the meantime the human population
had grown by almost one-fifth. Milk yields and carcass weights, like
grain yields, had remained unchanged. As a result, the nation’s diet was-
smaller in volume and poorer in composition at the time of Stalin’s
death than it had been a quarter of a century earlier. The farming
community was much worse off than it had been before collectivisation
began. Whereas industrial production had recovered from the devasta-
tion caused by the German invasion, the supply of farm products
continued to lag behind. The cleavage created when forced industrialj- .
sation and collectivisation had driven the two sections of Soviet society
apart in the early thirties had widened rather than marrowed. -
T'HE ten years of Khrushchev’s rule were largely taken up by attempts -
++ to remedy this situation. During his time of office he made close
on two hundred speeches exclusively concerned with agriculture. Every
year the leader of the second largest industrial nation in the world
spent a month touring the countryside, criticising shortcomings and
suggesting remedies. Nearly every plenary session of the Central Com-
mittee had farming on its open or secret agenda. Yet when Khrushchev
was removed from power, his successors had nothing good to say about
his agricultural policy. Posterity is likely to be more impartial and to
balance his failures against his achievements. There were many of both.
In the technical sphere, Khrushchev started three major campaigns: the
~ reclamation of the virgin lands in Central Asia; the introduction of maize
as a feed grain and a grcen fodder; and the abolition of ley farming,
that is, putting grassland under the plough. At the same time, major
changes were made in the administrative sphere. These included the

an essential ingredient of collectivised agriculture—and the transfer of
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their equipment to the collectives. He further eliminated the agri?ul-

tAgap mnidrico rReteirsd iz 0508417 : I ARDPTB 0806144 00046D030031-2
“their responsibilities to research and advisory' services. Finally, he
divided the party along ‘lines of production ’, agriculture being assigned -
to a special department with the object of involving the party directly -
 in-the affairs of the countryside, whilst giving its first secretary direct .
_ jaccess to regional and local cadres. Much of this was done in a highly
- ;unorthodox manner, and some of it was undone when it proved
| impracticable. o ‘
: ﬂ In the economic sphere there were &lso major innovations. The
‘farming Industry, which for a quarter of a century had been :the chief, -
if not the only, source of capital accumulation for investment in!industry,
was granted a growing portion of the exchequer’s funds. Moreover,
increases in farm prices and agricultural wages and reductions in taxes
and delivery obligations resulted in an increase of 50 per cent in the
disposable income of the farming community. As one quarter of the
collective farmer’s cash imcome had to be reinvested, rural living
. standards at the end of Khrushchev's reign, though improved by com-

parison with the dismal level attained in 1953, were still substantially
below those of the industrial workers, who in turn had a considerably
more modest standard of living than their counterparts in western
industrialised societies. 4

The technological changes also yielded limited results only. The o _ A

extension of the acreage in Central Asia resulted in a substantial, though ’ 4
precarious, addition to the supply of grain. When the reserves of the o
soil in Kazakhstan were exhausted, the effects were most damaging.
The maize campaign provided supplementary fodder for the dairy
herd, but the maize silage failed to provide the plant protein badly
needed in the production of animal protein. The ploughing-up of grass-
land was designed to remedy this shortcoming, but it was denied its e
full success because of the lack of fertilisers. Khrushchev's farm policy e
falls into two clearly distinct periods. During the first five years, up to LN
1958, he was remarkably successful, mobilising the untapped, but readily - I
available, resources of the country. During the sccond half of his reign B
- his short-term remedies failed. The crop disaster of 1963 which made i
necessary a cut in pig numbers by 30 million, or over 40 per cent, :
and an import of over 10 million tons of grain—an all-time record—was ‘
nature's revenge for the mistakes committed in the past. It showed how
vulnerable Soviet agriculture remained in spite of all the improvements
made during a decade in which the farming industry received more
public recognition than at any other time since the October revolution.
. Whenever technical or economic measures proved to be insufficient,
Khrushchev turned to organisational remedies and relied on the lead
which the party cadres were supposed to provide throughout the AR
_ countryside. -He never recognised the fundamental errors underlying e

the party doctrine; or if he did recognise them, he was unable or '
unwilling to draw the necessary conclusions. He probably committed
his most serious error when—from a doctrinal posture—he began to
interfere with the private plot, the only sector of the farm economy that’
could legitimately claim satisfactory results. Whilst it may never be
possible to establish, with any degree of certainty, the reasons for the
removal of Khrushchev in October 1964 from his position of leadership
in both the party and government, there can hardly be any doubt that
the failure of his farm policy played a role in the party’s decision to
depose him. L ’

In the event, the ten years of agricultural policy under Khrushchev

yielded an increased, though precarious, supply of food and fodder,
without getting anywhere near the ambitious targets set for 1965. The
diet, still overburdened with carbohydrates and short of animal proteins,
continued to lag behind that of the United States which for ten years:
provided the yardstick of things supposedly within reach in the Soviet
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Union. The distance between the two countries was as great in the
level of output as in that of consumption. At the end of K.hrushchcv’s
reign the farming industry of the United States produced, wn_h one-fifth
_of the Soviet farm labour force on an area equal to two-thirds of the -
Soviet sown acreage, a volume of farm products approximately three~
:fifths larger than that of the Soviet Union. Yields of all major crops,
' as well as milk yields and carcass weights, were at best half as much
‘in the Soviet Union as those attained in the United States. Productive
“  ilivestock per head of the Soviet population was only four-fifths of the
! corresponding figure in the United States. The gap was particularly
I striking as regards the labour requirements in agriculture. In Khrush-
. chev’s own assessment, five to seven times as much labour as in the '
- United States was needed in afabl¢ farming in the Soviet Union, and
' up to sixteen times as much in livestock farming. At the time of his
+ fall the pattern both of farm productivity and of food production was
! that of a backward country. Yet in the industrial and military sphere
i Russia could legitimately claim to be the second most powerful nation
*in the world. There is no reason to think that this discrepancy will
. disappear as a result of the policy of consolidation, following a
temporary retrenchment, on which Khrushchev's successors have
embarked since 1964. ) .

THE first measure of any consequence taken by the new leaders was

the restoration to its previous size of the private plot belonging to
members of the collectives and rural and urban workers, which had been
- reduced—on Khrushchev’s insistence~—in 1956. Other concessions fol-
lowed. Many of the new measures amounted to a continuvation of
Khrushchev's policies—by different means. Others were of an altogether
different nature. The ‘urgent measures for the further development
“of Soviet agriculture’, introduced by Brezhnev at the plenary meeting
of the Central Committee held in March 1965, have not been without
effect. The announcement of fixed grain delivery quotas for a period
of six years, the payment of a bonus of 50 per cent for above-quota
deliveries, the increase in purchase prices for livestock and animal
products, the increase in farm investment, and the introduction of a
modest pension for retired members of collectives are likely to have
created an atmosphere in the countryside more favourable than has
existed since collectivisation was introduced forty years ago.

The gradual introduction of a guaranteed monthly pay for members
of collectives, at rates corresponding to those in force on state farms,
which was announced at the twenty-third party congress in the spring
of 1966, was the most important innovation of the new leadership. If
this promise is in faot kept, it should remove one of the-chief grievances

~of ‘the collective farmers. For forty years they have not been granted
financial rewards for taking the kind of risks for which farmers in the
western world feel entitled to claim a return; nor have they been eligible
for a minimum wage, as it applies in the case of workers on state farms
and in industry. They have thus had the worst of both worlds. At lon
last this is to be put right—fifty years after the revolution. ,

One major promise has yst to be fulfilled. The third kolkhoz con--

gress, which is to adopt a new farm charter in place of the outdated
“one of 1935, has still not taken place. It was first scheduled to take
-place early in 1959, but it was repeatedly—and even recently—post-
poned for reasons not stated. As the commission charged with drafting
the new agricultural model charter has not yet released its findings, the
results of this conference cannot be anticipated with any degree of
certainty. If the liberal critics of present farm policies were to gain
ground, substantial improvements in the structure and performance of
ag'riculture could result. If the traditionalists hold their ground—and
this seems more probable in present conditions—no startling changes
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economy and the place of the farmer in modern society. Brezhnev and
Kosygin remain captives of their own and their party’s political past.
Basically the crroneous views adhered to during the first five decades
-of Soviet rule persist, and the peasants continue to be regarded as
-politically expendable, even if—as a matter of expediency—they are
‘temporarily treated with more concern than in the past.
- In the meantime the air is full of proposals from various sources as _
to the ways and means of improving the performance of the farm
industry, of increasing the standard of living of the rural community,
and of integrating it with the rest of Soviet society. So far agriculture
has been largely excluded from the structural changes that have been'
introduced, experimentally and on a limited scale, in tlt industrial:
_sphere. Brezhnev and Kosygin, like their predecessors, have so far!
_,shown no sign of wishing to interfere with the structure bf the farm |
industry or the pattern of farm operations. This unwillingniess to intro- :
duce basic changes has not prevented various authors from putting |
forward more or less drastic proposals, but nobody has yet succeeded }
.in challenging effectively the basic concepts that underlie Soviet farm :

policy. . ]

i
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i"['HIS is not to say that no attempts are being made to improve the’

{ performance of the farm industry. On the dontrary, the latest efforts | -

iare directed at turning the state farms at long last into profitable enter-
{prises. But things move slowly. Two years ago Brezhnev urged that

- ;state farms should move to full economic accounting (khozraschet), but
:many of them still continue to receive public assistance for their capital |
,investment programme and yet end up with substantial losses on current |
jaccount. Any improvements in technical, economic, and administrative |
,matters are bound to help in reaching the targets set for 1970, the end -
iof the current plan. Although these goals are more modest thap those |

" ‘originally set by Khrushchev, they will be far from easy to reach.
i Certain setbacks cannot be ruled out, since the input of farm requisites
.is mot yet large and varied enough to counterbalance the fluctuations
'in yield which are still a mark of Soviet farming. In fact, an increase in
{five years of 25 per cent over and above the current level of farm

- production would be no mean feat. On the consumption side strict
/ limits are set by the fact that even the cost of the present, somewhat
; monotonous, diet, absorbs half the working-class family’s income. Unless

{

industrial wages are raised more than in recent years or retail prices are |
* lowered substantially—and there is little likelihood of either—the intake
; of food will not increase or improve dramatically.® !

With regard to the fundamental issue of the structure of farming, ;
. ¢hanges on both state farms and collectives remain subjects of unofficial P

debate rather than official action. The most controversial issue is that !
of the role of the individual and his family in agriculture as against -
‘ that of the state and its agencies. Here the discussion on the signific- :
i ance of the ‘link’ (zveno), which has flared up in the past whenever
there was an opportunity of challenging the authority of central and
local party organs, has been revived. In its most extreme form it repre-
 sents a tejection of the concept of collective Operations under party
t direction; but extreme views are rarely uttered. For the time being
. fairly moderate experiments are advocated. Limited areas of cropland
are being allocated for a certain period of time to a team of farm i
; workers or members of collectives, in order to counter the indifference |
+ which is the most prominent feature of the ‘Farming Anonymous Inc.”
* that rules the Soviet countryside. 1
- The need to arouse the interest of the operating farmhands became
urgent when more and more of them abandoned their place of work
e . . e » P
‘ . ;V‘.’ Ii.lgat(téxfi?c\(r:eiggg)r:m Qutput and Food-Supgly in 1970 » ._St. Antony's Papers, :
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in the unattractive conditions of Central Asia. It was thus not surpris-

ing that Zhulin, the most vocal advocate of the link system, originally

‘recommended small operational units for the farms in the viggin lands.
It is not without significance that the traditional areas of peasant farm-
ing, where the family zveno was the normal unit of operation, have so

far not been found suitable for this kind of innovation. Komsomolskaya
" Pravda, the party organ whose task it is to cater for the young in town
and country, bas provided a platform for these proposals, whilst the
official organs of the party and the Ministry of Agriculture have shown -
. little enthusiasm for experiments which are bound to interfere with
" the pattern of things that is to the liking of the bureaucrpts. ;
' Whereas Soviet industry is beginning to accept innovatiofis such as °
measuring success in terms of sales and profits, no Nemgchinov or -

_Liberman has yet risen from the ashes to which Stalin burned the
countryside some forty years ago. Venzher, who courageously stuck

- out his neck when it was still dangerous to do so, is once again among

those in the forefront of the campaign in favour of liberalising the
- farming industry. He wishes to see prices and market forces take the
place of central planning and state procurement, but so far he has not

met with the response from official quarters which in industry is taken

more or less for granted nowadays.” The sinews of the agrarian fabric
remain fully stretched; they leave little room for slack. That is why
Brezhnev and Kosygin, not unlike Khrushchev before them, prefer to
limit their reforms to the area of technical and administrative detail

and to leave more fundamental changes in the structure of Soviet -

farming to an unspecified date in the future.

Russia is entering a period charged with emotion, and an over-
generous gesture could damage beyond repair the sluices of carefully
controlled public opinion and private sentiment. It is not only heroic
achievements that are being remembered in October 1967. Among the

demonstrating young mcn and women there are all too many unable - -

to find the graves of their fathers on which to place flowers, while the
flags flutter over the platforms from which the achicvements of five

decades are celebrated. The present leadership hope to avoid answering :

for the hecatombs which were the price of these achicvements, but they
will not be able to defer indefinitely the moment of reckoning. On the

day when a full account is given, Soviet agriculture will no longer be .

what it is today; the mammoth state farms and collectives as we know
them now will have become a matter of the past.

¢
. §
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Student Disorders in Ethiopia

At the end of March, Commumist-inspired student riots broke out in
Addis Ababaj; they lasted several days and led to a month of student unrest.
Triggered by a protest against what they termed a "corrupting” and "obscene"
fashion show (see attachment 2), the riots led to attacks on United States
Embassy buildings and to a lesser degree on the Ethiopian Ministry of Infor-
mation, and forced the closing of the Haile Selassie Imperial University and
all schools in the ecity. The university students who led the disorders were
Joined by secondary school students and groups of street boys and hoodlums.
These demonstrations were not the first of this type, but, unlike previous
disorders, in this instance the university students were supported in their
demands, if not in their methods, by students outside the capital and by
many non-students, such as university faculty members, businessmen and gov-
ernment officials. While the demands for reforms and for the dismissal of
allegedly corrupt officials were not new, direct and open expression of
them was new.

Marxist Origin of Student Groups

Marxist elements emerged on the campus of the university in late 1966
when, with the support of the student body, they established the University
Students' Union of Addis Ababa (USUAA). Since then, student declarations
and protests, backed by the USUAA and the leftist National Union of Ethiopian
University Students (NUEUS), have become increasingly vocal and hostile and
clearly pro-Communist in tone. The chief targets of these outbursts have
been the Government of Ethiopla and the United States.

The number of confirmed Marxists among the university students has been
estimated at less than 100 in a student body of 3,000, with the majority of
students basically conservative in outlook and generally skeptical of the
ideas and tactics of the radical leadership. The latter have apparently
succeeded in becoming the acknowledged representatives of the students for
two reasons: (a) They have successfully exploited the average student's
feeling of frustration and his urge to promote national reforms; (b) There
has been neither an effective organized effort among the students to rally
support for alternative, pro-democratic views, nor have they been encouraged
by either the university administration or the government to make such an
effort -- or, for that matter, to place any limitations on Marxist politi-
cal activity on the campus.

Foreign Meddling in Student Action?

During the riots, in a search of the offices of the two student organi-
zations and of the official USUAA newspaper, Struggle, the police found con-
siderable amounts of pro-Communist, anti-American material in the form of
posters, pamphlets and handbills, many from the International Union of Stu-
dents, and also films of Soviet and Czech origin, reportedly dealing with
"revolution," "espionage" and general educational matters. During police
questioning, the arrested student leaders revealed they had been in contact
with the Counsellor of the Czech Embassy. .There were also unsubstantiated
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reports that some of the students were paid to demonstrate, with the money
coming from the Soviet Embassy, and that the students were being called
upon to support efforts to establish a Communist party in Ethiopia. The
government publicized the findings of the police search and at one point
during the disorders it broadcast a statement labelling the student leaders
of the violence as "tools of foreigners" and as having been "bought by
foreign enemies."

About thirty students were arrested after the initial outbreak and
subsequently released for lack of evidence. Several of the student organi-
zation leaders were later picked up by the police and held for trial.

Among those jailed were the President and International Affairs Chairman
of the USUAA, the former Secretary General of the NUEUS and the Editor of
Struggle. This led to a student boycott of the university which lasted
until they were released on bail. Their trial has been postponed until
an investigation is completed and they have in the meantime been read-
mitted on probation to the university.

Student Attitudes

Since the disturbances of early April, there has been sharp criticism
of the govermment by the young Ethiopian elite, including the students.
Their views and reactions are typical of student attitudes in other devel-
oping countries, and they are deeply suspicious of and often hostile toward
the developed nations. The student leaders of Ethiopia have emphasized
their suspicion of foreigners with some pride, having called it one of their
outstanding virtues in an article which appeared in Struggle just before
the first riots broke out. In addition, the Ethiopian students claim there
is corruption in the government and that progressive reform is moving too
slowly, both of which are sources of further aggravation and frustration.
Also, the extremists harbor a particular animosity toward the United States
because it is the chief supporter of the govermment and Americans make up
approximately one-fifth of the university administration and faculty (see
attachment 1).

The recent wave of student protests occurred when there were increas-
ing rumors of divisions within the top levels of the government. The re-
portedly inconsistent and obviously ineffective action of the security forces
during the student crisis may have reflected these rumored divisions, but
there is believed to be general agreement within the government that the
student demonstrations and their extremist leadership represent a political
threat which must be contained. For, whatever the differences in outlook
and motivation of the university students, they comprise the principal
center of opposition to the government. As an educated, action-oriented
group, they are a significant political factor. The Communists have ob-
viously recognized this and have acted accordingly. It is expected they
will continue to seek opportunities to act as long as the internal situa-
tion in Ethiopia remains unchanged and there continue to be strains between
the young elite and the establishment.
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First of twe articles.
By Anthony Astrachan . !

wWashingion Poit Forelen &ervice

ADDIS ABABA, April 30--
Addis Ababa's students went
back to class ihls week, a
month afler they staried vi-
olent . demonsiraliens  that;
closed this capltal's schools
and put new shapes of radical
dissent in the bewildering mo-
sa}ic of Ethiopla's politics.

‘Elementiary and high schools
gnd Halle Sclassie IUniversny
were calm, Emperor Haile Se-
Yassie himself thought things
qulet encugh to leave for a
month's tour of the Far East

But many Ethiopian oftfctals,
foreign observers, and student
leaders agree that student pro-
test in Lthiopla niust be taken
more seriously than ever be-
fore, especially as a force that
could mobllize other oppost
tlon groups.

. “There won't be a revo]utmn
this year,” one observer sald,

ernment 1s' looking hard
.enough Tor enswers that might
avert a revolution some day.

ithio wa -

1000-vear-old  practices. And
many studenis share a belief
common in the developing
world: That threc out of every
five Americanz abroad work
for the CIA, and that they ma-
nipulate Io:e!gn governmenis
like puppeteers.

.5, Coniributions

The protests must be seen
agalnst these [acts:

¢ The. US. governmcnt has
contributed $24.8 milllon to
Iaile Selassie University. The
Ford Foundatlon has ngen
about $400,000 more.

@ Of the 518 members of the
unlversily staff, 118 are Ameri-

versity - adminlsirators - are
Americans, James C. N. Pal, a
law professor from the Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania, is aca-

{demic vice president and was

the chief decision maker ‘and,
spokesman during the student,
disturhances. The Americans
have repulations =as hard

Serious Agliation

certainly the most serious In
Africa since students helped
overthrow the military govern-
mwent of the Sudan in 1964

The chlef wvictimz of this

“month's violence here were.

Axmerican, Rock-throwers did
$5000 worth of damage to the
U.8  Information: Service
building and an Anerican in-
structor at the university lost
an eye from a stonsg thrown in
the market area. "

The students say they were.

protesting - Amerlean domina-

tion of the university and what
the:s' consider @sproportionate
jAmerican Influence on  the
government, Thie regime was
als6 a major target-—what one
l:;tudent leadert called, “the
ireactionary yovernment's po-
Htical, economle and soclal
opprea'sion * v

Bome students even blame
the Americans for unpopulat

Student agitation here is‘

markers, which the students

,admit is one reasgn they dis
llkp them.

#11.S. economic ald to Ethlo-
pla totals $209.8 million since
1952, not including the Peace
Corps. Military aid totals more
than $100 million; not includ-
ing the American commutica-
tions base at Asmar

*Ethiopla has several pock-
els of modernily like the uni-
versity, the army, the airline
and the new buildings going
up in Addis Ababa. But it re-
maing the soclely of an offen
corrupt government, & rich
land-owning elite nnd a mass
of poor peasants, with an 85 to
80 per cent illiteracy rate, and
influenced by an obscurantist
church.

81ts 22 million people hnve a
per capila gross national prod-
uct of $5¢ a year. Ccntral gov-

ing forelgn ald, are $7.20 per
capita per year, one of the low-
est rates in Africa. Both its

mles are predominantly agrl

only one{lfth as much as it
could on its fertile lands, be-
cause of its outworn methods.

» An increasing proportion of
the growing numbér of stu-
dents come from poor back-
grounds. They are less im.|
pressed by the transformation|;
of Ethiopian society since lib-
eration f{rom the ltallans in
1841, than byywhat remains to
be done to bring it into the
modern world.

Some .of the authoritles
question how close the radical
students can be to the conserv:
atlve rural masses, The stu-
dents say they are closer than
the authorities thlnk ¢

Peace Corps volunteers,|,

l* 1562, may have helped biidge
" the gap between student and

peasant.
cans. Nine of the top 15 uni-}

ernment revenues, not count-} -

domestic and its export econo-j

cultural, but Ethiopla grows

teaching in the provinces since}

- In any case, pcasant emon:|
strations In the provinces
against new taxes appear to

_ have been triggered by the

student demonstratlons ln
Addis Ababa, -
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Month of ’Slmﬂ@nfmwesi Yollowed

 Fateful

", Sccond of Two Articles

T

By Anthony Astrachan
Weshinaton Ppst Forefgn Bervics

ADDIS ABABA, May I—The
monthlong . student unrest
which has altered the Ethio
plan political equation began

over a fashlon show sponsored
by the Unlversity Women's
Club on March 30. .

The club, composed mostly
of faculty wives and ‘with
‘many American - members,
‘planned the show for the hene-
fit of students. It was to be
held In Ras Makonnen Hall,

Two student groups—the
National Union of Ethiopian
Students and the Unlversils
Students' Unlon Addis Abalbg
—initiated a protest when they
were denjed use of the hall on
the day ol the fashion show
for a sossion of polltical poetry
‘readding,

Plot Charged

The students clalmed ihat
the show was  plot by “Wesl-
ern exploiting monopolistic

——

" merchants” to dump forelgn-!
made clothes on the Ethloplan

market as “on effeciive means
of Invading and corrupting our
nalional culture.” The words
lare from the student newspe-
per, Struggle,- which charged
beforchand that the show
.would be full of minigkirts,
which “sow the seceds of ob-
grenity—ohscenlty  of  the
worst kind.”

Aboul 200 students started
demonstrating at the hall be-
fore the arrival of aboul BOO
women, After half an hour,
epgs and rocks began to {ly at
the visifors. The students
roughed up some, Aund some
fought back, Police used tear
gas and fire hosés to disperse

went on, -

About 30 students were ar-
rested at the scene, Palice
plcked up seven student lead-
ers elsewhere durlng the afler-
noon. .

2500 Studentis

Authoritles decreed the clos
fng of the university the fol-
lowing day, stating that

the siudenis and the sliow)

Ethiopia Fash

mosphere of tension or vio-
lence.”

This put 2500 students off
campus and on the streets,
The university students sum-
moned high school and even
elementary students inte the!

sireets, Minor inc_!dcnta In the

assault on the Unlted States
Information Service building
on April 3, )
Eyowiinesses report - that
many of the demonstrators at
USIS were not students but
jobless youths from the mar-
ket area, school dropouts an
“Just plain kids.” :
Addis Ababa police had to
seurry back and forth all day
and could not concentrate in
eriough strength to break up
the USIS altack untll evening,
after three hours of assault.
~ The U.B. Embassy end the
‘Lthiopian Ministry of Informa-
tion were also stoned. Hun-
dreds of cars were indiscriml
nately damaged In what
seemed to be carefree attacks
on the haves by the have.nots.
The university officlally re-
opened April 5 but only a
handful of students attended.
The rest boycolted classes,
presumably In protest against
the arrest of the student lead-
ery and the bannlng of the two
groups whlch began the dem-
onsirations. The membership
of the twe is small, but many
Ethioplans fect they have the
support of the majority of the
students. - ) : :

Emperor's Reprimand '

The Emperor went on lhe
alr April 8 to reprimand the
students, But the boycolting
university students kept cali-
ing the younger ones out, and
the clty’s primary and second-|
ary schools were shut down
April 10, .-

Classes have started up onee
again, and the arrested stu.
dents have been released, the
30 because there was no evl
. dence against them. The seven
leaders were released on ball,
bul few observers expect them
to be {ried. They have all been

could not operate “In [ﬁ%%

next two days bullt up to an:

Government authorlties ap-
pear to have been more lent
ent than they wauld have been
six years hgo, when the unlver.
sity was esiablished. New eon-
cepls of legality and a new lat-
tude for public.opinion have
{litered into the Ethtoplan sys-
fem.

There is still nellher legal
nor- loyal opposition here, but
some of the nuthorities scem
to recognize tha{ the $tudents
are {ulfilling some of thie oppo-
sition's functions,

Others see nolhing new. A
conservative cabinel minister,
asked why the povernment
was 50 lenient, laughed and
sald he was not worried by the
demonstrations because "I was
gadllcal too when I was a stu-

enl.”, .

Differences Noted

But several obscrvers note n
number of differences since he
was a student.

One is that demonsirations
and violence are increasing.

A second s the reputed role
of Eastern Europen embassles
in adyising and financing the
students, Some Ethiopian offi-
clals mention the Soviets, the
Bulgarlans and the Czechs.
Olhers say this is only “strong

rumor” and -add that the
rumor mentlons Ameriecans,
{oo,

(Another difference from the
old days is the way the stu-
dents atiracted the jobless and
the dropouts, Ethlopix’s em.
bryonic proletarlat, There was
apparenfly no advance plan-
ning, but it is something new

converge,

There'are other potential op-
posltion forces, probiably more
important than the students:
but still affceted by them.
Many young civil servants
wilh radical pasis of thelr own
gave the students money and
indvice. One of the blg ynan.
swered questions Is -whether
young army officers - who.
might have Nasserist or West
Alrlcan coup Jeanings dre In
anything closer than sympathy

with the students.

Jggmm%féagﬁ 26!53)'95?‘

.

change’

here when such forees merelyl

ion Show °

i3 Ethioplan separatism, which
combines triballsm, religion
and historical differences. It
has broken surface only in
Eritees, where the Eritean Li-
beration Front has been fight-
ing a serious but off-and-on
guerrilla war for years, The
Eritrean students are reported,
to be the most radical of the
1oi, and the only separatist
ones. Students from the domi-
nant Amhara people want to
keep Ethiopia one and indeed
centralize it further while
overturning the system.

They don't necessarily want
{o overiurn the emperor.
(They stopped throwling rocks
and applauded when he toured
the riot areas.) They say he is
just one individual and it's the
system that must be changed.
But they will tell & visitor lit-
tle about how it should be
changed or to what.

Some of them say thelr si-
lence is strategic. Their volces
and faces are unconvincing.
Others offer a variety of aims
from progressive  consitu-
tulional government under the
crown prince to army rulg loa
worker's ‘democracy. The clev-
erest say they must not offend
the eclders “or they will allen-
ale us from soclety,” and In.
deed the clders of Addis
Ababa Intervened with the em-
perlor, asking clemency ilor
the students.

But student demands and
perhaps student viclence have
clearly emerged as one of the
factors that will delermine the
future of Ethiopla—il " not
soon, then at thal unmention.
able time when Halle Selassie
is no longer on the scene. One
student leader, asked when he
expected his revolution, smiled
and said, “not in the emperor's
Hletime”. . ..

N e Ty

L

'?W%@E?&g%gﬁ ‘5A006400030031 -2

.




Approved For Release 2005/08/17 : CIA-RDP78-03061A000400030031-2

CPYRGH
T

A A s o S P e

‘§sing the
%manding the arrest of. the leaders of the National Union of Addis Ababa University

Moscow Radlo Peace and Progress
13 June 1968 )
C}A PLANHED'REPRESSIOH(OF ETHIOPAN STUDENT3

"~ Ethioplan students learned with anger and indignation that the recent
flolice reprisals againat the jeaders and active members of the largest student
nion in Zthiopia were organized by the American CIA. It will be recalled that
rrests followed outbursts of hooliganism by several scores of stool pigeons

ho prevented the holding of a fashlon shouw in the Addls Ababa Haile Selassie I
niversity by Ethiupian,'Arrican.xand international exhibitors. ..The stool pigeons

‘Were dirested by the vica chancellor of the Addis Ababa liaile Selassie.I University, .

ames Paul; who 16 &n American end an agent of the OIA.

excuse of restoring order, he called the police out to the university,
v

tudents Whom he named as having started the dlsturbances.

1
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