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particular, must, of course, be directly affected by any
decrease in gross collective farm income., To forestall
any decline in absolute quantities, the proponents of the
new price policy invariably stressed that the percentage
of deductions of total income for transfer to this in-
vestment fund must be increased. It is hardly a coinci-
dence that already in 1958 24% of collective farm income
in the Ukraine and 24.7% in Kazakastan found its way into

' « the State bank accounts of the collective farms as indi-

° yigible funds. Not to be outdone, ih this respect any
more than in the matter of prices, the Uzbek spokesman,
‘Rashidov, pledged that in the seven-year plan period the
cotton growing collectives would accelerate the coming
together of kolkhoz-cooperative and all-national property
by withholding 30% of gross income for the indivisible
fund,

\" Neither these figures nor the professed aims.nor utili-
zation of these means come as a surprise development and
the Plenum has merely afforded another forum for the pro-
pagation of ideas which have preciously been discussed in
the press. The same may be said of the closely related
problem of distribution of income as payment for the in-
dividual peasants. Moreover from Polyansky on the opening
day to D, Karayev (Turkmen) at the concluding session, the
unequal rewards for basically similar labor provoked es-—
sentially uniform proposals to the wage corollary of the
future price policy, Thus, the chairman of the RSFSR
Council of Ministers expressed his indignation at such
excesses as the payment of 25-30 R per labor day "in same
cases" and his amazement that “certain kolkhozniki for
routine work receive more than 1,500 R/month besides hav-
ing, as a rule, their own private plots." Although the
only leading personality at the Plenum to treat the pri-
vate plots at any length, Polyansky left untouched the

b'thorny i'ssue grasped by subsequent speakers: the fixing
of minimum and maximum wages for the kolkhozniki. First
reffered to in a general way by Podgorny, who suggested
as ‘an innovation the establishment of interkolkhoz mone-.
tary funds, the gquestion of maximum wages for kolkhoz
workers was introduced into the discussion in a specific
manner by N. Belyaev. Criticizing the fact that more
than 25% of the collective farms had allocated more than
40% of distributable income as payment for labor days, a
production troubled functionary complained that "in many
of the republic kolkhozy the average monetary earnings
of the kolkhozniki already exceed the average earnings
0f & SOVKNOZ WOrkers." oSince the average payment of a
labor day in Kaezaknstan -- in money and in kind -- for
1958 was 10.61 R, the average monthly earnings per Kazakh
kolkhoz workers —-- in money and kind from the socialist
sector -- would still be only slightly over 300 R/month,
anad therefore still below even the monetary minimum wages
of sovkhoz laborers, not to mention skilled workers. n
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products of the kolkhozy has been raised with full
justification, These prices significantly differ
rom the prices for agricultural products delivered

by the state farms,"

Despite these official statements there will obvious-
ly be an interval between the final formulation of these
proposals and their implementation. One should note, :
‘moreover, that after years of propaganda only a relative=
ly.émall numbér of kolkhozy have thus far changed from the
tradifional labor day system to purely monetary wage pay-

-ments., Only Podgorny and Belyaev cited figures which ingj—
cate how slowly this "new progressive form" is being in-
troduced; in the Ukraine "more than 1,000" or about 10%
of the collective farms have beeh deemed sufficiently
sound financially to assume such a risk; in Kazakhstan a
mere 100 of the 1,425 kolkhozy have been permitted to face
the risks of meeting this kind of "factory type" financial
obligations. Under the tightened control of the State
Bank ~- the Agricultural Bank was dissolved in September
1959 -- the accumulated funds of the 55,000 amalgamated
kolkhozy -- already all national property by definition
—-— are to grow indefinitely, despite a future drop in
gross income, by virtue of raising the mandatory percent-
age deductions for indivisible funds to 25-30%; the "“co--
operative property", on the other hand, the wage funds
remaining as disposable income after all other obligations
of the kolkhozy have been met, Will be subjected to the
limitations of the future legal maximum wages, How far
this future stage is removed from the reality of the pre-
sent may be deduced even from incomplete Soviet data; how
much ground has already been covered since the death of
Stalin is obvious from such revelations, hardly isolated
examples, that in Tadzhikistan where the average monetary

. Vvalue of the labor day had reached 12 R in 1956, 13% of

\',the kolkhozy had, according to Uldzhabayev, been Gnable

' to pay any cash fOr labor days in 1953, and 28% of the

arms only 1 R.

S

; For the next phase in Soviet agricultiure one of = :
Khrushchev's favorite projects has been greatly aocelEﬁhn\_ﬂhy
rated this year -- the amalgamation of the collective e
farms. Surprisingly, however, the Soviet press has only
indirectly revealed the rate of consolidation and even
the figures attributed to V., Matskevich in a Radio Moscow
broadcast (25 December 1959) did not appear in the Pravda
version of his speech on the next day. Why the reduction
in the number of kolkhozy from 61,000 to 55,000 in a year
should be a matter for "censorship" is not easily expli-
cable, but it is nonetheless also a fact that only the
following data on amalgamation could be gleaned from the
published reports of the Plenum: :

e









