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WORK IN THE COUNTRYSIDE

Speech Delivered on January 11, 1933

Comrades, I think that the previous speakers
have correctly described the state of Party
work in the countryside, its defects and its
merits-particularly its defects. Nevertheless,
it seems to me that they have failed to mention
the most important thing about the defects of
our work in the countryside; they have not
disclosed the roots of these defects. And yet
this aspect is of the greatest interest to us.
Permit me, therefore, to express my opinion on
the defects of our work in the countryside; to
express it with all the straightforwardness
chanacteristic of the Bolsheviks.

What was the main defect in our work in
the countryside during the past year, 1932?

The main defect was that our grain procure
ments in 1932 were accompanied by greater
difficulties than in the previous year, in 1931.

This was by no means due to the bad state
of the harvest; for in 1932 our harvest
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was not worse, but better than in the
preceding year. No one can deny that the
total amount of grain harvested in 1932
was larger than in 1931, when the drought in
five of the principal areas of the north-eastern
part of the U.S.S.R. considerably reduced the
country's grain output. Of course, in 1932, too,
we suffered certain losses of crops, as a conse
quence of unfavourable climatic conditions in
the Kuban and Terek regions, and also in
certain districts of the Ukraine. But there can
not be any doubt that these losses do not
amount to half those we suffered in 1931 as
a result of the drought in the north-eastern
areas of the U.S.S.R. Hence, in 1932 we had
more grain in the country than in 1931. And
yet, despite this circumstance, our grain pro-·
curements were accompanied by greater dif
ficulties in 1932 than in the previous year.

What was the matter? What are the reasons
for this defect in our work? How is this dis
parity to be explained?

1) It is to be explained, in the first place, by
the fact that our comrades in the localities, our
Party workers in the countryside, failed to
take into account the new situation created in
the countryside by the authorization of col1ec
tive-farm trade in grain. And precisely because
they failed to take the new situation into con-
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sideration, precisely for that reason, they were
unable to reorganize their work along new
lines to fit in with the new situation. So long
as there was no collective-farm trade in grain,
so long as there were not two prices for grain
-the state price and the market price-the
situation in the countryside took one form.
When collective-farm trade in grain was
authorized, the situation was bound to change
sharply, because the authorization of collec
tive-farm trade implies the legalization of a
market price for grain higher than the estab
lished state price. There is no need to prove
that this circumstance was bound to give rise
among the peasants to a certain reluctance to
deliver their grain to the state. The peasant
calculated as follows: "Collective-farm trade
in grain has been authorized; market prices
have been legalized; in the market I can obtnin
more for a given quantity of grain than if I
deliver it to the state-hence, if I am not a fool,
1 must hold on to my grain, deliver less to the
state, leave more grain for collective-farm
trade, and in this way get more for the same
quantity of grain sold."

It is the simplest and most natural logic!
But the unfortunate thing is lhat our Party

workers in the countryside, at all events many
of them, failed to understand this simple and
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natural thing. In order to prevent disruption
of the Soviet Government's assignments, the
Communists in this new situation should have
done everything to increase and speed up grain
procurements from the very first days of tlle
harvest, as early as July 1932. That was what
the situation demanded. But what did they
actually do? Instead of speeding up grain pro
curements, they began to speed up the forma
tion of all sorts of funds in the collective
farms, thus encouraging the grain producers
in their reluctance to fulfil their obligations to
the state. Failing to understand the new situa
tion, they began to fear, not that the reluctance
of the peasants to deliver grain might impede
grain procurements, but that it would not
occur to the peasants to withhold some of the
grain in order, later on, to place it on the
market by· way of collective-farm trade; that
perchance they would go ahead and deliver all
their grain to the elevators.

In other words, our Communists in the
countryside, the majority of them at all events,
grasped only the positive aspect of collective
farm trade; they understood and assimilated
its positive aspect, but absolutely failed to
understand and assimilate the negative aspects
of collective-farm trade-they failed to under
stand that the negati\'e aspects of collective-
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