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This article by A.V. Chayanov was first published in the journal, “Paths of Agriculture”
(2927, no. 5, pp. 101-21).This is a revised version of his report presented at the begin-
ning of 1927 in Moscow at a discussion on the social-economic differentiation of the
Soviet peasantry. Many prominent scientists participated in this discussion, including
representatives of the two most important, ideological trends in Soviet agricultural sci-
ence: on the one hand, Marxist agrarians (L.N. Kritsman, V.S. Nemchinov, Ya.A. Anisi-
moy, |.D. Vermenichev, K.N. Naumov), and on the other hand, the so-called “agrarian
neo-populists” (A.V. Chayanov, N.P. Makarov, A.N. Chelintsev).

In the report, Chayanov presents a new interpretation of the social-economic differ-
entiation of the peasantry in Soviet Russia, which differs from the differentiation of the
peasantry in pre-revolutionary Russia. According to Chayanov, after the destruction of
the landlord and capitalist economies by revolution, the main reasons for the differen-
tiation of the Soviet peasantry in the 1920s were regional contradictions in the peasant
population distribution. On the one hand, peasants concentrated in the central, black
earth regions, and on the other hand, they moved to the markets of sea ports and large
cities. Chayanov argued that in this way, four types of relatively independent, family
economies emerged from the mass of semi-subsistence peasant economies: farming,
credit-usurious, commercial seasonal-working, and auxiliary economies.

Moreover, unlike the famous Marxist, three-element, agrarian scheme — “kulak—
middle peasant—poor peasant” —which was developed by the school of L.N. Krits-
man, Chayanov developed a more complex, six-element scheme of the differentiation
of peasant economies: capitalist, semi-labor, well-to-do family-labor, poor family-labor,
semi-proletarian, and proletarian. Based on this scheme, Chayanov suggested a num-
ber of economic policy steps for the systematic development of agricultural cooperation,
primarily in the interests of the middle strata of the Soviet peasantry.

In the discussion of peasant differentiation in 1927, the arguments of Chayanov
and his colleagues from the organization-production school were more convincing and
justified than those of their opponents from the Marxist agrarians. However, in 1928,
the Stalinist leadership began to inflate the threat of increasing class differentiation in
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the village. Thus, it initiated the struggle against the kulaks as a class, which became 7

the prologue to forced collectivization during which Chayanov’s school was destroyed.
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Let me briefly explain my position. I am just starting to study dif-
ferentiation, and I consider it in a completely different way than it is
now interpreted as determined by the production organization of the
economy of various social groups. Therefore, I believe that in two
or three years, I will present some considerations based on my re-
search. And now I want to make only a few general comments on
the formulation rather than the solution of the differentiation prob-
lem. I have neither the data of N.P. Makarov nor the experience of
A.N. Chelintsev. My ideas will be more deductive and methodological.

First, let us clarify the essence of differentiation. A very unpleas-
ant incident has happened to so many words, especially in economic
sciences; they are overloaded with meaning, i.e., a word is associated
with many semantic concepts and images. In fact, when someone uses
an economic term, he interprets it in one way, whereas another per-
son interprets it differently. Therefore, before considering differentia-
tion, we have to agree on what it is and what problems we face. Oth-
erwise, we will have a whole Noah’s ark of various images and terms.

If we consider the history of differentiation, we will see that in
the late 19th and early 2oth century it was usually defined as a pro-
cess that accompanied the concentration of production in industry. In
other words, it was the struggle of large, medium-sized, and small
enterprises under the decisive, technical superiority of large enter-
prises. They gradually replaced small enterprises, proletarianized ar-
tisans, and eventually reorganized industry on the principle of hori-
zontal concentration. The flushing out of medium-sized enterprises,
the breaking up of handicraft and small enterprises, and their pro-
letarization is the process implied by the classical interpretation of
differentiation.

Such an interpretation provides us with a solid and clear under-
standing of the issue and with an accurate classification of econo-
mies by size. The middle of this scale was gradually disappearing,
and large enterprises were becoming larger and steadily maintain-
ing their position. In contrast, artisans steadily went broke and final-
ly proletarianized and became proletariat. This scheme clearly and
accurately explains the nature of the social process under study. Un-
der industrial conditions, differentiation had and has a certain place.

From what perspective should we consider the agriculture of capi-
talist countries? The recently published work of P.A. Vikhlyaev quite
correctly and clearly raises this question. He mentions both the leve-
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ling process and differentiation in the countries of Western Europe
and America and discusses differentiation not within the peasant
economy but within the entire agricultural production. Vikhlyaev
notes that in some countries, large, landed estates oppose the en-
tire peasant economy. Medium-sized capitalist farms disappear in the
course of history, but some farms from this middle layer integrate and
merger to form beet and other landed estates.

Despite such an interesting formulation of the differentiation issue,
we have to admit that in 1927 in the USSR this formulation is unaccept-
able, because we face a completely different problem. We have neither
large, nor medium-sized, capitalist farms in agriculture; therefore, we
cannot consider differentiation in such a way. The definition of differ-
entiation that is relevant for us is of a different nature. To understand
my formulation of the differentiation issue deeply, we have to first re-
veal the exact conditions of the national economy in which the differ-
entiation that interests us takes place. This question is always crucial
for the general understanding and further analysis of differentiation.

If we set ourselves the task of finding out the main types of demo-
graphic situations and locations of agricultural production, in most
cases we will get two types of countries. One type is countries in
which the demographic composition and the standard of agriculture
developed under the commodity economy, for instance, America, Aus-
tralia, some other countries of the New World, and some countries of
Western Europe. Under such conditions, we always have a very defi-
nite type of agricultural standard that is entirely determined by the
market. The characteristic zones of different systems of the econo-
my are distributed by isoprices. These systems determine the amount
of labor required by agriculture, and, respectively, the distribution of
population by isoprices. It is enough to look at the line of isoprices
in the United States of America to see a clear expression of the de-
scribed principle. The market creates all agricultural systems, and
the population is settled according to the demands of agriculture for
workers and exactly according to the heights of isoprices.

There is a different situation in a subsistence economy that ex-
cludes the possibility of isoprices; if there are no isoprices, they can-
not determine the standard of agriculture. Therefore, in a subsistence
economy, we have other types of agricultural production and popu-
lation distribution.

In most countries, the factors that determine economic systems
and population distribution are natural-historical conditions. There
are also historical (often strategic) considerations that determine mi-
gration flows of subsistence economies. Thus, in the countries with
subsistence agriculture, if other strategic things are equal, the distri-
bution of population and agriculture ensures maximums in the most
fertile regions.

Let us assume that some countries with a subsistence economy
move to a commodity economy. According to natural-historical con-

KPECTbAHOBEIEHHUE - 2019 - TOM 4 - No 4



ditions, because of this transition, the density of population required
by the market will not correspond to the density of the population
already settled This is the current situation on our Soviet plains. If
you look very carefully at the population density and its distribution,
for instance, on the maps of the 1gth century — its beginning, middle,
and end — you will see that the central concentration of population
reflects the subsistence economy. You will see that for some time the
population remains concentrated in the places in which it was con-
centrated before the development of steam transport.

Under commodity forms of economy, the population distribution
determined by a subsistence economy is covered by the isoprices sys-
tem, which determines the commodity production conditions. It goes
without saying that the transition to a commodity forms an objec-
tive level of intensity, an objective system of economy, and an objec-
tive density of population. The need for workers will differ from those
who existed before and are now present.

I made a very schematic small map to compare the changes of
our grain isoprices with the population distribution. We see on this
map that the highest grain isoprices in our country are typical for
the ports of the Baltic and Black Seas, the Moscow industrial region,
and non-agricultural areas (Turkestan and the Far North). The zone
with the lowest prices consists of the central agricultural regions and
plains of Siberia.

When taking a closer look at the development of the isoprices sys-
tem, we could assume that the density of population would correspond
to the height of isoprices, provided its settlement was in a commod-
ity economy. However, in fact, the distribution of the rural popula-
tion and partly the standard of agriculture still reflect the conditions
of the already obsolete, subsistence economy. The largest density of
population is in the central, agricultural region, i.e., the region of the
lowest isoprices. This disharmony is the basis of the entire history of
our economy in the last century.

We see a complete discrepancy between market requirements and
the real distribution of the population. This is the reason for the
pressing, agrarian overpopulation in the central and southwestern
regions of the USSR. It is here that we see migration processes and
the development of an enslaving type of relationship between farms.
The mass, peasant economy has been reorganized from a natural
form into a commodity one and thus has become part of the conflict
of an excess of population versus the number of workers required by
market-optimal forms of economy. It certainly loses its homogeneity
and experiences the most dramatic processes of differentiation and
increasing exploitation.

However, these differentiation processes certainly have nothing to
do with the struggle of the large capitalist economies of Europe and
America with their labor and semi-labor forms, with the differentia-
tion processes in the Volga Region and Kuban, and with the state of
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things that we observe in the Moscow industrial region, where the
processes of differentiation are of a completely different nature and
are determined by other factors.

Therefore, T believe that to correctly raise the question and get
relevant answers, we have to accurately and thoroughly study every
single case to find out what kind of differentiation processes we are
observing, how to divide them to identify exactly what we want to
study in every single case, to understand how and to what extent we
can capture the process of differentiation with statistical measures,
and, finally, how to place it in the general system of the national econ-
omy of the country under study. When conducting this research, I be-
lieve that we can distinguish separate processes that can be included
in the concept of differentiation of the economy but have completely
different social-economic content.

The most important question is whether, under the transition from
the semi-natural forms of our agriculture to commodity forms, there
will be a transformation of our main economic form of the peasant
family economy into an American farming economy with a semi-cap-
italist and semi-labor basis. How and with what speed does this pro-
cess take place, and can we expect it to become large-scale in the
near historical future under our Land Code and our economic poli-
cy in general?

The question is not the size but the social type of economy; the
question is not the organization of the production techniques but rath-
er the organization of the social structure of this production. Will we
have a farming type of economy or not?

This is the main and most important question in the whole issue of
differentiation. Because of how the question is formulated, everything
else is somewhat less important. If we are destined to follow the path
of the American economy, our way to consider all issues related to ag-
riculture is predetermined; otherwise, our analytical approach should
be completely different. That is why I believe it is necessary to give
priority to the question of whether our economies’ differentiation
consists of the erystallization of farming-entrepreneur elements and
whether these elements stand out in the total mass of family farms?
In addition to this issue, under the pressure of the same basic social
factors, we can follow another process. That process is the differ-
entiation of the agricultural population by separating the commer-
cial, seasonal workers from it. This was once brilliantly analyzed by
N.N. Gimmer-Sukhanov.

For the population that depends on the lowest isoprices because
of agrarian overpopulation, this is a question of the type of evolu-
tion — either a partial departure from agriculture or the adaptation
of their agricultural economy to new, unfavorable market conditions.
This question is no less important than the previous one. Among oth-
er things, for us it is extremely important to know from which so-
cial groups the reserve armies of industrial labor are formed. Un-
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der what conditions do the processes of this separation intensify or
weaken, and what is the relationship with agriculture of the popu-
lation that abandons farming? In fact, the most urgent and general
question is the type of our proletariat in the next decade. As a result
of differentiation, will we have the professional proletariat that com-
pletely abandoned agriculture or the new workers who are our old
friends — semi-peasants—semi-workers who maintain relationships
with their villages. This question is of crucial economic importance.

The third point related to the issue of differentiation is of no less
social interest. It is known that the process of agrarian overpopulation
in a family community economy always provides the conditions for the
development of enslaving forms of exploitation, such as usurious cred-
it, provision of means of production on onerous terms, and commodi-
ty exploitation. We have to learn whether this process is taking place
in our country, and, if it is, what are the conditions, what are the fac-
tors, what are the sizes, and what are the economic consequences of
this form of exploitation of one group of the peasantry by the others?

It should be emphasized that this process is completely different
from the development of the farming economy. It almost directly im-
plies the absence of the farming economy and becomes the most fruit-
ful process in the subsistence economy.

Finally, the last question about peasant economy differentiation
is the differentiation of economies determined by the changes in the
structure of production and by the separation of farms for special
auxiliary purposes: seed, breeding, primary processing, transport, etc.
Very often such separation is determined by the capitalist surplus val-
ue; however, this is not an everyday, bonded exploitation but the de-
velopment of normal, capitalist enterprises.

In this case, I do not mean the local separation of some special
crops or the localization of agricultural production in space, but rath-
er the splitting of the agricultural production process within the re-
gion — a kind of ‘division of labor’ between farms. This process is
very complex and, unfortunately, often confused with forms of bond-
ed exploitation, which is far from being always right. I will explain
my idea with a few examples.

Let us consider elementary forms of pig breeding. They include
the processes of mating, growing piglets, fattening, and slaughter
all taking place on one farm. In the most developed regions of pig
breeding in America, these four processes constitute four types of
farms — we see mating stations, pig nurseries, fattening farms, and
slaughterhouses.

Furthermore, in Flanders, the process of flax production (which
we integrated at one farm) often includes dressing the flax. The pro-
cess is differentiated into family farms, flax-growing, flax-damping,
and flax-scutching enterprises, and also farms for hackling the flax.
We see the same type of organization in many branches of primary
processing, in livestock breeding, threshing, tractors, etc.
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Undoubtedly, when these highly specialized enterprises are based
on wage labor, their development is a major step in the development
of rural capitalism. Nevertheless, this does not allow us to lump all
these farms into one pile with forms of bonded exploitation or to as-
sume that every employed tractor driver, owner of a steam thresher
or other large tool, miller, or owner of a breeding bull mating for a
fee represents an enslaving form of exploitation.

These are the four processes that we should identify and analyze
separately, because each of them has its own specific social-econom-
ic nature. So, the first question: is the type of economy created or
not created? Is there a transformation of the peasant masses, and if
it is created, then under the pressure of what factors, and what is
its quantitative scale? The second question: to what extent does the
differentiation of the agricultural population resemble an industrial
type of seasonal work? The third question: how and under what con-
ditions do enslaving forms of exploitation develop? And finally, the
fourth question: how is the production differentiation constituted by
the development of individual mono-enterprises?

Actually, these are the questions that we face and that interest
us. All these four processes have already been partly described by
A.N. Chelintsev, N.P. Makarov, G.I. Baskin, and others. Therefore,
after insisting on their separation, I will focus on only one question
that has not yet been considered and, in my opinion, is not relevant,
but its absence can hinder the study of the four previous questions.

All four processes take place in the context of the usual differentia-
tion of the demographic (family) order, which depends on the relation-
ship inherent in the family economy — between the economy size and
the family size. This is the key background of differentiation, and it is
especially clearly expressed in sowing groups and family size. Actually,
this is not interesting for us because it has been common for centuries
and is a common feature of every mass of peasant family economies. It
should be taken into account and at the same time highlighted so that
it is not confused with the differentiation processes I indicated above.

Already in 1923, in my work Die Lehre von der bduerlichen
Wirtschaf, 1 noted that, even if there were no social or capitalist dif-
ferentiation in the peasant economy except for ordinary, everyday
processes of peasant family development after its separation from the
father’s household and until its gradual filling of mouths and work-
ers and the final land division starting new development cycles, un-
der community land use and short-term rent, —even if this were the
case, it would be enough for a strong differentiation by the level of
sowing groups and livestock.

This process takes place because of the relationship between the
family and economy sizes. It is so important for understanding the so-
cial structure of the village that we consider it necessary to focus on
it in great detail, especially because other speakers, as far as I know,
will not touch upon it at all.
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Quite long ago, after the very first cases of zemstvo statisticians’ 13
application of sowing groups, the relationship between the size of
the sown area and family size in the economy was discovered. All re-  Chayanov A.V.
search findings of peasant economy studies proved the same relation-  0n differentiation
ship of these two variables. For instance, relying on the consolidated  of the peasant
work of B.N. Knipovich, we can provide the following series of data  economy
about this relationship by provinces:

Table 1
Groups Per economy Groups Per economy
t;);eS:V;I: Desiatina Peasants t;yrezovivnn Desiatina Peasants
desiaytina of . of both desiaytina of . of both
convenient sexes convenient sexes
land land
Vyatka Province Poltava Province
o 1.2 2.8 o 2.5 4.9
o-1 4.5 3.5 o-1 1.5 4.9
1-2% 8.9 4.4 1-2 2.5 5.4
2% -5 12.6 5.3 2-3 3.6 5.4
5-7% 16.6 6.2 3-6 5.2 6
7%—-10 21 7.2 6-9 9.5 6.8
10-15 27,7 8.6 9-15 15.8 7.5
15-20 36.5 10.7 15-25 28 8.5
> 20 51.2 12.8 25-50 54.5 9.5
- - - > 50 144 11.2
Vladimir Province Yaroslavl Province
o 0.2 3.2 o 1.4 2.8
0-3 4.9 5.3 o-1 4.8 4.4
3-6 9.4 6.6 1-2 7.3 5.4
6-9 14.2 8.3 2-3 10.5 6
9—-12 20.14 9.8 3-4 14.4 6.9
>12 31.4 12 >4 21.2 8.6
Tula Province Samara Province
o o 1 o o 3.5
o-1 0.4 3.4 0-3 1.8 4.4
1-2 1.4 4.4 3-6 4.5 5.2
2-5 3.4 6.2 6-9 7.5 6.1
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5-10 6,9 8,4 9-12 10.5 6.9
10-15 11,0 11,0 12-15 13.5 7.5
15-25 17.7 12.6 15-20 17.4 8.2
> 25 23.9 14.4 20-30 24.4 9.4
- - - 30—-40 34.2 10.9

- - - > 40 65.9 11.3

Kaluga Province Vologda Province

o o 3.6 o 0.4 2.5
0-3 2 4.8 0-2 7.4 4.4
3-6 4.3 6 2-3 12 5.3
6-9 74 7.3 3-6 16.6 6.2
>9 11.3 8.4 >6 194 75

By tracking the changes of functions, we can prove a significant
dependence of family development on the size of land used. The na-
ture of this dependence varies by region according to the differenc-
es in the structures of economic life. Thus, in the northern Vyatka,
Yaroslavl, and Vologda Provinces with high earnings from devel-
oped, seasonal work, the area of land used is directly proportional
to the development of the family. In the agricultural regions — Tula,
Samara and Poltava Provinces — the land use curve, as it develops,
significantly accelerates its growth.

However, in both cases, the change in the dependence curves
is so natural that for many provinces, it can be easily expressed
by a mathematical formula. For instance, for the Samara Prov-
ince: if the family size (number of persons) is x, then the area of
convenient land per household in the analyzed grouping will be
equal to y: y = 0.36x2 — o.52x — 2.6; and for the Vyatka Province
even simpler: y = 4.38x — 10.5. The following table shows the
situation, because these formulas accurately express the chang-
es in the curves:

Table 2

Samara Province Vyatka Province

Number of  Desiatinas of sown area Number of  Desiatinas of sown area

persons in per household (y) persons in per household (y)
the (fj)mily by by the {:)mily by by
formula observation formula observation
4.4 2 1.8 3.5 4.8 4.5
5.2 4.4 4.5 4.4 8.8 8.9
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6.4 7.6 7.5 5.3 12.7 12.6
6.9 10.7 10.5 6.2 16.7 16.6
7.5 14.7 13.5 7.2 21.4 21
8.2 17.3 17.4 8.6 27.2 17
9.4 24.3 24.4 10.7 36.3 36.5
10.9 34.5 341

In other words, we can be somewhat certain that the mass ob-
servations of the relationship of these two variables in the peasant
economy make them a proven fact. Our calculation of the correla-
tion coefficient between them also proves their significance. For in-
stance, we have:

Table 3. Correlation coefficients between the sown area and the number of
mouths and workers in the peasant family

Provinces and uyezds Number of mouths Number of workers
Vologda uyezd 0.43 0.43
Smolensk Province 0.6 0.58
Belsk uyezd 0.4 0.4
Starobelsk uyezd 0.73 0.6
Novgorod Province 0.46 0.45
Kirgiz farms of Kustanay 0.59 0.56

and Aktyubinsk uyezds
(number of livestock)

Thus, there is an undisputed fact of relationship. After the rec-
ognition of this fact, we must study the content of this relationship.
Simply stated, we must identify which of these two interrelated ele-
ments is the cause and which is the consequence — which one deter-
mines the other. It is well known, that there are two opposing points
of view. On the one hand, S.N. Prokopovich and some other econo-
mists believe that the only determining variable here is the size of the
sown area predefined for the family composition. These economists
argue that the size of the peasant family is determined by the mate-
rial living conditions; therefore, the family can increase in size only
if it is provided with the proper means of production, in the form of
land or in the form of cattle and other means of production in econ-
omies of other types.

Many researchers representing the organization-production school
oppose this point of view and insist on the reverse relationship. Un-
der the communal economy and rental forms of land mobilization
typical for the peasant economy, the land area is much more volatile

RUSSIAN PEASANT STUDIES - 2019 - VOLUME 4 - No 4

15

Chayanov A.V.
On differentiation
of the peasant

economy



16

TEOPUA

than the family composition. Therefore, this relationship should most
likely be understood as the demographic development of the family
being dependent on the distribution of land. The author of this ar-
ticle once studied the Starobelsky uyezd and tried to prove this po-
sition by pointing out that the grouping of the sown area is, at the
same time, its grouping by the family age — according to the analy-
sis of the demographic composition of families from different sowing
groups. I found that the share of families consisting of a married cou-
ple and minor semi-workers reached 76.4 in the economies with up
to 3 desiatinas of sown area, but it fell to 38.5 in the economies with
3—7% desiatinas, to 4 — with 7%—15 desiatinas and, finally, to o in
the economies with more than 15 desiatinas of the sown area. In other
words, absolutely all peasant economies with large sown areas were
the families of older peasants, in which the second generation had
already become full-time workers. We also noticed that the transi-
tion of some demographic elements from one sowing group to anoth-
er, for example, the ratio of workers and mouths, provides the same
development curves for the sowing grouping as for a direct grouping
by family age. However, this decisive remark, not developed on the
basis of other budget studies, was completely unnoticed in the liter-
ature about the issue. Therefore, the problem still exists with all its
tough confrontation and, certainly, is awaiting an objective solution.
Without taking on the task of a final solution of the problem posed
in the report, we, however, consider it possible to publish one of our
new works on the issue.

We believe that if the arguments of S.N. Prokopovich were true
and the family size were really and entirely determined by the mate-
rial living conditions, then these material conditions would affect the
family composition primarily by reducing the birth rate or increasing
mortality. Only through these two levers that regulate family com-
position could the material conditions act, because all previous stud-
ies defined the family as a composition of assigned families, includ-
ing industrialists. Thus, the impact of the economic factor on the
scale of seasonal activities of the economy was not considered a part
of the issues under our study. Therefore, to check the arguments of
S.N. Prokopovich in his last work, which aimed to criticize the or-
ganization-production school, we started to thoroughly search for the
correlation between various elements that could serve as indicators of
the volume of economic activities: the sown area, number of livestock,
etc., on the one hand, and indicators of family demographic dynam-
ics, on the other. Because there were no data on birth rate and mor-
tality in the budget materials available for our calculations, we con-
sidered it possible to take the share of children under six years as
an indicator of demographic dynamics. We believe this is the indica-
tor we need, because it expresses the birth rate for six years less the
mortality of children for the same period. The results are extremely
interesting and presented in the table below.
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Table 4. Correlation coefficients of the share of children under 6 years in
peasant families with various measures of the economy power (per farm)

Provinces and Land tenure Sown area Livestock Fixed Gross  Personal
uyezds (desiatinas) (desiatinas) interms  capital income  budget
of cattle  (rubles)
Novgorod 0.007 -0.4 -0.4 -0.08 -0.43 -0.16
Province
Starobelsk 0.49 0.44 0.24 0.45 0.4 0.16
uyezd
Kirgiz farms of - - -0.4 -0.4 —-0.08 —0.09
Kustanay and
Aktyubinsk
uyezds
Belsk uyezd o 0.42 0.41 o 0.07 0.05
Smolensk -0.12 -0.12 -0.148 -0.16 -0.16 -0.47
Province

After examining these extremely curious figures, we can absolutely
conclude that the correlation coefficients between the elements of the
demographic dynamics of peasant families and the measures of eco-
nomic power of the farm can be negative and positive, but both are
so insignificant in size that they can be equated to o, especially tak-
ing into account their opposite signs. In other words, the absolute size
of the economy, sown area, capital of the variables that we study has
no influence on the birth rate less the mortality of children. We do
not want to generalize our conclusion beyond the data that we have
or to make any broad generalizations from our calculation. Howev-
er, we believe that the results of our study are highly significant, es-
pecially because, as we showed at the beginning of the article, these
are the budgets, which provided us with not very high but still no-
ticeable correlation coefficients between family and economy. Thus,
we can arrive at certain conclusions: within the examined relation-
ship between the absolute size of the economy and the absolute size
of the family, it should be admitted that the first depends on the sec-
ond, and not vice versa. By the extremely painstaking calculation of
correlation coefficients, we did not expand our study to more exten-
sive data and will not do so, because we believe that the “obligation
to provide evidence” is not ours but that of our opponents.

In any case, we have no doubt that: 1) demographic differentiation
determines the differentiation of farms by sowing and other quanti-
tative groupings in absolute terms; 2) demographic differentiation it-
self is not relevant. When studying the actual issues of differentiation
(the four issues mentioned above), we should eliminate its influence
in every possible way and use indicators that do not correlate with
family size for the analysis of these issues.

RUSSIAN PEASANT STUDIES - 2019 - VOLUME 4 - No 4

17

Chayanov A.V.
On differentiation
of the peasant

economy



18

TEOPUA

This is our interpretation of the five processes of differentiation.
It goes without saying that all five processes are inextricably linked,
mutually determined, and show different forms of interconnection
in different regions and different phases of historical development.
However, to study them in synthesis, we should consider each pro-
cess separately and find for each its own most effective measure and
indicator.

At the present stage of the empirical analysis, the question of
measures is the most important for the development of differenti-
ation studies. Therefore, we will focus only on this question at the
end of our report, especially because there is great confusion and lit-
tle clarity and accuracy in it. As we have already noted, to study the
four processes of social differentiation that are relevant for us, first
we have to suggest such measures that would not correlate with the
processes of demographic differentiation, i.e., those that would not
indicate the absolute size of the family or economy. Accordingly, to
measure the first process, i.e., the transformation of the family peas-
ant economy into farming forms, as an indicator, we have to take not
sowing or any similar groupings but direct measures of capitalist re-
lations in the economy. L.N. Kritsman, V.S. Nemchinov, I.D. Vermen-
ichev, Ya.A. Anisimov and K.N. Naumov developed a synthetic coef-
ficient, or the coefficient of proletarianism/capitalism of the economy,
based on the total account of the relations of wage labor and rental
of horses and equipment.

The groupings by this coefficient provide very indicative results.
However, we should admit that, because of their calculation, they do
not distinguish the process of developing farming economies from
the process of developing bonded forms of exploitation. We can say
that, for example, by observing a farm that rents out equipment or
livestock — we cannot conclude that this is certainly the birth of the
farming economy. It is very likely that this economy will never be-
come farming. Quite often such a process is the survival of old, bond-
ed forms of domestic exploitation. If we study the differentiation of
these methods, we will never answer the question of whether the
farming elements in our peasant economy develop or not. It is quite
possible that the economy of renting threshers and tractors will turn
out to be the farming one.

Therefore, it seems to us much more rational to divide the coef-
ficient of V.S. Nemchinov into two separate ones: the first is based
on an accounting rental relationship, and the second expresses bond-
ed domestic forms of exploitation and is based on accounting rental
of horses and equipment, credit relations, and rent. However, even
in this case, there can be complications and confusion. To eliminate
them, we have to avoid confusing bonded forms of exploitation with
the emergence of special, capitalist, service enterprises (our fourth
type of differentiation) when accounting for the use of equipment and
partly of horses. Thus, the integral Nemchinov coefficient is divided
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into three measures, and each of them is adapted for a special type
of social differentiation of economies.

Another favorite measure in the study of differentiation is the
economies’ capital security. The author of this report and other au-
thors often used the absolute size of fixed capital per economy for
groupings. Our analysis shows that it is much more efficient to use
the amount of the advanced working capital with the depreciation
of fixed capital or even only the annual capital reproduction costs
in the economy, although this is less indicative because of the inter-
mittent reconstruction of the fixed capital that is typical for small
enterprises.

Our final type of differentiation — seasonal work outside agricul-
ture —is best measured by the share of seasonal work earnings in the
gross income and annual wages or the family labor balance.

These are my methodological observations of the study of differen-
tiation in agriculture. As I have already mentioned, I do not have the
data of the large-scale, empirical studies of N.P. Makarov, V.S. Nem-
chinov, A.N. Chelintsev and others. Therefore, I refrain completely
from any comments on the current state of all four types of differen-
tiation I identified. I believe that we will need not only the work al-
ready done but also a number of special studies to consider in detail
the complexity of the issue we discuss.

The only comment with which I can essentially conclude my re-
port is that the processes of both enslaving and demographic differen-
tiations seem to me a relic of the subsistence economy. We will inev-
itably take this into account for ten more years, but the development
of this relic does not at all prove the development of capitalist ele-
ments. Moreover, the processes of differentiation because of season-
al work and the division of production functions do not always and
do not so much indicate the development of capitalism in agricultur-
al production in the narrow sense of the word. Rather they prove the
development of the entire national economy towards higher levels of
capitalist organization and industrialization. Both are possible with-
out capitalist conditions: for instance, seasonal work can take place at
the socialist state industry, and division of the organizational plan of
peasant production can lead to the cooperative organization of some
separated industries.

Therefore, we should focus mainly on the first type of differenti-
ation —the direct reorganization of labor family economies based on
the household form of labor balance into farming economies based on
wage labor to get surplus value. It is this type of the development of
differentiation that constitutes the essence of the problem. In the So-
viet economy, this process, which undoubtedly increases agricultural
productivity, cannot be considered progressive, because it inevitably
causes severe social consequences in rural life and hinders the devel-
opment of cooperative forms of agricultural concentration that are the
mainstream of our economic policy in farming.
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0 andPpepeHUNaLNN KPECTbAHCKOro Xo3sMcTBa?2
YasiHoB A.B.

CocTtaButenb: AnekcaHap MuxarnoBmy HUKY/IMH, KAHAWAAT 3KOHOMUYECKUX HayK,
avpekTop LleHTpa arpapHbix nccnegosanui PAHXuIC npu MNpesngeHTe Poccuiickomn
depepauymu; gupeKkTop HYasHOBCKOro uccnegoBartenbckoro LeHtpa MBLUC3H. 119571,
MockBa, np-T BepHaackoro, 82. E-mail: harmina@yandex.ru

[MepeBog Ha aHMMUUCKNIM 93blK: TpouyK MpuHa BnaauMupoBHa, JOKTOP coLMonormye-
CKMX HayK, npodeccop kadeapbl coumonornn PYAH; Beaywmin Hay4Hblh COTPYAHMK LleH-
Tpa arpapHbix uccnegoarHunin PAHXUIC npu MpesunaeHTe Poccuiickoit deaepaLnu; co-
TPYAHWK YasiHOBCKOro uccnenoBaTeNibCKoro LeHTpa MBLUC3H. 119574, MockBa,

np-T BepHaackoro, 82. E-mail: irina.trotsuk@yandex.ru

Ota cTtaTbs A.B. HafHoBa 6bina BrnepsBble onyb6MKoBaHa B XypHane «[yTu cenbCcKo-
ro xo3auncrea» (1927. N°5. C.101-121) n 9BNSeT co6oi nepepaboTaHHbI BapuMaHT goKna-
na YasHoBa, KOTOpbIN 6bln NpeAcTaBfieH B Xo4e ANCKYCCUU O COLMaNbHO-9KOHOMMUYe-
cKoW anddepeHLmaLMm COBETCKOro KPeCTbSHCTBA, COCTOSIBLUENCSA B Havane 1927 roja
B MockKBe. B ANCKyCCMM NPUHANM y4acTUe MHOrMe BUAHbIE y4eHble — NpeAcTaBuTeNnu
ABYX BarKHENLWMX NAE0N0rMYecKMx HanpaBneHunin arpapHon Haykn CCCP: ¢ ogHoOM cTopo-
Hbl, arpapHuKn-mapkeucTol (J1.H. Kpuuman, B.C. HemunHos, 9.A. AHucumos, U.[. Bep-
MeHunyeB, K.H. HaymoB), ¢ Apyroi CTOPOHbI, Tak Ha3blBaeMble «arpapHUKU-HEOHAPOAHM-
Kku» (A.B. HasaHos, H.M. MakapoB, A.H. YennHues)3.

B poknage YasHoB o60cHOBas HOBOE NMOHUMaHUe coLmalibHO-3KOHOMUYECKON ANd-
depeHumaumm KpecTbaHcTBa B CoBeTcKoM Poccuu, oTnnyaiowencs oT guddepeHumaumnm
KpecTbAHCTBa B Poccun gopeBOontouMOHHON. 1o MHeHUIO HYasHoBa, NOC/e YHUHTOXEHUS
B XOJ€ PEBOIOLMUM MOMELLNYBUX U KAaNUTaNTUCTUHECKUX XO3ANCTB OCHOBHOW NPUYUHOWM
anddepeHLnaLnm COBETCKOrO KPeCTbSIHCTBA B 1920-€ rofbl CTann permoHasnbHble npo-
TUBOpPEYUSA B pa3MeLlleHNU KPeCTbAHCTBA, C OAHOM CTOPOHbI, CKONMBLLErocs B LLeHTpalb-
HO-4EePHO3EMHbIX PErnoHax, ¢ ApYron — TAroTeBLUEro K pbIHKAM MOPCKUX NOPTOB
M KPYMHbIX rOpoAOB. YasHOB AOKa3biBas, YTO TaKMM 06pa30M M3 OCHOBHOIO MaccuBsa
nonyHaTypanbHbIX KPECTbAHCKUX XO3FMCTB BbIAEUINCL YeTbipe Bnaa OTHOCUTENBHO ca-
MOCTOSITENIbHbIX CEMENHbIX 3KOHOMUK: pepmepcKue X039nCcTBa, KPeaUTHO-POCTOBLLUYE-
CKWe, MPOMBbICNIOBbIE U BCOMOraTe/ibHbIe.

Kpome TOro, B OTIM4ME OT 3HAMEHUTOM MApPKCUCTKOM TPEXUSIEHHOW arpapHoOn CXxembl
«KynaK-cepeaHaKk-6e4HAK», KOTOpYO pa3BuBana wkona J1.H. KpuumaHa, HYasiHoB o60c-
HOBan COGCTBEHHYIO, 60JIEe CNOXKHYIO U KOMMNEKCHYIO WECTUYNIEHHYIO cxeMy AnddepeH-
LMaLMN KPECTbAHCKMX XO3ANCTB: KanutaanucTuyeckue, noayTpyaoBble, 3aXXNTOUYHbIE ce-
MeWHO-TPYAOBblEe, GeAHSLLKME CEMENHO-TPYAOBbIE, NONYNpONeTapcK1e 1 NposieTapcKue.
Ha ocHoBe 3701 cxeMbl HYasiHOB MPeAsoXKuA P LWaroB 3KOHOMUYECKOM MNOMNTUKM
no JanbHenwemy cUcTeMaTUYeCKOMY Pa3BUTUIO CENIbCKOXO3ANCTBEHHOW Koonepauuu,
npexje BCero, B UHTEpecax LLeHTpasbHbIX CTPAT COBETCKOIO KPECTbSHCTBA.

HecmoTps Ha To, 4TO B AUCKYCCHMM 1927 FOAA O KPECTbSHCKON AnddepeHunaumm ap-
rymeHTbl HasiHOB 1 ero Konfier no opraHn3aLMoHHO-NPOU3BOACTBEHHON LWKONE Bblrnaje-
nu 6onee y6eamTenbHbIMU U O60CHOBAHHbLIMU, YEM Y UX ONMOHEHTOB arpapHUKOB-Map-
KCUCTOB, CTa/IMHCKOE PYKOBOACTBO C 1928 rojga Ha4yano pasayBaTb yrpo3y HapacTaHus
KnaccoBow AnddepeHumaumnm B fepeBHE, MHULMUPYSA 6G0pbOYy C KynayecTBOM KakK Knac-

2. Crarba mojrorosieHa ¢ ucrojb3oBannem rpanta [Ipesugenra Poccuiickoit
Depnepannn, npepocrasienHoro Pongom npesuneHTCKUX rpaHToB. Ilpoert
«Ikosra A.B. YasHoBa u cOBpeMeHHOE CEJbCKOE PA3BUTHE: YBEKOBEYMBAS
JeAHUSA YUEHBIX Yepes3 aKTyaJns3alnio HX HACIeIHsI).

3. Solomon. S.G. (1977). The Soviet Agrarian Debate: A Controversy in Social
Science, 1923-1929. Boulder: Westview Press, 309 pp.
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pasrpomsieHa wkona YasHosa.
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