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The article examines the problems of agriculture in the Soviet period and their causes; the conse-
guences of the most popular reforms in agriculture carried out in the studied period are reasonably revealed,
trends and results of the transformation of the organizational and production structures of the agricultural
sector, as well as the economic and social consequences of the formation of vertical structures of the agro-
industrial complex are revealed. The scientific work carried out a historical and economic study of the devel-
opment of agriculture in South Ossetia with consideration of the features of conceptual approaches to the
analysis of the economic transformation of agriculture in the conditions of the development of the socialist
mode of production. The prerequisites and incentives for economic development, indicators of economic
growth, as well as existing problems in the social and economic development of society in the period under
study have been clarified.

Key words: South Ossetia; agricultural reform; collective farm-state farm system; private household
plots.

[U.K. Oxuoeea, JI.K. 'ypuesa, A.B. Texoe OCO6eHHOCTU pa3BUTUA OPraHU3aUUOHHO — NPOU3BOA-
CTBEHHbIX CTPYKTYp arpapHoro cektopa B lOxHoun Ocetum (1953 — 1970 rr.)]

B cratbe paccmaTpuBaloTcs NpobnemMbl CENMbCKOro X03sMCTBa B COBETCKUN NEPUOL U X MPUHUHLI; ap-
rNYMEHTUPOBAHHO PacKpbIBalOTCA NOCNeACTBMA Hambornee nonynspHbIX ped)opM B CEMbCKOM XO35IMCTBE Npo-
BOAMMBIX B UCCNeayeMOM nepuone, BbiIABNATCA TEHAEHUUN 1 pe3ynbTaTbl NpeobpasoBaHusa opraHu3aum-
OHHO — MPOU3BOACTBEHHBLIX CTPYKTYp arpapHOro CeKtopa, a Takke 3KOHOMUYECKUe U coumarnbHble nocnea-
CTBUS (POPMUPOBAHUS BEPTUKASbHBLIX CTPYKTYp arpornpoMbILISIEHHOrO komnrekca. B HayyHow paboTte npo-
BEAEHO MCTOPMKO-3KOHOMMYECKOE MCCIiefoBaHNe pas3BUTUST CenbCKoro xossnctea KOxHon OceTun ¢ pac-
CMOTpPEHMEM OCOOEHHOCTEN KOHLENTYyarnbHbIX MOAXOA0B K aHanm3y 3KOHOMWYECKOW TpaHcdopmaumm cenb-
CKOrO XO035IICTBa B YCIIOBUSIX pasBUTUSA coumanuctudeckoro crnocoba npousBoacTtea. BbisscHeHbl npeano-
CbIfTKU U CTUMYJIbl 3KOHOMWYECKOrO Pa3BUTMS, NoKa3aTenM S3KOHOMUYECKOro pPOCTa, a TakkKe CyLLeCTBYOLne
npobnembl B coumarnibHOM M SKOHOMMUYECKOM pa3BMTUKM obLLIECTBA B UCCreayeMoM nepuoae.
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l'ypuesa Jlupa KoHcmaHmuHo8Ha — GOKMOop 3KOHOMUYECKUX Hayk, npogeccop, Cesepo-OcemuHcKul 20cy-
OapcmeeHHbil yHusepcumem, 2. Bnadukaskas, Pecrniybnuka CeeepHass Ocemusi-AnaHusi, Pocculickasi ®e-
Oepauyusi.

Texoe Anbbepm Bacumnbesuy — kaHOUOam 3KOHOMUYECKUX Hayk, doueHm, KOzo-OcemuHckuli eocydap-
cmeeHHbIl yHusepcumem, 2. Lixurearn, Pecrniybnuka OxHas Ocemus.

For scientists of the Soviet and post-Soviet periods, the study of the sequence of de-
velopment of the collective farm - state farm system was one of the most priority aspects
of scientific activity. The existing problems in the activities of collective farms in the post-
war five-year plans were discussed in detail in the works of I.M. Volkova [4] V.A. llinykh [7],
V. L. Dryndina [6], M. A. Beznin [3], the collective farm - state farm system was considered
by S.N. Andreenkov [1] and N.S. Tonaevskaya [14].

Great changes in this period under study took place not only in industry, but also in
the country's agricultural sector. During the years of the thaw, this resulted in the restriction
of personal farmsteads, further enlargement of farms (which began before the war), the
transfer of collective farms to state farms, and the possibility of a quick breakthrough in the
agrarian sphere through enthusiasm and strengthening labor discipline. Since the Soviet
reformers believed in the advantages of large-scale production, they perceived their per-
sonal farmstead as something existing to the detriment of social and state production [8, p.
221], which contributed to the constant reduction of subsidiary farms, and significantly re-
duced the standard of living of the population.

One of the opinions shared by many researchers, including T.G. Nefedova, is that
the industrial development of cities was carried out at the expense of agriculture, con-
demning the rural population to poverty and stagnation [12, p. 38]. This historical fact is
difficult to refute, since in the first half of the 20" century, the rapid growth of industry was
carried out practically at the expense of free labor of peasants on collective farms, and all
investments were made in cities. In addition, almost 10 million people were dispossessed
and their farms plundered. Due to ineffective collectivization methods, according to the re-
sults of official statistics, agricultural production from 1913 to 1960 only doubled, while the
volume of industrial production increased 40 times.

The second half of the 20" century was characterized by a manifold increase in capi-
tal investments in agriculture. In the period under study, from 20% to 28% of all invest-
ments of the country were allocated for rural development instead of the post-war 7% [9].

By the mid-1950s, a number of reforms were carried out, which in many ways con-
tributed to the development of agricultural production: a decrease in the agricultural tax,
the implementation of appropriate measures to write off tax arrears for the past period, an
increase in the area of personal plots of collective farmers, a decrease in the norms for the
supply of livestock products to the state, and expansion of collective farm markets.

South Ossetia has always been an agrarian region, in 1950 the rural population was
82.4%. The enlargement of collective farms in the post-war period closely affected this re-
gion, where in 1940 there were 467 collective farms, and by 1970 there were only 33 left
on the entire territory of South Ossetia, i.e., over 30 years their number has decreased by
more than 14 times. One of the reasons for the reduction in the number of collective farms
is the migration of the rural population to the cities. Between 1950 — 1970, the population
of rural areas fell from 85.9 thousand to 63 thousand people. This can be explained by the
insufficient development of the social infrastructure of the village, the unattractiveness of
the rural way of life, and agrarian overpopulation. All these factors contributed to the fact
that rural youth left their permanent places of residence and moved to cities.

In 1953 — 1964, the organizational and production structures of the agrarian sector
were collective and state farms, which together form a collective and state farm system,
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which at the first stage included machine and tractor stations, subsidiary plots of large en-
terprises, as well as personal household farms of the country's population.

The period of the 60s for the USSR was characterized by a new stage of develop-
ment, which under L.I. Brezhnev was considered the era of developed socialism, and the
collective farm - state farm system underwent a period of convergence, with a clear
strengthening of the latter.

When analyzing the process of Khrushchev's reforms, many modern economists
have focused on their negative results. For example V.V. Babashkin, S.I. Tolstov note that
this is a thoughtless enlargement of collective farms and the liquidation of "unpromising
villages", which some analysts called "the second collectivization did not give anything
positive" [2] V.P. Popov in his work "The Unknown Initiative of Khrushchev" explains that
"back in 1951, N.S. Khrushchev published an article "On agro-cities", where he put forward
the idea of turning a village into a city, and peasants into workers for agriculture. This task
could be accomplished only if there was large-scale agricultural production. To implement
this initiative in 1940 — 1952. 33,266 people were resettled across the country together
with family members [13, p. 36] ". V.N. Gorlov examines the problem of the consolidation
of collective farms in more detail and concludes that the consolidation of collective farms
took place at a rapid pace. It was planned to build new housing estates with a developed
infrastructure, but this idea could not be financially supported, since the implementation of
such volumes of construction required lengthy preparation [5].

In the analyzed period, not only the concentration of collective farms took place, but
also large state agricultural associations like state farms began to be created. In 1965
there were 3 state farms in South Ossetia, and by 1970 there were 8 of them. The dynam-
ics of collective farm production was much more efficient in almost all respects than state
farms. In the period under study, the collective farm-cooperative form of ownership in
South Ossetia worked more efficiently than state enterprises. We do not have data on the
capital equipment, capital-labor ratio and power-to-weight ratio of agricultural enterprises
in Ossetia, either for public farms as a whole, or separately for collective and state farms.
But we dare to assume that the state farms were better provided for. Nevertheless, the col-
lective farms, despite the unequal position, had more favorable indicators. And this despite
the fact that the situation in the agricultural sector as a whole in the country and the repub-
lic was difficult. In the first years of the period under review, the consequences of collectiv-
ization in the 1930s and the war of 1941 — 1945 were evident. It is known that the first
post-war five-year plan, carried out according to all the main indicators, revealed the diffi-
culties of the agricultural sector, which gave an increase in production by only 1% against
the planned target of 27%. In 1951, gross agricultural output amounted to 93.3% of the
level of 1950. Already in 1953, the state experienced a grain procurement crisis, more
grain was consumed than it was procured.

In the agricultural sector of the country in the period 1953 — 1965. various measures
were taken to get him out of a difficult situation. Here we should mention the September
1953 plenum of the Central Committee of the CPSU; the task of developing virgin lands,
put forward in 1954, transformation of MTS in 1958 and March 1965 plenum.

In accordance with the decisions of these authorities, the purchase prices for agricul-
tural products were increased, capital investments directed to the agricultural sector in-
creased, incl. for the production of tractors and other agricultural machinery. This made it
possible to raise the level of mechanization of work in field cultivation and animal husband-
ry. Collective farms were strengthened by leaders and machine operators.

Fundamental changes were made by N.S. Khrushchev into the management system
of the agro-industrial sector. At the session of the Supreme Soviet (February 1958), the
law "On the further development of the collective farm system and the reorganization of
machine and tractor stations" was adopted, which stated: "Tractors, combines and other
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agricultural machines belonging to machine and tractor stations should be sold to collec-
tive farms that have expressed a desire purchase this technique. Collective farms that did
not have the opportunity to immediately pay for the tractors and machines they bought
should be provided in installments, depending on their economic condition” [15].

In connection with the reorganization of the MTS, agricultural equipment was sold to
the collective farms of the region in the amount of 2336 thousand rubles. The transfer of
equipment to collective farms at first had a beneficial effect. However, many farms did not
have enough of it, which led to poor-quality cultivation of land, delaying field agricultural
work.

Despite the improvement in the situation in the agrarian sector in the second half of
the 50s, in 1959 agriculture again slowed down the pace of its development. The results of
the seven-year plan of 1959 — 1965 turned out to be negative instead of the planned
growth of 70%, the gross output of the industry increased by only 12%.

The March 1965 Plenum of the Central Committee of the CPSU, where a decision
was made to increase the material interest of workers in the agrarian sector, increase the
purchase prices for agricultural products, was of great importance on the way of overcom-
ing difficulties; more attention began to be paid to the social problems of the village.

However, despite such a number of measures, agriculture continued to work ineffec-
tively. If the main production assets for 1951-1970 grew almost 6 times, the gross agricul-
tural output only 2.2 times. Despite the fact that the capital-labor ratio in the countryside
was growing, capital productivity fell and the industry still did not meet the needs of socie-
ty.

Most scientists now believe that the reason for the failure is due to the lack of private
ownership of land, a high degree of state control. But this was also affected by subjectivity
in the leadership, mistakes in planning, financing of agriculture, shortcomings in the organ-
ization of procurement and purchases of agricultural products, as well as in the price poli-
cy, which did not ensure an equivalent exchange of cities and villages. Unjustified interfer-
ence in the activities of collective farms and state farms, a systematic rise in the cost of
building materials, machinery, fertilizers, fuel and other means of production, negatively
affected the economy of collective farms, again led to an unequal exchange of industry
and agriculture. During this period, the leftist concept of the withering away of subsidiary
farming, the liquidation of unpromising villages, was being carried out, and trade coopera-
tion was closed.

The transformations that were carried out in the period under study were a conse-
guence of the development of industrialization in the production of agricultural products
and were carried out simultaneously with the transformation of the agrarian sector. The
staged changes in the agrarian economy and rural society were called "agro-transition”
and became an integral part of the modernization of Russian society in the second half of
the 20th century.

A lot of work during the study period was carried out on land reclamation. As already
noted, the territory of South Ossetia is 385.543 hectares. Most of this area is occupied by
forests and pastures. The harvest of vegetable crops reached 259 centners per hectare.

Attention is drawn to the high degree of development of poultry and beekeeping in
this period, which testified to the progressive structure of animal husbandry and the diver-
sity of its products. It was in 1955 that the number of bee colonies in the region reached
4625 [10, p.117], which was the highest result in the entire history of beekeeping in the re-
gion.

At the same time, in the fifth five-year plan, due to natural disasters (landslides, mud-
flows), the number of livestock per 100 hectares of agricultural land significantly decreased
from 202 thousand heads in 1950 to 54 heads in 1955, which affected the efficiency of an-
imal husbandry as a whole. Accordingly, the number of cattle decreased from 63 thousand
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heads in 1950 to 44 thousand heads in 1955. The number of pigs increased slightly. But in
the fifth five-year period the productivity of livestock increased substantially. The average
annual milk yield from one fodder cow increased in 1955 to 656 kg on average in the re-
gion against 280 kg in 1950. The average annual shear of wool from one sheep in the col-
lective farm sector reached 2.6 kg against 1.6 in 1950.

In the same period, significant changes took place in the development of animal hus-
bandry both in social production and in personal subsidiary farming. As of January 1,
1950, there were 36.4 thousand heads of cattle in social production, and 37.5 thousand
heads in personal subsidiary plots, and by 1970 there were already 41.3 thousand heads
in social production, and personal only 27.9 thousand heads. This was primarily the result
of state policy aimed at concentrating livestock on large farms, as a result of the next en-
largement of collective farms, which was unjustified in a particularly mountainous zone.

It is characteristic that the efficiency of agricultural production in collective farms and
administrative districts differed significantly from the regional average. This is due to the
fact that attention to farms operating in extreme conditions was insufficient, and financial
opportunities for the development of social infrastructure there were limited. This is con-
firmed by the slower growth rates of monetary incomes in the highlands. During the study
period, monetary incomes in the collective farms of the Java region, which is the highest
mountainous region, increased by only 33.3%, Leningorsky by 44.1%, Znaursky by 65.7%,
Stalinirsky by 203%. And it was during this period that the foundation was laid for the ori-
entation of animal husbandry to imported feed grain, and, consequently, to undermine its
fodder base. Apparently, this should also explain the decrease in the number of cattle in
the region from 74 to 69.2 thousand heads.

State purchases of livestock and poultry by 1960, compared with 1950, increased by
1.6 thousand tons, and by 1970 by 2.6 thousand tons. Government purchases of milk also
had a tendency to increase, during the study period they were increased by 1.5 thousand
tons. As for government purchases of eggs, during the study period their number de-
creased by 1 million pieces. This is due to the fact that poultry farming in South Ossetia
was most developed in the fifth five-year period, and then with the enlargement of farms it
began to decline [11, p. 57].

During this period, there were processes of inter-farm cooperation. Inter-farm ties
arose already at the beginning of the mass collective farm movement, they were ex-
pressed in helping each other with seeds, machines, spare parts, although they were tem-
porary. Such cooperation in the area of capital investments was especially important. The
December (1958) Plenum of the Central Committee of the CPSU obliged “party organiza-
tions, Soviet and agricultural bodies to contribute in every way to the development and ex-
pansion of inter-collective farm production ties, to support the initiative and to assist collec-
tive farms in organizing joint construction. According to this decree, in 1959, an "inter-
collective farm construction” was organized in South Ossetia, carrying out a program of
construction work in the collective farms of the region. His activities are also of interest be-
cause he contributed to the involvement of local building materials in the national econom-
ic turnover. Inter-collective farm cooperation in the area of construction remained the most
widespread type of inter-farm ties in these years. In the period under study, collective, pub-
lic farms played a predominant role in the agricultural sector in the production of agricul-
tural products; small peasant farming was ousted, the share of personal subsidiary farming
was reduced.

Fruit and berry farming successfully developed in the seventh and eighth five-year
plans, for 5 years the volume of production was doubled. At the same time, viticulture in
the eighth five-year plan practically did not make any progress, although the natural condi-
tions here are favorable for this culture. Livestock production was developing unevenly -
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meat production in the eighth five-year plan failed to maintain the achieved level of the
seventh five-year plan, but milk production was significantly increased.

Summing up the results of the development of agricultural production in South Osse-
tia during the period under study, it should be noted that it was diversified: in animal hus-
bandry - cattle, pig breeding, poultry farming, beekeeping; in plant growing the production
of grain and legumes, industrial crops, vegetable growing, fruit growing, viticulture. Moreo-
ver, there was no clear specialization of farms by types of products, although in the whole
country these processes were already taking place.

There were changes in the structure of the agricultural sector - large state enterprises
(state farms) were created. Despite the fact that their number was still 4 times less than
that of collective farms, they already had large sown areas and livestock, which meant the
nationalization of the agricultural sector.

The number of rural residents has decreased due to the outflow to cities due to
agrarian overpopulation, worse living conditions in the countryside, and the unattractive-
ness of agricultural labor. Agricultural production developed more intensively in the low-
land (plain) and foothill zones; due to a lack of funds, the mountainous zone did not re-
ceive proper development. And although the share of agriculture in the gross social prod-
uct remained the highest, it declined due to the rapid development of other branches of
material production, especially industry.
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