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Abstract. According to the study, unrealistic assumptions on better economic results 
generated especially through the fast transformation of collective farming (JRD) into higher forms 
of production were one of the main reasons behind the failure to fulfill targets in agriculture in 
Slovakia during 1951 and 1952. Though these forms achieved higher profitability compared to 
private farmers, they lacked the production condition needed to substitute a private sector. 
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Introduction.  
After the international situation got worse in 1951, the government in Moscow put pressure 

on Czechoslovakia to rework the tasks outlined in the 5-year plan. Priority was given to heavy 
industry and all other parts of the national economy were subordinated to this aim. Agriculture was 
no exception. 

 
Materials and Methods.  
The study is based on the research of archival documents of party political provenience (the 

Presidium of the Central Committee of the Communist party of Slovakia and the Secretariat of the 
Central Committee of the Communist party of Slovakia), published statistical data and period 
specialist literature related to economic issues. The direct method of research was used 
predominantly; however, an indirect approach was also employed in ascertaining the reliability of 
statistical data. Considerably different results in management of collective farms have been found. 

 
Discussion.  
During the later part of the 5-year plan, agriculture in Slovakia was supposed to increase 

production from the originally planned 27,3% to 64,5% (from 1951 it was an increase of 37%) and 
an increase in plant production was one of the main goals [1]. Such a drastic increase of plans in 
agriculture had no real justification and caused unrest, mainly because even lower plans were not 
fulfilled during previous years. This increase was to be achieved by increased initiative of the 
workers, the shock-worker union and by finding new forms of work. However most was hoped 
from the fast transformation of collective farming (JRD) into higher forms of production. In other 
words, the transformation into socialist mass production in agriculture, which was represented by 
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collective production in farming was supposed to fulfil these aims. This was caused by the naive 
assumption regarding mass production that the horizontal integration of private economies will 
bring substantial increase in global production including agriculture [2]. Later it was revealed that 
the increase of work productivity is an important, but not the most important condition in 
agricultural production [3]. 

National goals regarding productivity in Slovakia were to be fulfilled by the same 
transformation of collective farms into higher production forms, which was supposed to increase 
the interest in creating new collective farms (JRD). The preference of collective farms and state 
properties (ŠM) was rationalised by their higher relative effectively regarding market price [4], 
because in this figure the collective farms and state owned properties showed higher numbers than 
the private sector [5]. However, the fact that the collective farms and state owned farms had only a 
negligible share in agricultural production was purposely omitted. The ratio between these types of 
farming was levelled off in 1959 [6]. Similar results were seen in the other sectors of economy, 
where the ratio was levelled off in 1958 [7]. This shows that the better results of the collective farms 
and state owned farms were not because of better production rates, but were the effect of pressure 
from government structures. This meant that the collective farms and state owned farms were 
compromising with the government and offered higher amount of products at their own costs and 
needs. To be more precise, it has to be stated that the collective farms were creating fictive numbers 
because of the so called evidence repurchase. This was caused by the efforts of the repurchase 
agencies to fulfil plans as fast as possible and because of that they bought the products only on 
paper without them actually moving. This was the case especially with grain which was bought 
even before the harvest, without any guaranty that there will be enough grain [8]. These realities 
underlined that the collective farms and state owned ones were not in a condition to replace the 
private sector. There is no doubt that the people involved knew what was happening, but they 
rather kept their eyes shut and omitted the problems [9]. This was also because of propaganda 
aims, to show that collective farming was more efficient that the private sector, however the truth 
was that the agricultural production stagnated. Paradoxically this pressure on collective farms, 
which were to become the shop-window to the private sector, caused the stagnation of agricultural 
production in Slovakia. 

The next cause, which negatively influenced the agriculture in Slovakia, was the way the 
national economy was governed. In Czechoslovakia the first 5-year plan was gradually transformed 
to a centrally governed system, which did not include possibilities of personal interest and rather 
created a bureaucratic form of leadership. The formation of a centralized system of government 
was justified by the theses of the incompatibility between socialist planned economy and the free 
market. Socialism was seen to be completely organized and controlled society [10]. The most 
important control apparatus was the plan. The goal was that the whole agricultural production 
would follow the plan. In Czechoslovakia like in other people’s republics, the so called normative 
economics was the way how the plan was fulfilled. The plan was seen as the will of the society, and 
so the goals of the plan were the needs of society and not the capacity of economy [11]. This 
understanding of economy connected with an administrative way of leadership meant that the 
plans were too complicated (for example each agricultural company had to deal with exactly one 
type of product, size of land which is to be sowed and the rate of production), too optimistic and 
not suitable due to the landscape and earth type. The pages of economic newspapers were filled 
with demands to fulfil plans in spite of unsuitable weather and other conditions and that one has to 
fight the nature so that the society can prosper [12]. 

The negative aspects of bureaucratically created plans for agriculture meant the 
transformation of immediate producers into plan fulfillers. These plans however were in contrast 
with the actual experience and capabilities of agricultural production. This change also meant that 
the workers in agriculture lost interest in increasing production figures, because they were 
constrained by the detail planning. This attempt to control agriculture through administrative 
means was increased during 1951–1953 and culminated in 1952, and was the main cause of the 
stagnation of agricultural production. 

It has to be stated that even within the centralized system, there were possibilities to use 
economic instruments, especially in the repurchase area. The aspects of the newly-created 
repurchase system [13] stated that the workers themselves should assist in creating agreements 
between production and supply companies, which was supposed to motivate them. At the same 
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time it was expected that purchase of products would only take a certain amount of goods from the 
collective farms and the rest could be sold on the free market, which would stimulate production 
increase. This form represented an improvement compared to the strict supply system of 1945–
1948; however it was not successful in Slovakia. To completely eliminate free trade, the state 
created the so called above-contract purchase system, which bought up the rest of the farm 
production and put it in state funds. According to statistics, state purchase bought up only a small 
amount of total market production up until 1954. The main part of market production was bought 
by state repurchase. 

The causes were the aspects, how the individual farmer was supposed to fulfil the plan. The 
size of the consignment was supposed to be discussed; however their real size was set up according 
to the whole plan, without considering the real production capabilities. Each increase in production 
usually meant an increase in supplies. Of course this praxis meant less interest of the individual 
worker to increase production [14]. 

In the situation where the production and supply demands were increasing every year, the 
real value of the products was usually ignored, which meant lesser stimulation of agricultural 
producers [15]. The usual form was that the agricultural producers were forced to sell at a lower 
price to the state, as the real market price. This meant that the production costs were not taken into 
account and were usually higher than the sell price [16]. High supplies and low prices took 
considerable resources away from private owners, as well as collective farms and they were often 
not able to guarantee simple reproduction. These deficiencies were most prevalent during 1951–
1952. 

The private sector had its own specifics. It owned the majority of agricultural land and 
formed the main part of market production; however it did not form the main part of industrial 
demand. The causes were mainly a decrease of production of consumer goods and small businesses 
(like they were not existent anymore) [17], as well as a lower demand by private agricultural 
workers [18]. In time this was interpreted as insufficient propagation of farm seed exchange 
between worker [19]. However the main cause was the insolvency of the private sector or in other 
words, the unfair exchange between the state and the farmers. 

In spite of these adverse conditions the first plan for private farmers from 1951 stated that 
they were supposed to increase production and supply [20]. The difference between the needs and 
real capabilities got bigger. The private sector had only limited capability in this regard, especially 
because of the uneconomical sell of agricultural products to the state. Repurchase was therefore a 
forceful act and did not become a productive aspect of the relationship between the farmer and the 
state. The situation was especially complicated in Slovakia, as there was pressure to even out the 
supply from Czech lands. This caused a supply demand increase of 100 to 400% in 1949. If the 
farmers did not sign the contract, the local national council could impose it [21]. This would 
explain, why market production increased each year, but real production stagnated. This situation 
eased in 1955, when the freedom of creating contracts was re-established for some less important 
agricultural goods. This was agreed upon during the X. rally of the Communist party of 
Czechoslovakia. 

The collective farms were in a relatively different situation. Their prosperity was the main 
aim of the regime. The intensity of the support varied, but it remained a long term aim to support 
the collective farms at the cost of the private sector [22]. Increased investment in agriculture 
during 1951, were meant to support collective farms. A double increase in investment into 
agriculture aimed to mechanise the field work, as well as compensate the drop of workforce in the 
sector. This aim was not fulfilled. In 1951 the investments in Slovak agriculture rose only slightly 
and compared to other sectors, they decreased. During 1952 and 1955 this tendency started to show 
in absolute numbers [23]. More important changes were made in the structure of investments. The 
orientation to create new collective farms with common economy began in 1950 and it was 
necessary to move the investments into the building sector to create stables, stall and other 
buildings. As these investments were small in Slovakia, they could not fulfil the demand. 
Investments into mechanisation were also lowered, between 1951–1953 in spite of the fact that the 
workforce drop was 15% compared to the expected 5%. This meant a total of 330 thousand people 
would move away from agriculture. Approximately 100 thousand from this number included 
Slovakia. This sharp decrease was not compensated by mechanisation and the collective farms 
suffered. 
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After the rally of the Communist party of Slovakia in may 1950, a campaign was started to 
rapidly increase the number of production collectives. The number of collective farms increased 
threefold [24], but it also created a sharp contrast between the number of the workers and the size 
of the land owned the collective farms [25]. Due to this a significant number of small collective 
farms were created. They possessed little land and adjacent agricultural establishments. This 
situation was made worse then they received so called foreign land. And so it happened that in 
1951, a single workforce in collective farms of the III. and IV. type had to work on 7,21 ha of 
agricultural land. This was in sharp contrast to the private sector where only 3,13 ha of land were 
managed by a single workforce [26]. The negative effects of having insufficient mechanised 
equipment were especially apparent in collective farms. This was the case of industrial crops, root-
crops and livestock production where mechanisation was almost non-existent [27]. 

The severe workforce deficiency in collective farms was increased in late 1951 due to the 
stiffening of the food-card system (the food-card system was again introduced in early 1951) and 
industrial product card system. According to the edict of the Minister of inner commerce from the 
19th December 1951, the members of collective farms whose farms did not fulfil plans to 100% were 
not given cards to certain products [28]. For example if a collective did not supply enough meat or 
eggs, but oversupplied with grain its members were still no given cards for sugar or clothing. The 
repercussions soon followed. Collective farms were not able to fulfil supply due to various reasons. 
Therefore 95% of collective farms suffered from the card system [29], what negatively affected the 
workforce number. At the beginning of 1951 collective farms in Slovakia had 58 756 stable workers 
and this was lowered to 19 710. The migratory process within the collective farms was further 
increased in the first half of 1952. Great numbers of workers, metal workers, builders (mostly 
communists) left the collective farms, even though they previously followed the orders of higher 
types of collective farms [30]. 

On the other hand, the card system further decreased the interest of farmers to work on their 
fields. They rather moved to work on their own crofts [31]. The effect was that in 1951 the collective 
farms had severe problems to meet deadlines for agricultural work. In 1951 collective farms in 
Slovakia were able to finish spring work only thanks to voluntary work. The interesting fact is that 
two-thirds of the stable workers did not even take part in the spring works [32]. Of course this also 
caused little interest of the young population to join the agricultural sector. This concluded the 
devils ring of various actions and reactions. At that time it was seen by high representatives of the 
party that only harsh administrative and directive orders could solve the situation. Because of this 
from 1951 onwards, formal contracts were not very important and increased plans were created by 
the administration. At the same time cases started to appear where the local national councils 
forced farmers to work a certain amount of time on the collective farms [33]. Collective farms, 
especially in the problem ridden Prešov County, started to become a part of the repressive system. 

Based on the presented facts, it is clear that even though the collective farms were widely 
supported, they suffered greatly because of the various negative economic policies of the state. In 
spite of clear evidence that the creation of higher types of collective farms is a wrong way to 
increase agricultural production, the party and state organizations planned to speed up the 
creation of these from June 1952 onwards. Party functionaries in counties and districts saw this as 
a clear move towards collectivisation. The results of this campaign were contradictory. Three 
months after the declaration 403 collective farms of the III. and IV. type were created in Slovakia 
[34]. On the other hand, farmers who were forced to join collective farms were not actively 
participating in common works and felt deep resentment towards the government. The fast 
creation of collective farms quickly worsened the situation. In addition the mechanisation lacked 
considerably as the farms were created too quickly. Because of this (the year 1952 is classified as 
infertile) plans for the harvest for 1952 were met only in very minor aspects, livestock production 
was insufficient and the tempo of agricultural production in Slovakia was lowered overall [35]. 

 
Conclusion.  
This was not the case of one year. The goals of the 5-year plan were also not met. The gross 

agricultural production in Slovakia in 1953 compared to 1948 was a little higher than in the Czech 
lands; it still did not meet the planned numbers. Livestock production which was supposed to 
increase by 98%, got up by only 28,3% and plant production only by 16,6% [36]. The agricultural 
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production from 1953 in the whole country in general was lowered by 2,1 % compared to 1950 and 
livestock production was lowered by a staggering 17,5%. 
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Аннотация. Статья, как oдну из главных причин неудачи сельского хозяйства в 
Словакии в 1951–1952 гг., рассматривает нереальную идею достижения выших задач с 
помощью ускореннoгo переходa cельскохозяйственныx кооперативов (JRD) к более высоким 
производствeнным формам. Xотя и имели лучший доход, не были в такой 
производствeнной кондиции, чтобы заменили частный сектор. 

Ключевые слова: Сельскохозяйственный кооператив, доход, административные и 
предписывающий управления, закон стоимости, регулируемый рынок. 


