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This essay reviews four recent books based on nedsean the
development of capitalism and the position of hbakkebased farming in
post-Soviet Russia. Each of the books representdiffarent set of
conceptual assumptions and is based on differetftads of enquiry. It is
argued that a problematic feature of much of therditure on this topic is
that it begins from the assumption that successipitalist development in
Russian agriculture should be based on the devedopraf small-scale

family farming. This tends to obscure the varietyfawms of production
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that have emerged so far and the range of differefattionships between
them.
Keywords Russia, peasants, capitalist agriculture, fafiaityning, postcommunist

transition

In some ways the situation of Russian agricultarthe years since the end of communist
rule seems to resemble that of the early years #fee Bolshevik Revolution. Now, as
then, a prominent theme in the debate on the ctearand trajectory of Russian
agriculture is concerned with the questions of Wwaetind to what extent there are trends
towards capitalist development, and what are thim fi@@tors encouraging or impeding
such a development. Further, then as now, manyoesithre concerned with a broad
category of farming people who may, by various rd&éns, be described as peasants.
More generally, then as now, there is some confusibout terminology and the
categories that are used to classify those invoinddrming and food production and to
organize the data that is collected on them. I Ip&triods, those attempting to research
into Russian agrarian development have to work wifitial classifications that tend to
obscure many of the main characteristics of theammation of agriculture and the
relations between agricultural producers.

Of course, the comparisons can only be taken so Ifarthe 1920s the
development of capitalism was seen by policy maksrthe main danger to be avoided,
whereas since 1991 capitalist development has pessented as the goal of government
policy; in the 1920s those that could be categdrizs peasants formed a larger
proportion of the population and generally had marel at their disposal than those now
described as household producers; and whereasakeesain Russia in the 1920s had to
work within politically and ideologically definedategories such as ‘kulak’, and small,
medium and rich peasants, modern researchers argtr@ioed more by the legal
categories that determine how different kinds afriag organization are officially
perceived. Moreover, perhaps the biggest differdmete/een the two periods stems from
the very different characters of the two transiioperiods, towards and away from
communist rule. Whilst the revolutionary events 1&17 and 1918 brought about a

radical reallocation of land as peasants seizegtbgerty of the former landowners and



redistributed the land among themselves, the refasmpost-Soviet governments have
been top-down initiatives designed to the brealkiuihe collective and state farms of the

communist period and to promote the developmeptighte commercial farming.

OUTCOMES OF THE POST-SOVIET REFORMS
Beginning at the end of 1991 the new post-Sovietsiun state introduced a series of
decrees calling for the large collective farms kkolz) and state farms (sovkhoz) to
undergo reorganization and for the transfer ofrtlaid to the private ownership of the
rural population. In the years from the early te thid-1990s 63 per cent of the large
farms changed their legal status to a variety of farms, while the remaining 37 per
cent resisted change. The most common of the nepote forms was the ‘joint stock
company of a closed type’ (TOO) in which only tleerhier members of the collective
farm were able to own shares. However, in pradtieeorganizational structure of the
TOO and other new corporate entities did not reaittyduce very significant changes in
the authority structure of most large farms. Oftie& chairperson or director of the new
company or cooperative maintained an authoritaaiash highly centralized control over
the organization, and ordinary workers did not wignificant new rights or powers.
Alongside the changes in legal-organizational staperhaps a more significant change
was brought about by the liberalization of pricad #he drastic reduction of subsidies to
the large farms from the central state. As a resyltthe late 1990s the vast majority of
these enterprises were formally bankrupt, althooginy continued to operate despite
their debts. In some areas they were subsidizecdppnal governments. In other cases
changes were made that enabled them to generatenoeme. In general they were able
to reduce expenditure by the transfer to local gavents of the responsibilities they had
in the Soviet system for providing and funding sbeervices and infrastructural support.
In this context, the Russian agricultural workfrbad to adapt in order to
continue to make a living. They did this within awnlegal framework involving two
different changes in their status. First, workerd pensioners were granted a share of the
land of the former state and collective farms thaty had worked on. However, taking
up ownership of an actual share of the land of ¢b#ective or state farm was

problematic for many people and was implementedtively rarely. The usual pattern



was for people to take their share as a certifiohtbe general holding of the large farm
rather than as a plot of land and to allow theddaym to rent the land from them and
therefore to continue to farm it as before. Secgnidind within the boundaries of rural
settlements was transferred to the local governmdntinistration. This included the
household plots on which rural dwellers in the 8byeriod had carried out their
‘personal subsidiary farming’, growing fruit andgetables and keeping chickens and
sometimes goats and other animals. Following thesfer of this land to the local
authorities, people were able to apply for thewtplto become their private property.
Further legislation was then introduced in an apteto facilitate the development of a
market in land and to create a more favourablel leljaate for people to claim their
share of the large farm in the form of land. Howewelarge majority of rural dwellers
have resisted the temptation of becoming privatenéas and receiving their share as
land. Most rural people who have wanted to expdrar thousehold production have
preferred instead to rent land from local authesitand expand their farming activities
that way.

These changes all took place in the broader comtiean overall decline in the
volume of production in the large farm sector of | cent in the first post-Soviet
decade. The share of household production of égatultural output rose to just over 50
per cent by the early 2000s, on the basis of fammgse average landholding was less
than one hectare. Behind these figures lay a ttem@rds an increasingly distinctive
division of labour between the different kinds afrhing in their main products. While
the large farms specialized in the cultivation efeals, sugar beet and sunflowers, the
focus of household farming was increasingly on gngwpotatoes and other vegetables,
and also as the main producer, with just over bfHll production, in meat and poultry
and milk. The focus of the private farms’ produntwas in the exact same crops as the
large farms, but with a minor share of the total.

However, although the larger farms declined irmgerof their share of total
output, it should be noted that they retained arcdeiperiority in the proportion of their
patterns of land use. As Wegren has noted, by rikdeoé the Yel'tsin period the large

farms continued to use 86 per cent of all agricaltland ‘although formally much of this



land had been “privatized™, in that the land wasvhed’ by shareholders who were the
former workers on the large farms (2008, 123).

Thus the post-communist period in Russia has w#&®@ the emergence of a
distinctive pattern of Russian agriculture built ardivision of labour that had already
emerged in more muted form in the Soviet Union.hdiligh it had been envisaged
originally that as the collective and state farmatured the household plots would be
phased out, in practice this proved impossiblectuexe. After a renewed move towards
restriction of the plots under Khrushchev they Ipeea more or less accepted feature of
rural life in the 1970s and 1980s and indeed, u@tebachev, they were even seen as a
basis on which a decentralization of the statecatiéctive sector might be achieved and
small private farming encouraged. However, more tb@existing, the socialized sector
and the households developed what has often beeoprilmed as a ‘symbiotic’
relationship. This is summarized by the authorsrd@ of the books reviewed here, Pallot
and Nefedova, as follows:

The relationship consisted of a type of social w@wit between farm

managements and their workers’ in which the farrmagament would

provide inputs into household production in excleafay a commitment to

work on the large farms. The inputs from the lafgens ranged from

formally agreed support to turning a ‘blind eyehe illicit use and theft of

collective property’ (p. 23).

In the post-Soviet period household production besome more autonomous from the

large corporate farms but there is usually stiligh degree of interdependence.

RESEARCH ON RUSSIAN AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT

Post-Soviet Russian agriculture has attracted a washge of research from different
academic disciplines, including economics, geogyaguid sociology, using a variety of
different research methods and approaches, rafigingthe analysis of official statistics
through the use of questionnaires and structurenhvilews, to ethnographic observation
and unstructured interviews; much of this varistyaflected in the studies reviewed here.
These studies also reflect a range of differentvp@nts on the character of Russian

agriculture and its future prospects. However, @re¢issue around which much of the



debate between them revolves concerns the ideaathaiccessful strategy for the
development of commercial agriculture should beeHa®n the development of
household and small scale private farming.

Agriculture in Transitionis the culmination of the work of a team of ecomsim
who have worked on World Bank projects researclaiggcultural transition in Eastern
Europe since 1991. The authors — Zvi Lerman, C&&daki and Gershon Feder — draw
on a combination of national official statisticdsetWorld Bank’s comparative database of
World Development Indicators and a wide range afnfag surveys carried out in each
of the countries of Eastern Europe and the fornoere® Union. Although the book is the
independent work of the authors, its conceptuahéaork and general approach reflect
the assumptions and policy outlooks that have filsoed the World Bank approach to
transition from communist rule to the market ecogamgeneral. From this perspective
the aim of the agricultural transition was ‘to irape the efficiency and productivity of
agriculture’ and this ‘required the replacemeninstitutional and organizational features
of the former command economy with attributes begd from the practice of market
economies’ (p. 50). Approaching the problem in tiway led the authors to the
formulation of a series of ‘ideal transition desmta’ reflecting the goals of the
neoliberal economic approach that informed poli@kers in Russia in the early 1990s.
Thus centrally prescribed production targets werebé removed; prices were to be
liberalized; state subsidies were to be eliminaad hard budget constraints adopted;
state and collective ownership was to be replagegrtvate ownership; and the large
state and collective farming units were to be bnokp into smaller businesses (p. 51).
With such desiderata in mind, the actual transipp@nformance in agriculture of each
country could then be assessed.

As is clear from the desiderata, transition isxse&e a multifaceted process but, the
authors argue, the key focus of the transitiongncaltural production itself must be on
the twin processes of land reform and the restringuof farm enterprises. As far as land
reform is concerned, a central problem is the meabdf a market for land. Given the
starting point of an agricultural sector wherelatid is either collectively or state owned,
‘privatization is the natural starting point fomthreform’ (p.6) but it is not necessarily

sufficient for the creation of an efficient markeised agriculture. Since farmers in



established market economies do not always owtatitethey cultivate, but enter instead
into rental and lease agreements, the key issuaghsr the transferability of land through

market mechanisms: ‘It is through land markets that resources can flow from less
efficient to more efficient users, allowing farméosadjust their holdings to optimum size
subject to their managerial capabilities’ (p. 6jJosely connected with enabling a free
flow of land resources between farmers is the questf farm restructuring. Two basic

approaches to restructuring are possible: one vim@lthe break-up of the large state and
collective farms into smaller units that can be aged by small private and family

farms, and the other geared to a ‘corporatizatairthe old large farms so that they are
maintained as large units but jointly owned by mplétshareholders (p. 7).

In the detailed analysis developed throdgjmiculture in Transitionthe particular
pattern of land reform and farm restructuring fottms central focus with the experience
of each country compared. The book offers a veqyré@ssive comparative survey of the
countries of the former Soviet Union and Eastermoge, presenting and analyzing a
great deal of detailed information in a very acit#esand clearly argued way. The
conclusion reached by the authors is that althaligthe countries discussed in the book
began from a very similar starting point in ternfstiee institutional and ownership
characteristics of their agricultural sectors, alldwent through an initial decline in
agricultural production, thereafter the paths o ttountries of Central and Eastern
Europe (CEE) on the one hand, and of the formeieSdynion (except for the Baltic
countries) began to diverge. This divergence, tlieas argue, ‘appears to be associated
with differences in the actual policies and thecHjs of implementation, which in all
likelihood stem from inherent cultural, social apdlitical differences that persisted
throughout the Soviet era’ (p. 216). The main défees concerning policy and
implementation concerned ‘recognition of privatenenship of land, transferability of
property and land use rights, allocation of landpimysical plots or paper shares,
privatization by restitution or distribution’. Ofhése, private ownership, full
transferability and allocation in the form of plai land rather than paper shares were
most closely associated with improved agricultpetformance (p. 221). The differences
were quantified and ranked by the authors on sessfaD to 10 where 10 signified the



ideal conditions for successful commercial agris@tand it was found that whilst the
CEE countries had an average score of 9, the foBoeiet countries had a score of 6.

For Lerman and his colleagues their analysis letadghe conclusion that
successful agricultural reform in a transition tee tmarket is associated with the
‘individuation’ of landholdings and the creation sinall private farms, as tend to be
found in CEE more than in the former Soviet Uninkey factor in the explanation of
divergence between the two regions therefore ipthiey decision to ‘privatize’ the state
and collective sector by the allocation of plotdasfd in the former and paper shares in
the latter. Policy makers in Russia and other for8wyriet countries ‘essentially perceive
market agriculture as based on successors of farolierctive and state farms, which are
to be subjected to a “horizontal” transformatiorwand improved productivity but
otherwise remain largely unchanged in scale andesctn contrast, CEE policy makers
‘recognized the need for radical changes in thenfanterprise sector, including
introduction of hard budget constraints [which] favor individual farms and show a
negative bias toward large corporate farms’ (p@-22).

Although the whole approach oAgriculture in Transitionis consistently
comparative, the conclusions concerning Russiackrar: that Russia has one of the
poorest performing agricultural sectors, that tissrelated to the survival of large
corporate farming as the predominant form of adfice, and that this in turn is related
to the policy choice of privatization by paper gsarather than in the form of separate
plots of land. For the most part the authors chemgdo go beyond the question of policy
choice in identifying causes; the nearest they @ggr to discussing the roots of the
different policy choices between countries is ieithallusion to unspecified ‘inherent
cultural, social and political differences’ mentamhabove. Indeed, they clearly state that
their focus is on economic aspects and that ‘treatrof political factors is left to authors
who are more qualified to discuss them’ (p. 3).this respect their book stands in
contrast with some of those discussed below thetgit to locate economic aspects in a
wider social or political or spatial context.

It is specifically the spatial aspect that proddee central focus ofhe End of
the Peasantry®y Grigory loffe, Tatyana Nefedova and llya Zaslay Unlike the book

by Lerman and his colleagues their focus is on Russly, but — in a different way —



they are also attempting to place Russian agriailitu a broader context. Whereas for
Lerman et al., the context is provided by intemradi comparisons, for loffe and his
colleagues the context is provided by the broa@egraphical characteristics of Russia,
its size, natural and climatic variations, and sort and settlement patterns. Indeed, to
some extent the book’s title is misleading since mhain focus is not on the Russian
‘peasantry’ but on the spatial characteristics aé$ta as a country and their relation to
the prospects of the development of a viable corommleagricultural sector. This book
also contrasts in style and structure with thaL&fman et al. In contrast to the tightly
organized and concisely expressed development eofatgument of Lerman and his
colleagues, the book by loffe and colleagues isemimosely structured, straying
occasionally into tangential discussions which ailevays interesting but which
sometimes distract the reader away from the ma&méh

loffe and colleagues consciously draw on a loadition in Russian geography in
which ‘characteristics of the broadly defined eomiment’ are viewed as ‘causative
agents as well as constraints on Russia’s socioegcndevelopment’ (p. 1). The
authors’ approach is to relate statistics on agafgphysical geographical variables such
as climate, soil types and density of populatiomtticators of agricultural performance
including productivity and crop yields, as well astent of commercialization. They
describe how, historically, Russia was charactdrigartly by a ‘west-east gradient’ in
which different regions could be plotted, rangimgterms of output, productivity and
farming expertise from ‘the Baltics’ through west&ussia and central Russia to eastern
Russia. However, superimposed on these differenmees others defined in terms of soil
fertility, especially the difference between thadl earth and non-black earth zones, and
centre-periphery differences in which productivign be correlated with distances from
cities and transport routes. The combination okehéctors provides the context in
which successive Russian policy makers have atsinfii organize and reorganize
Russian agriculture and to set policy aims. Unberinfluence of the Soviet modernizing
project the state attempted, partially successfodlyovercome natural and spatial
determinants and to achieve a greater uniformitpsacthe Russian space than before.
However, even in the latter years of the Sovietddniand more since its demise, the

older ‘environmental’ influences were beginningéassert themselves.



As a result of the post-Soviet policies of ecomonfiberalization and the
withdrawal of state subsidies there has been advattal from more marginal areas
where poor climate, poor soil and distance fromkaisr make it difficult to engage in
successful farming. As a result, the ‘Europeantgrat of continuous settlement of the
countryside is becoming less prevalent: ‘In summauyal Russia is morphing into an
archipelago, and the driving force of the procesdepopulation of the least favorable
fragments of the Russian countryside, where lemastraible connotes less fertile, more
remote or both’ (p. 154). This has involved net mraiign away from Siberia to European
Russia as well as the above-mentioned archipelagerp within European Russia. The
authors provide an account of these changing $paaizerns that is compelling; it is
based on a rich array of data and detailed analgdlisgraphically illustrated by an
excellent series of maps demonstrating each ofi¢tailed relationships between factors
that are explored in the book. This is clearlystrengest aspect of the book.

What is less clear however is how the geograpliregds relate to the fate or
prospects of the peasantry that feature in the 'bddle, or for that matter, any of the
different kinds of farming currently found in RussiThe changing spatial patterns are
clearly seen by the authors as an important elenmettie explanation of the varying
performance of agriculture in different regions. rglaver, rival accounts are less
effective, they suggest, because they have igniedea that ‘agricultural development
constraints ... arise from Russia’s environment (piatsand social alike)’ (p. 44). Based
on statistical analysis correlating grain and rnyikdds with rural population density, they
argue that, for former collective farm productivitlye sheer number of people per unit of
land is still the most important predictor’ (p. 9They also suggest that there is a degree
of ‘spatial selectivity’ concerning which areas fdient kinds of farms do best in.
However, the relationships are only strongly proraad in the non-black earth zone
where ‘productive collective farms tend to be fourshr the cities, [household farms]
tend to dominate farming output in the outlyingtdets, and [registered family farms] do
best “in between” (p. 127). The authors also ardugsed on fieldwork observations
rather than statistics, that the quality of laband its productivity are higher in farms in
areas where there is higher population density|emprioblems of alcoholism and poor

guality of work are higher in more remote areas.
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As with the book by Lerman and his colleaguefiaaigh based on very different
arguments and data, the general outlook for theeldpment of a productive and
successful agricultural sector is unpromising: ‘Nthat the state budget is thinner and
the rural population is being depleted by the neggatate of natural increase and by
outmigration, further contraction of farmland isawoidable’ (p. 224). Howeveir,he End
of the Peasantry@nds with an expression of hope since the autrmmngo suggest that
‘because the land that is likely to be retainedemnzultivation is a better match to the
peoples’ actual ability to cultivate it, not lesstlmmore food is likely to be produced on
significantly contracted farmland and fewer resesrwill be wasted’ (p. 224). This leads
them to the conclusion that ‘we believe that thsifpee effects of land abandonment in
Russia will eventually outweigh the negative effé¢p. 227). However, it is not clear
what the consequences of this eventual outcome beafpr the rural population that
remain in the more impoverished areas of low pdmradensity and low productivity.
Will the archipelago pattern become even more prooed, leaving huge areas of
unpopulated land between widely dispersed urban pgndirban areas? And for how
many years, or even generations will the dwindlmgnbers of rural people in the
declining areas suffer from increasing impoverishtrend isolation? It would be very
interesting if such issues provide the researckstipres of future study by the authors.

Standing in contrast to the previous two bookg, disio sharing a focus on the
‘peasantry’ or household and private farmingylisasuring Social and Economic Change
in Rural Russiaby David O'Brien and Valery Patsiorkovsky. Thistiee most recent
book-length publication from a prolific team of Rien and American researchers who
have produced a unique collection of time seri¢a dased on panel surveys of selected
locations in different regions of Russia. In akté have been five waves of the research
so far: the first was conducted in 1991 and thetmexsent in 2003. Different members of
the team have been responsible for producing e largmber of books and articles
reporting different aspects of the research. Asr@iBand Patsiorkovsky note, their work
provides ‘the only long-term indicators of microd#¢ changes in the attitudes and
behaviors of households and villages in the Russtamtryside during the transitional
period’ (p. xxv). The premise on which the survays based is that the rural household

is the basic unit of analysis for their researcbaose this is the level where the impact of
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reform can be most accurately judged. Their maim igito measure ‘changes in human
and social capital within the household and hows¢hehanges affect the ability of

households to adapt more or less successfullyg@xigencies and opportunities posed
by new market reforms’ (p. xxvi). In focusing onrhan capital within the household

they make explicit acknowledgement to the work dfaganov and the tradition of

focusing on the ‘moral economy’ in Russian agrasasies.

For O’Brien and Patsiorkovsky, the significant iiges to explore are those at the
micro-level through which households adapt to thecmo-level reforms affecting their
existence. In this process households initiallywdon their Soviet-era experiences and
practices in which household production was ‘subsyd production, geared to
supplementing the consumption of rural dwellers seéhmain job was in the collective or
state farm. However, in the process of adaptintpéopost-communist reforms the same
households can be seen becoming ‘a full fledgeth@oac production unit in the new
emerging market economy’ (p. xiv). As a resulttostadaptation and reorientation of the
‘peasant’ household, the two most important chartgeege been ‘the increase in the
proportion of agricultural production in Russia ttha accounted for by household
enterprises and private farmers and the creatiorewfforms of inequality in the Russian
countryside’ (p. xiv).

On the issue of the strengthening position of kbokl farming, the results of the
surveys revealed that the shift in the proportibagricultural production accounted for
by household farming was accompanied by a shithénplace of employment from the
large farms to household production or self-emplegtnfor an increasing number of
individual respondents. The percentage of adultskiwg for the large farms declined
from 86 per cent in 1991 to 33.6 per cent in 2008 the percentage ‘reporting some
kind of self-employment rose from 0 in 1991 to 38'4n 2003. For the authors this
represents ‘a major structural shift not only ie 8ocial organization of the household
and village, but also in the institutional fabritraral Russian life’ since the household
members ‘have shifted their traditional relianceompthe large enterprise for their
economic security to their own resource base ofébald human and social capital’ (p.

XXi).
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The problem with this interpretation of the resuliowever is that it is unclear
what they show about the extent of change in tlegtioea of households to the large
farms, as opposed to the relation of individual dehwld members. It may be that
individuals who leave employment in the large farane part of a household in which
another member remains employed there. It may bedhat households adopt a strategy
of maintaining a link to the large farm so that theusehold may still benefit from
support it can offer to their farming activitiesir€limstantial support may be offered for
this hypothesis from the figure the authors do @®von gender differences in
employment in large farms: ‘a much larger numbewofmen than men left their jobs in
the large enterprises in order to devote all teeergies to their household agricultural
production and sales’ (p. 59). According to the nresent of the authors’ surveys for
2003, while 27.2 per cent of women identified thmu$ehold farm as their ‘primary
employment’, only 14.9 per cent of men did the saimay be that men are maintaining
links with the large corporate farm in greater nensbthan women in order to ensure
continuing access to infrastructure and servicessupport the functioning of the
household farm that can only be obtained localbynfrthe neighbouring large farm.
Similar reasons may be behind the ‘sharp increasthe number of extended family
households’ observed in 2001 (p. 65). It may béektended kin may also help maintain
links to resources outside the household. Suchng&rpretation would certainly be
compatible with the idea expressed by other autbhoder review here (including loffe et
al as well as Pallot and Nefedova discussed betloat)a ‘symbiotic relationship’ exists
between household and large corporate farming hatldach needs the other for its
continuing operation. If this is the case, it remsaopen to question to what extent the
trends identified by O’Brien and Patsiorkovsky healo represent ‘a major structural
shift’.

On the question of growing inequalities in the &as countryside, the main
finding of Measuring Social and Economic Change in Rural Russithat ‘household
entrepreneurial activities, agricultural sales, ancdome derived from other types of
household business, rather than salaries or gowrntransfers, are the primary sources
of inequality between households’ (pp. 106-07). &bwer, they argue, future

developments may accentuate the trends towardstegreaequality since those
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households with greater entrepreneurial skills magket opportunities may well be more
able than others to adopt new technology and gaicess to further marketing
opportunities than those that have lower produgtignd a weaker resource base. The
other side of this question of course, is that gngwinequality is accompanied by
growing poverty. Perhaps a surprising finding & furveys is that ‘not only the greatest
incidence of poverty but also the most severe ggvsrfound in households with two
parents and dependent children’ (p. 123). The @&gpian, for the authors, is that most of
the poor are former employees of large-scale fagmiho are now trying, with varying
degrees of success, to make a living mainly fromskbold farming. However, in their
view, the fact that ‘at least half of the poor ..védound survival strategies, largely
through increasing their household productive cépagrovides a more hopeful view of
the resilience of rural Russians than has beerepted in many other scholarly and
popular reports’ (p. 126).

Unfortunately, what is not explored here with $@me degree of detail is the
guestion of what solutions may be available for dkieer half of the poor who have not
been able to develop such household-based surstvategies, and at what costs to
physical and mental health people struggle to aehsibsistence even when they have
adopted household farming as their survival stsatéfe only such cost to be explored is
that concerning mental health, which is discussethapter nine of the book, where it is
revealed for example, that symptoms of depresgierhighest among the lowest earning
households. However, possible solutions to the grgwroblems arising from the
increasing stratification of Russian rural sociatg only explored in some rather vague
calls in the book’s conclusion for new public pglimitiatives to create new forms of
institutional support and to encourage the devekygrof civil society.

The authors’ rather sanguine view of the consecgemf the emergence of a
minority of entrepreneurial households and of thereasing social differentiation that
may accompany this seems to stem from the condefduadations of the study in
Chayanovian views of peasant society as basedeomtral economy. At an analytical
level there is no clear recognition that differatibn and poverty are unavoidable
outcomes of the commercialization of agriculturattare fundamentally incompatible

with the development of small private and houseHalthing. Also missing from the
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central focus of the book is the question of whiditlve the consequences for the agrarian
development strategy favoured by the authors, basdtie development of commercial

agriculture from the household and private farmsegtors, if Russian governments
continue to pursue policies that favour the largoorate farming sector.

According to some other recent research, in regeats the large farm sector has
begun to consolidate its hold on the land. For etamas Serova has noted, ‘a new
phenomenon’ has been emerging in Russian agrieultur

It is a quite opposite direction to the one Russiagricultural

development was supposed to take after the collapsthe Soviet

system: the former collective and state farms arebeing split into

individual farms but are being united into even deaig agricultural

companies (Serova 2007, 19).

Moreover, as Wegren has commented:

Russia’s contemporary land reform did not deliverearly intentions in

that large farms continue to use most of Russigiscaltural land.

Individuals have not become “masters of the landipst rural

households continue to have small land holding882043).

Furthermore, he argues, no significant supportlzamexpected from the government in
that agricultural policy is geared specifically poomoting increased production rather
than achieving a redistribution of the land, andwitll be more straightforward
administratively to channel funds mainly to theglafarm sector.

Finally, as with the other books reviewed here, fhcus ofRussia’s Unknown
Agriculture, by Judith Pallot and Tat'yana Nefedova, is alsohmusehold farming.
However, their work is distinctive and differenbifin the others in two main respects.
First, they do not begin from a position of giviagy conceptual or political priority to
household or peasant farming. Secondly, their ather is to present a comparative
account, across a range of selected regions ofi&wugthe whole range of varying forms
of household agricultural production. As geograpltaey are concerned, like loffe and
his colleagues, with the relationship between locatind different characteristics of
household farming. However, instead of focusingtatistical relations of environmental

and spatial factors, their main aim is to presergights from in-depth qualitative
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research, especially observation and interviews$ phavide a detailed impression of
selected individuals who are engaged in each ovdniants of household production that
they find. The book is engaging and very readadote, as an account of what it is like to
be a household-based farmer in contemporary Riissidy far the best of all the works
currently available.

From the outset Pallot and Nefedova are keenresstthe variety of kinds of
household production that have arisen in the atimnof the Russian agricultural
reforms. They show how the standard tripartite kygw of household, small private and
large corporate farming conceals as much as itatsevior an understanding of how
farming is actually conducted and what legal an@nemic constraints farmers
experience. Alongside the legal private and housetawsms there are many other types
of farm operating illegally or in a grey area whérne lack of a clear status makes them
potentially vulnerable to changes in policy or tee topposition of neighbours with
different interests. These other types of farmiagge from immigrants to a particular
area who have established squatter's rights andsame cases have developed
commercial farming; to semi-itinerant ‘brigades’ avtravel around the country to carry
out contract work of various kinds, but who somesmalso have an unofficial base
location that they return to each year; and tollbcaiseholds who are farming without a
legally recognized plot of land of their own. Tigus on variety is important, not only
for an understanding of how people actually maKeviag, but because it also offers
insights into the wider complex picture of the sedonomic character of the
contemporary Russian countryside. The authors suipenghis in their concluding
chapter:

Instead of an orderly transition to an agrariancttire of appropriately

sized officially sanctioned private farms, Russiafeergent capitalism

has peppered the landscape with petty commoditgyaers and other

“primitive” forms of agricultural enterprise occupg the interstices

between the large farms. Many of these are builtireecure legal

foundations and among them household producersyan® means the

most vulnerable (p. 202-03).
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However, for the authors, the character of thesRscountryside should not be
understood only in its complex variety of forms mbduction but also in their inter-
relatedness. As with some other authors reviewed, lieey refer to the existence of a
‘symbiotic’ relationship between household and éaogrporate farming, but more than
this, ‘production and marketing of produce in theugehold sector takes place within a
framework of social, economic, and political prassthat bind rural households into a
relationship with other actors in rural Russiatlsat the future of one part of the system
is dependent upon developments in other partsBYpSome of these ‘other actors’ take
on the role of ‘gatekeepers’ that control access tange of the resources that household
producers need to carry on farming. Among the gap&rs are ‘local authorities, large
farm managements, other private landowners anddimenunity at large’; but ‘by far the
most important in most regions are the large fasm&gricultural enterprises™ (p. 106).
In many ways household producers are in a depemubsition in relation to gatekeepers
such as the large farms — they need them for exarl supplies of animal feed,
pastures, transport services and marketing — leutdiationship is not necessarily all one
way. For example, especially in a region wheredhisra shortage of labour, the large
farm has an interest in maintaining good relatiatith local households and ultimately,
‘the threat that local people will transfer theand shares to a private farm can act as an
incentive for large farms to “look after” the logadpulation’ (p. 107).

Implicit in the approach adopted by Pallot and édefva, but crucial for an
understanding of the processes currently at wotk@énRussian countryside, is a broader
perspective on the context of capitalist developmaetinin which the complex changes in
agriculture are taking place. Whereas some otheksm@viewed here place their stress
on the policies that Russian governments adoptedoimote capitalist development, with
a stress on the key role of small private farming the ‘peasant’ household as the main
agent of change, Pallot and Nefedova seek ratheauntierstand the complexity of
agrarian capitalist development in its early stagegploring possible paths of
development, but with no specific policy presciops in mind. Thus their aim is mainly
to examine: ‘the “nature” of household productioml ds place in Russia’s evolving agri-
food economy’. They argue that
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it seems to us self-evident that the degree andactea of household

production’s subsumption to the market is the keyriderstanding the

different directions in which it might be taken time future. ... [T]he

market is the dominant transformative process vdrets in the case of

households located in the suburbs of major citigs,to bind them ever

more tightly into the market nexus or, as in thetmern peripheries, its

very absence reproduces their marginality (p. 188).
The further development of market processes, thiwasiargue, will necessarily result in
further differentiation, both on socio-economic gnds (although not necessarily to the
formation of a definite class structure) and gepli@ally ‘with spatial clusters of
market-oriented household production standing iarghcontrast to places that have
witnessed a consolidation of the natural economyhat have been caught up in a
downward spiral of poverty and deprivation’ (p. 189

All four books reviewed here are informative armdvocative in offering many
useful insights and contrasting interpretationshef processes currently unfolding in the
Russian countryside. Each however, produces rethdtsare shaped by the analytical
and normative assumptions of its authors. For Jdffefedova and Zaslavsky these are
rooted in the tradition of Russian geography tha¢sses environmental factors as
determinants of the economic and social charatityisf farming. For Lerman and his
colleagues in the main inspiration comes from tresgriptions of the World Bank and
previous Russian governments in favouring a styatefy capitalist development in
agriculture based on the development of the snaahilf farm. For O’Brien and
Patsiorkovsky also, the family farm or householdt us seen as the central agent of
change, although their theoretical inspiration stenore from the neo-populist tradition
in Russian agrarian studies. Pallot and Nefedosa @hoose household production in all
its many forms as their empirical focus but thegraine it in a wider context of capitalist
development that avoids giving conceptual or paditipriority to household production
as necessarily the main agent of change. To thiswer at least, this more open-ended
but analytical approach seems to offer the bessbas which future research should
build. [This is one of the best written ‘first digifthat | have ever seen! It's an excellent

piece of work, but | felt a little disappointed the conclusion. Could you build on some
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of your points and insights, differentiation betwethe books/their approaches and

deepening them.]
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