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Trends of Development and Some Topical

Problems in Czechoslovak Agriculture.

Czachoslovak agriculture has been the centre of stiention of
the whole society, especially during the last twenty—five years of

its development.

Various questions were, of course, points of intersst of the

national economic policy.

The years 1949-60 were noted for the efforts made by society
to turn small individual peasaent production into cooperative produc—
tion. The main task of the Sixties was to strengthen the cooperative
sector and to establish conditions for its ra*ional functioning. We
are well aware that any atltempt to define stages of development is
always relative. At all stages it was necessary for agriculture to
fulfil its main functions — to ensure the production of use values

with a declining consunption of social lgbour per unit of production.

A view into the past is not only of theoretical,; but also of
practical importance, because it provides sufficient instruction for
the future formulation of aims and pre-conditions for their achieve-

nent «

In my report I should like to concentrate on the following

questions:

a) The developuent of agricultural production and changes
in its structure,

b) Combination of production factors and its influence on the
growth of live labour productivity,

c) Territorial differentiation probleams,

d) Some problems of economics of enterprises.
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It is very often stressed that the present rate of growth of
agricultural production in the long-term development was inadequate
and did not correspond with the reguirements or even with the poten-
tial possibilities of our agriculture. In this respect attention is
drawn to the fact that we were not able, until very late, to surpass
the prewar level of production and insofar as the rate of development
alone is concerned we are lagging behind otlher socialist and some

capitalist countries,

In connection with this it is necessary to answer some ques—
tions: what was the real developtient in the long-term period, whetha:
and to what extent it differed in the inter mediary stages, what was
the initial state (1949) which was the basis for production in the
following period of reconstruction, and, finally, what were the pro—
bable causes of this development, in other words whai lesson it gives

for the future,

It is true that after World War II it took us %oo long before
we reached the 1936 level of gross agricultural production and that
only in five years of the period 1945-69 .did we manage to surpass the
production level of the given pre-war year.

On the basis of analysis we arrive at the following conclu: -~

sions:

1) during the years 1948-59 production was on a slow, never—

theless continuous increase.

2) in the period 1960~65 g slowdown in development appears

3) the period 1956-69 shows a remarkable rise, although the
last year (1969) meant a standstill in the promising
development

4) in 1970~73 there was a considerable growth in agricultural
production, the impact of the years of crisis was annulled.
The gross agricultural product increased by 30.6 per cent
and even greater was the increase of agricultural marketing
production ( by 50.3 %).
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This significant increase, which is evident since 1966 can be
explained as the result of the realizstion of %he aims of the econo-
mic policy in this and the preceding period. Cooperative econcuy
was surengthened, the increase of the number of qualified workers
and their long experience in production, the mechanization of agri-
culture. appliad cheuwicals and so on, all played their role in these

results.

Of course, it is indisputable that the post—war development

*
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(i.2. compared with 1950) in CSSR was slower than in all the Buropean
1ist countries., While in 1957 compared with 1950 our production

rose by 31%, at the mame time production in Bulgariz rose by 151%.

in Hungary by 43%, in GDR by 86%, in Poland by 57%, in Rumaniz by

122% and in the USSR by 95%.

Very different was the development of agricultural production
on the territory of the Czech lands and in Slovakia. While in the
Czech in 1967, compared with 1936, gross agricultural production
reached the level of 107.3%, at the same time in Slovakia it was
160.1% (including 130.5% in crop production and as much as 204.9% in
livestock production). This can be explained by & different initial
state of the intensity of production ( the intensity of production
in Slovakiaz has not yet reached that of tThe Czech lands), and also
by a different migration of workers and even by a decreasz ia the

area of arsble land. The nunber of workers employed in a,riculture

in 1969 compared with 1936 decreased tc 33.4%, in Slovukia %o 42.2%.

A

At the same time the area of arzble land dropped by 13.4% in the
Czech lands, and only by 4.3% in Slovakia. Nevertheless, I am

aware that this is by far not an exhaustive explanation.

Generally speaking, a.certain developmeni of agricultural pro-
duction (fast or slow) may be given either by an even develnpment of
LS = o P
all branches of production (or groups of branches) or by such a change

in the structure of production that would, on the one hand, lead to a



marked increase in some branches, and, on the other hand, to the
existence of'stagnating branches. The final outcome then depends
upon the weizht of the individual branches in the total value of
production. In our development the second case is most typical,
The gross crop production is in fact the result of the area under
crops and yields. In Livestock production it is the result of fhe

number of animals and their productivity.

After the analysis of these facts we can draw the following

conclusions:

1) First of ell a marked limitation of the production base
appeared in crop production, i.c. a decrease in the area
of arable lande In the period 1936-48 this acegunted for
560,000 hectares (10.3%) and during the period 1949-68
there was a further decrease which accounted for another
186.000 hectares (3.7%).

2) A significant feature of development is the big Increase
in the area ﬁnde: forage and fodder root orops and a
decrease in the area under grain, hence the change in the
utilization structure of arasble land comes latere fron
1965.

3) Gross crop production in 1968 rose by 8% compared with
1936. The sharp increase in the valus of gralin production
(plus 37%), sugar beet (plus 70%), has been offset by the
drop in potatoe production value (minus 37265 which accounts
for a rather large proportion of the total valus of crop
production, <

A nuch more favourable development was noted in livestock pro-
duction. There was only a slight increase in the number of caille
{the number of cows is even below this level), but there was a large
increase in the number of pigs and poultry. In 1957 livestock pro-
duction surpassed the pre-war level and in 1968 its index was 132.4%,



Here the uneven development leads to a change in the structure of
production, which gspacially modified the composition of fedder re—

quirementss

=

An znalysis of the development of agriculture in 1966-69
deserves special attention, This period is unusual from the poin%
of view of overall developmeat for iits continuous rising irend, the
annual increase being quite big: 10%, 5.5%; 5.5%, and almost 1.0%.
In reality this is a start to a normal development ratlher than an

cxceptional occurrence. The last year, however, showed that we can-

not count on a continuous high annual growth. By no means is it a
matter of chance thah for the years 19Y1-75 (5th Five-~Year Plan) an
average annusl increase of 2% in gross agriculturzl produciion would
be appropriate, of which 3% would be market production. The period
1966-69, is also marked with the appearance of some nagative factors

and their impact can be seen glready. A decrease in the number of

[

livestcck, decrease in the area under intensively cultivated crops
i.e. sugar beet and especially potatoes. There was a dérop in the
number of cattle in 1968 by 188,000 enimzls, including 25,000 cows,
the number of pigs dropped by 405,000, This itnedency continued to

a lesser degree even in 1969s The decrease in the number of cattle
was 27,000 and 99,000 pigs. The area of land under pofaloes decrea-

sed in 1968 alone by 36,000 hectares and sugar beet by 11,000 hectares.

Purther significant growth of agriculfural production in 19%0-
d

£

73, means also further improvement of the peovlels standzrd of living
—~ not only in the countryside. Agriculture is beconing a stabilizing
factor of the national econciiy. These achievements must not lead to
selfsatisfaction, neither must they distrach attention from very
serious problems that exist in agriculture and demand a solution

more than ever befores



When evaluating the overall resulis we cannot limit ourseilves
to global fizures. It should be seen that the factor which is deci-
sive for the growth of agriculiursl production, especially in rccent
Years, have been new strains of seed for sowing (wheat and barley),
especlally Russian strains, and the fast growth in the use of mineral
fertilizers which enable an unheard of increase in the production of
grain, This higher grain production (since 1973 by more than 70%in
comparison with 1965) was almost fully used as fodder which had its
effect in higher livestock production,

From what we have said so far we can see that there was a con—-
siderable decrease in arable land in Czechoslovak agriculture (of
almost 14%) if compared with the pre-war situation. There is no need
to analyse the reason for this, The fact is that this decrease is an
important decelerating factor, which considerably limits (or may limit),
the effectivenese of intensifying the agriculiursl reproductive process.
If we evaluate the decresse in agricudtural land from this aspect i.e,
as the decelerative factor, of the development of intensification,

then this influence may be qualified by the decelerative index which

is:
-___ﬁgn . pn HRVn s Pn
fp * HZVo sE L3e0 m HZVo 3 Pn ° 1995

(we calculate the proportion of crop production in percentage that
could be produced in the n=th Year on land no longer used for agri-

cultursl purposes, of the total production in zZero year).

4dbbreviations:

fp - index of deceleration caused by decrease of land

HRV - gross crop production

n - Yyear for which we ascertain the decelerative influence of
the decrease of land,

© - the year witiu wihich we compare the functioning of the dece—
lerative influence.



p =— the area of arable land no longer wsed for agriculiure
P _ total area of arable land

HZV - gross agricultural production

1.25 — the coefficient of the higher level of production on the most

fertile land.

I'm not giving a gonewaeic calculation here because at pre-
sent the causes for the decrease of land are being anslysed. At the
same time zn evaluation is being made to what extent the individual
forms of the continuing decrease in the area of farm land, including
arable land, are acting as a decelerative factory which is unfavourably

influencing the growth of gross agricultural production.

We have alooady said that the everall economic results and the
level of agricultural production wers greatly due to the increase of
the grain areas and the structural changes now favouring highly pro-
ductive strains of wheat and barley, which began in 1965, For ins—
tance, the area of land under wheat and bérley increased in this period
by 461,000 hectares (30.9%), compared with the year 1965 and the pro-
ductign reached on this bigger area 2,874,000 tons higher than in
1965 (74.5%). This development allowed a considerable increase in
the proportion of high protein fodder, in the fodder dosage, thus

being one of the decisive factors for the livestock production level,

The correlation coefficient between the area of arasble and
agricultural land, of land under crops and the resl crop production
of the main crops, on the one hand, and the actual total agricultural

production on the other, prove this fact.

t rxy rxz
wheat and barley 0,9563 0,9532
other grain -0,9403 —0,2428
Potatoes ~0,9071 -0,0323
i

sugar beet -0,5144 20,11



other technical crops -0,9243 ~0,0914
forage crozs 0,8467 0,7004
vegetables, fruit and grapes 0,6196 0,5096

r — correlation coefficient of interdependence of the gross agri-

= culturgl production (x) and area (y)

Poe correlaiion coefficient of interdependence of the gross agri-
cultural production (x) and real production (z)

The calculated correlation coefficients prove quite unambig-
uously that the increzsed growth of the social product in agricultur:
is due to orientation on crop-production towards the highly produc-
tive strains of wheat and barley, and the increase of the area of
land under these'crops. The correlation coefficjents only of these
two crops are near to the figure one. There is a greaé, $hough nosu
so close, positive interdependence of the fodder crops and the gross
agricultural production, it is even less so between $he progduciion
of fruit, vegetables and gross agricultural production. %The other
crops have a negative interdependence /indirect/ due to the decrease
of their area and production. The correlation coefficients between
the production of these other crops and the gross agricultural pro-
duct is almost nil, which only proves that between then and between
the real gross agricultural production there was at the gifen time
an insignificant interdependence.

Substantizl changes have been noted in the 20 Jears of the
development of Czechoslovak agriculture in conbination with factors
of produetion. Here reasons can be found for such $kings as the
growth of live labour productiviiy, growth of the amount of nmateriz—-
lised labour in the value of total production and dastly the posi-
tive and negative points in the development of hranches of crop and
livestock production, We shall not go into details regarding the
theoretical questions of subsk&itution, but will deal with only = few
of them.



The problem of substitution has two sides ~ the nai
technical and the value. A certain amocunt of méierialised labo
represented, for example, by mechanical power sources, means of pro-
duction, is, for example, substituted by a certain amount of ¢
cable live labour. If we consider the cane geality of m
(determination, output) then irrespective of the country ths effec—
tivity of a substitution is, or may be — from the materizi psint of
view -~ the seme. Though, from tﬁe Value point of view, the substitu—
tion effect may be very different. This depernds on the cost of the
means of production, the wage level and/or personsl incomes, on the
cost of labour, The value relations tetwesn live and matarislised
iabour may aid the substibution or hinder it., In this cass we are
mainly concerned with the material aspect. iere a question arises -
whether, when live labour is substituted by mazcerialised labour, by
cheminals, this substitution is sufficient? What are the ecrit erisa
for evaluating such a process? To what criteria is substitut

subordinated from the national and enterprise point of view?

The most outstanding feature in the post-war develcpment in
Czechoslovak agriculture was the replacement of live labour by materie—
lised labour and substitution of the decreasing area of land by an
increasing imput of chemicals. Numerous cases exist which prove that

both of these processes were insufficient for the following reassons:
g P &

1) the average rate of growth of agricultural production did not
correspond with the society's requirements or with the Pos3ibi-
lities of Czechosloval agriculture, and

2) in production of a number of producis requiring a lot of manual
work thers is a stagnation (i.e. potatoes, sugar beet, castle
breeding, etc.). Above all it is probable that in our agricu-
lture these substitutions were performed ex post instezé of ex
ante. (A faster drain of labour than mechanisati of apgricu-
lture).
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If we look into the future we can see that Czechoslovak agri-
culture is very limited in its possible combinations of production
factors. There is no other solution but to replace decreasing nan—
power with increasing agricultural mechanisation and substituting
the decrease of the land area by rising intensification of inputs.
There is no doubt that the whole process of substitution must be
socially regulated, because the reaction of enterprises at a certain
state of usable factors of production may not be in keeping with the

interests of society.

The internsity of agricultural production and labour produc—
tivity are two of the most important criteria for ‘evaluating agri-
cultural work as a whole and also the individual agricultural enter—
prises., It would be an error not to differentiale the enterprise
and the national-economy aspects of these two sides of economic
activities. The society, under our conditions, is primarily intere-
sted in the maximum intensity of production in all regions of the
country, while, at the same time, this requirement obviously pre-—
supposes a significant differentiation among enterprises working in
different production areas. For the enterprise, interest in a high
level of labour productivity predominates, because that. is the con-
dition for the economic situation of a given enterprise. However,
the question that still rémains to be answered is whether and to what
extent, under our conditions, the level of production intensity and
the productivity of labour are directly interdependent. Theoretically
.we can well imagine an enterprise with an average or even subaverage
intensity of production and high productivity of labour, and vice
versa. But what is the real relation, is there a direct connection

or not?

On the basig of combined grouping of agriculiural coopergtives

according to regions we arrived at the following conclusiong
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2) i the grovp with the Icwest intansity of producticn there ars
mostly districts with ihe lowest and lower than eaverage produc~
tivity of labour, The same conclusion appilies in reverse — he

group with the highest intensity of production, whigh does not

{F Lo+ _‘ A ane 3 2 2 A ol PRI o S ao
SOCLUAE distriats ghe Towssth PROGEE TR Ie oY LEDDER L At
aly Jne distzics with labour productivity becloy aversage .,

b) in the group with the above average intensity of production “he
highest number of regions belongs to the same category of lzbour

piroductivity,

¢} representaiion in all sub—groups accurding to Productivity of
labour can be found only in the group with under-avarcge—intnnqity
of production,
As society is dependent on %he production of those districts
belonging to the category with the lowest intensity of labour pro-
duztivity end as we may bresuppose that the differences in production

intensity and labour productivity are due mainly to objective Hanaga—
ment conditions, sco this fact must be respected in the sphers of cosis,
subsidézs and grant policv. It is quite out of the question b5 allow
the differentiation in labour productivity to have its effect on the
differentiation of wages. Our siuation is even more complicated by
the continuous Giscrepancy in the supply end demand of agricultural
productse Probably the most difficult peoblem in this sbhere is to
find such a price system and other non-price instruments which would
respect the varying level of the socially necessary costs, in various
products on the ons hand and, on the other, simultaneously exert pre-
Esure on %he producer— in the sense of a socially favourable terri-
torizl distribution of production, specialisation at enterprise level
and decrease of costs per unit of production. I% will depend on this
and numerous other measures taken in the economic policy, winether and
to what extent we can make agriculture a stabilising factor of the

petional economy also in the future.






