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Abstract

The publication of the 12th volume edition of the previously unpublished works of Mustafa Shokay, in our
opinion, will significantly enrich the history of economic thought in Kazakhstan. In his socio-political activity and
analytical researches, he, one of the founders of Alash movement and the leader of the Kazakh opposition to the
Soviet government outside the USSR, paid considerable attention to the socio-economic processes that took place in
that period in the Soviet Union in general and in Kazakhstan and the republics of Central Asia in particular. The focus
of Mustafa Shokay’s research has always been socio-economic problems associated with socio-economic reforms
to transfer the economy of the former tsarist empire in connection with the coming to power of the Bolshevik party
to power, the socialist rails in the 20-30s. During the period of these transformations in the period in question, the
Soviet Union had significant negative consequences, resulted in the deaths of millions of people and a significant
deterioration in the welfare of the majority of the country's population. These problems were particularly acute
during the period of collectivization of peasant farms, and especially in Kazakhstan and the Turkestan region. These
negative socio-economic processes that served as a pretext for so close attention of the tireless fighter for justice
and independence of the Kazakh people and the entire Turkic world. In the presented article numerous scientific and
journalistic work of the researcher has been reviewed. In his materials, the author, on the basis of a critical analysis,
assesses the process of collectivization at its various stages in the Soviet Union as a whole, in the republics of Central
Asia and in Kazakhstan, in particular.

Key words: collectivization, farm household, agriculture, reform, collective farm, income, animal husbandry,
rent.

Being in emigration, representing the interests of the Kazakh people and the Alash party in foreign
countries, Mustafa Shokay (1889-1941, a graduate of the law faculty of St. Petersburg University, an
outstanding state and public figure, scholar, essayist) demonstrated a significant interest to political,
socio-economic processes in Turkestan region in the 20—30s of the twentieth century.

A special place among his scientific researches and published works on social and economic
problems is taken by comprehensive studies of the process of collectivization in the agrarian sector
of the Medium Asian republics and Kazakhstan in the 20-30s of the last century, its disastrously
detrimental consequences for the indigenous population of these territories. He published a significant
number of scientific papers and journalistic articles on these problems.

Collectivization of peasant farms in the Soviet Union, according to Mustafa Shokay’s deep
conviction, should have been carried out step-by-step: from lower forms to higher forms. At the same
time, it must necessarily take place on the basis of voluntariness, with obligatory consideration of
local peculiarities and conditions [1, p. 405-406; 2, p. 113—-118].

Regarding the peculiar features of the economy management of the indigenous rural population
of the Great steppe, he wrote the following: “I am by no means a defender of the inviolability of the
historically established way of life in general, and if, as arguments against the Soviet methods of
resolving the Kyrgyz (Kazakh — A. Dogalov) issue, referred to some historically established aspects
of Kyrgyz life ...”, “An uncomplicated economy, in which close to primitive cattle-breeding plays the
most important role, with a relatively weak development of agriculture and the complete absence of
the factory sector, eliminated the need (even if to take the point of view of the Bolsheviks) of those
methods practiced by the Bolsheviks in Russia” [3, p. 155, 164].

Concerning the history of the emergence of the Soviet form of collectivization, Mustafa Shokay
noted the following points: “The idea of introducing “collectivization of agricultural sector” (“collective
farm”) in Sov[iet] Russia belongs to Trotsky. For this, he was not yet declared an enemy of Soviet power,
but only an enemy of Stalinist policy. Then, after Trotsky was removed from Sov[iet] Russia, Stalin
took his “harmful idea” and began to conduct “collectivization” himself. At first, “collectivization”
was supposed to be only “voluntary”, that is, only those who voluntarily expressed a desire could make
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up among themselves “collective farms”. There were very few such “volunteers”. Then they fell back
on forced “collectivization” and began massively to drive everyone into a “collective farm”. It got to
the point where here and there even home stuff — clothes bedding, and boilers were “collectivized” and
even proceeded to list ... wives!” [4, p. 50-55].

Forced collectivization, according to history afterwards, not only did not produce positive results,
but also caused considerable damage to the agricultural production of the Soviet state. Millions of
people were victims of such a disastrous reform in the agricultural sector.

It was during the period of collectivization in the Soviet Union that Mustafa Shokay strongly
opposed the used forms and methods of the conducted reform. Being in emigration, he, on the basis
of materials published in the Soviet print media and official data of statistical authorities of the USSR,
deeply analyzed the process of implementation of collectivization and on their basis revealed all its
harmfulness. Thus, for example, he noted that “according to five-year plan, the collective farms were
supposed to be voluntary associations of the peasantry, to become the stronghold of the Soviet power
in the country, to enrich the people and the whole country, by flooding them with agricultural products.
None of these listed conditions were met. There was a compelling push to collective farms. Under
collective farms, people are starving as never before. Instead of the supposed stronghold, the collective
farms became a real grave-digger of the Soviet power. Hence the struggle of the Soviet government
for “cleaning the collective farms from undesirable elements” emerged [2, p. 117].

“The Bolsheviks are somehow not getting along with the collective farms. One day “Stalin’s
collective farm charter”, referred to as the “iron law” is violated, another day “Golden Fund” of the
collective farm economy is squandered. It is impossible to even enumerate how many times it was
necessary to make “amendments” to the “Stalinist charter” or even completely modify it, and it’s hard
to figure out “who exactly violates the collective farm charter: whether the collective farmers or the
Soviet government itself” [4, p. 50].

Analyzing the results of the failure of the collectivization process in the initial period of its
implementation, insightful Mustafa Shokay makes the following conclusions: “The Bolsheviks
achieved their aim. In some places all 100% of the peasant economy was collectivized: neither a shred
of their land nor own livestock. However, the results turned out to be just the opposite of what the
Bolsheviks expected: the “collectivized” cattle were destroyed mercilessly, the “collectivized” land
ceased to yield. ... People died in the thousands and millions. We see the results of this famine now
according to the data of the last Soviet census (see “Yash Turkestan”, Ne 115) [4, p. 51].

After the catastrophic failure of conducted socio-economic reforms aimed at the collectivization
of peasant farms, the Soviet government took a number of urgent administrative and policy measures
to eradicate the mistakes committed in the agricultural sector. In this regard, Mustafa Shokay critically
noted in the article “On the collective farm front” that “It was necessary to change the “iron law” —
“the Stalin collective farm charter” in the direction of some relief. “100% collectivization” of sowing
of grain and vegetables was prohibited. Permission was given to the so-called farmstead, that is, the
peasants had the right to private property on a plat (a maximum of half a hectare) near their homes and
on some, the most insignificant amount of livestock. And this indisputable evidence of the collapse of
the reckless “collective farm system”, the Bolsheviks and their hired agents began to misrepresent as
its success” [4, p. 51-52].

Further, in this article it is stated that “The real struggle began between even though tiny, but with
its own economy, which the peasants had to work with their own hands and the powerful “collective
farm”, equipped with the most advanced agricultural machines [4, p. 52].

According to his conviction in this economic battle “the victory will remain with their small farm,
the income from which remained entirely in the hands of the peasant himself, one could not doubt”
[4, p. 52]. Historical facts clearly confirm the absolute correctness of this statement, i.e. so it happened.

In connection with these negative circumstances, the government of the Soviet Union, as the
author of the article notes, urgently “resorted to measures to combat the small private peasant economy
and imposed a special tax on the horse. The peasants were forced to transfer the “extra horses” they
had to the collective farms and proceeded to manually work out their piece of land. This led to
a decrease in the number of workdays in collective farms, and the Soviet government issues a decree
on the mandatory minimum of workdays. Obviously, this measure adopted in May of this year
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is considered insufficient for the victory of the collective farm system over the tiny private farm
household and the Bolsheviks have resorted to reducing, firstly, the size of the already small backyard
area and secondly, to prohibiting the lease of the collective farm land to the peasants™ [4, p. 52].

Noting the features that were taking place in the process of collectivization in the Turkestan
region, he objectively and bitterly pointed out that “The Bolshevik bunglers were especially zealous in
Turkestan and Kazakhstan, and Stalin was forced to write his famous “Dizzy with success” [4, p. 51].

After the release of this article, party conferences were urgently held in the Medium Asian
republics and Kazakhstan, where many negative facts were revealed during the discussion of the
collectivization process and a number of frightening measures were taken to eliminate them. On the
matter Mustafa Shokay notes the following in his articles: “Goloshekin in Alma-Ata and Aronshtam
in Ashkhabad also spoke about mistakes. Meanwhile, eight months ago, all of these characters at one
time excluded mistakes and did not allow anyone to mention them. In particular, we quoted on the
pages of “YashTiirkistan” how that “Moscow Turkmen” Aronshtam threatened to accuse counter-
revolutionary communists from real Turkestan Turkmen for their statement about the inapplicability
of Moscow directives to “jump over the lowest forms of collectivization directly to the highest” and
the need to consider local peculiarities™ [1, p. 405].

Further, in his works, he repeatedly noted that all responsibility for the mistakes and excesses
committed in the process of collectivization in the Turkestan region and Kazakhstan was assigned
on local party and executive bodies. Consequently, on the part of the Stalinist dictatorial regime,
repressive measures were taken against the workers of these institutions — ““...the Moscow Bolsheviks
began arresting strictly and blindly small fry secretaries of district committees, who were fulfilling
their own directives ...” [2, p. 118].

The fear of the Stalinist repressive regime at that time did not allow the great bulk of the leading
officials of the party and Soviet bodies in Kazakhstan to express their disagreement with the socio-
economic reforms in the countryside in that period in the republic. Analyzing this circumstance,
Mustafa Shokay noted the following. Firstly, “In “Enbekshi Kazakh”, now, after the party conference,
they write that many of the Kazakh communists were afraid at one time to point out the harm from
the rigid application of the Moscow “general line” to Kazakh conditions. And the editorial board of
this newspaper itself, it turns out, was afraid to print on its pages the reports from places about the
disastrous consequences of forced collectivization” [1, p. 405].

Secondly, “They started talking about mistakes afterwards, when threatening symptoms of an
open uprising began to manifest themselves in different parts of Turkestan” [1, p. 405].

Thirdly, “What are the real results of the now-realized “political mistakes” of the party leadership?”
[1, p. 405].

Thus, for example, he points out that “In Kazakhstan, the number of livestock has decreased by
one third. ...Isa-ogly (Isayev — A. Dogalov) Oraz spoke about this in Alma-Ata [1, p. 405].

Fourthly, “Isa-ogly, of course, cannot express any doubt that “real development of animal
husbandry is possible only on the basis of mass collectivization”. But, having become convinced in
the “negative results” of this Leninist theory, he expressed a sensible idea, which we should fix on the
pages of our journal.

Isa-Ogly says: “There are no yet prerequisites for mass collectivization in our livestock areas”
[1, p. 405].

Fifthly, “As you can see, Isa-ogly, the most faithful agent of the red Moscow dictatorship, himself
switched to the position of Ismail Sadvakas-ogly (Smagul Saduakasov — A. Dogalov). After all, Ismail
also accepts the theoretical positions of Leninism, but believes that there are no “prerequisites” for the
application of Leninism in Kazakh conditions. Ismail is ranked among the agents of the bourgeoisie for
this. This means that Oraz also has one foot in the position of the “steppe bourgeoisie”...” [1, p. 406].

For the development of collective farm production in Kazakhstan, in opinion of the leaders of the
republic’s party organs, an issued decree of the Soviet government “On measures for the development
of public animal husbandry in collective farms”, adopted on 8th of July, 1939, had to play a role.

Mustafa Shokay had a different opinion on this issue. “Has the “public animal husbandry in the
collective farms” not been brought to the extreme limits by the already existing laws and special
measures of the Soviet government? According to digital data, in terms of the number of livestock
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available in collective farms, he wrote, it would seem, “public animal husbandry in collective farms”
no longer needs any special incentive measures” [4, p. 13].

In support of his thoughts, he cites the following data from official press organs: “After all, here
in Turkestan, where, compared with other parts of the Soviet Union, there is a greater number of
individual farmers, the number of livestock they have, for example, in the Kazakh part, is equal to
only 0,8% (that is, less than one percent) of the total number of livestock in the country ... . Almost all
cattle are in state farms, collective farms and only a very small amount is in “personal possession of
collective farmers”. So what’s going on?” [4, p. 14].

On this occasion, based on specific facts from the USSR mass media, the decision of the party
organs, the decree of the government and other executive bodies, and statistical agencies, Mustafa
Shokay gives the following explanation: “The fact is that the same thing happens with “public animal
husbandry in collective farms” as with “public farming”. In other words, with a huge amount of their
own, state-owned and rural cattle do not provide the benefits that are required for the Soviet state: rural
cows do not produce enough milk, and sufficient quantity of butter is not obtained from rural milk;
rural sheep do not give the necessary amount of wool, etc., etc. ... ” [4, p. 14].

On the basis of such analysis, he reveals that many collective farms in the Turkestan region,
including Kazakhstan, do not have livestock farms. For example, he points out that “collective farms
without livestock farms exist in Aktobe region — 13%, in Kyrgyzstan — 45%, and in Tajikistan even
62% (that is, almost two thirds) of all collective farms. In a number of collective farms there are
certain types of livestock farms and there are no other types” [4, p. 14].

All of the above is about the attitude of Mustafa Shokay, an outstanding son of the Kazakh people,
to the process of collectivization in the USSR as a whole, and in the republics of Medium Asia and
Kazakhstan — in particular, in our opinion, can be summed up with his following words: “By and large
disastrous for Turkestan policy of collectivization through the efforts of Goloshekin and his comrades
turned in Kazakhstan into a true cemetery of the people’s wealth. The death of livestock and the
death of the nomadic and semi-nomadic Kazakh population, forcibly and without proper preliminary
measures, translated into settlement and driven to collective farms” [5, p. 189].

Historical materials of the period under review, published after independence of Kazakhstan,
testify the correctness of the socio-economic views of Mustafa Shokay on the conduct of the process
of collectivization in the Soviet Union, and especially in Kazakhstan and the Turkestan region.
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Anjiarna

Bynan OypeiH Mycrada [oxaiaeiH eniHme xapusiaHOaraH 12 TOMIBIK O0aChUIBIMHBIH KapUsUIAHYBI O131iH
oifpIMBI3IIa, KazakcTaHmarsl S5KOHOMHKAJBIK OMIBIH TapUXBIH eoyip OalbITamsl. AJaml KO3FAJBICHIHBIH HETi31H
Kajaymsirapaeie 0ipi skxone KCPO-maH TBIC KEHECTIK OWIIITiHEe Kapchl Ka3aK OMMO3HIUSCHIHBIH KOIIOACIIBICHI
Ooublll TaOBLIATHIH KOFAMBIK-CAsICH KbI3METI MEH aHAJIMTHKAIBIK 3epTTeyliepi coi yakpitra Kenec OparbiHia
koHe KazakcTaHmarbl olieyMETTiK-9KOHOMHKAIIBIK TPOIECTEpre YIKeH KoHUT Oemmi, acipece Opranbik A3us pec-
nyonukanapel. Mycrada Illokaiasiy 3eprreynepi spKaman OOJIbIIEBUKTEp MApTHUACHIHBIH OMITIKKe KeireHine, 20—
30-11IbI KK, COIMANUCTIK PeibcTepre OAIaHbICThI OYPBIHFBI MATIIIA UMIEPHUICHIHBIH YKOHOMHUKACHIH TPaHC(EPTTEey
YIIiH IeyMETTiK-9KOHOMHUKABIK peopMarapMeH 6alTaHBICTHI 9JICyMETTIK-9KOHOMUKAJIBIK Macenenep 60mabl. Ockl
Ke3eHe AepeKTepai KaiTa Kypy ke3eHinae Kenec Onarsl MIUIITHOH/IAFaH aJlaMHBIH ©JTIMIHEH JKOHE €71 XaJIKbIHBIH
KOIUIUIINiHIH JI-ayKaThIHBIH alTapiIbIKTall HallapiayblHaH KOPIHETIH eJeyii Tepic canmapsl oonpl. Epekiie oTkip
OOJIBINT KOPCETLITeH MAceesep Imapya KoKaabIKTapblH jKoHE e, acipece, Kazakcran men TypkicTaH aiMaFbIHIAFbI
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YKBIMIACTBIPY Ke3eHiHIe maiia OomraH. By Tepic oneyMeTTiK-0KOHOMHUKATBIK YAepicTep Ka3ak XalKbIHBIH jKOHE
OYKLT TYPKI 9JIeMiHIH SAUIAIrT MEH TOYEJCI3/ri YIIiH THIHBIMCBHI3 KapChUIACTHIH MYKHUST Ha3apblH ©31HE KaJIbIP/IBL.
¥YchIHBUIFAH MaKallaja 3epTTEYIIiHIH KONTereH FbUIBIMH JKOHE JKYPHAJIHMCTIK JKYMBICTaphl KapacTbIPbUIIBL.
ABtop 3 mbirapmanapeiana Kenec OnarsiHbIH TYpili kKe3eHaepinge, Opra A3us pecnyOnukagapblHIa jKOHE
Kazakcrangarbl CbIHM Tasay HETi31HAe YKbIMIACTBIPY YAEpiCiH Oaranaibl.

Tipek cesmep: YKBIMIOACTHIPY, Iapya KOXKaJbIFbI, aybUl IIAPyallbUIBIFRL, pedopMa, YKBIMIIAp, Kipic, mai
IIapyalbUIBIFE, XKAJIFa ally.

AHHOTALUA

[Ty6nukanms 12-ToMHOTO M3/1aHKs paHee He OIMyOIMKOBaHHBIX Ha poanHe TpynoB Mycradsr 1llokas, Ha Ham
B3IJISIL, TO3BOJIUT 3HAYUTEIIEHO 000TaTUTh HCTOPHIO 3KOHOMHUYECKO# Mbiciin Kazaxcrana. B cBoeil 001iecTBeHHO-10-
JIMTUYECKOHN ACSITENbHOCTH M AaHAJIMTUYECKUX U3BICKAHUAX OH, OJIMH U3 OCHOBATeNel ABMKEHUST AJlalll U JTUAep Ka-
3aXCKOM OIIITO3UINN K coBeTcKol BiacTh 3a npeaenamu CCCP, ynensin 3HaunTeIsHOC BHUMAaHUE COITHAIEHO-IKOHO-
MHYECKHM TIpoIIeccaM, IPOUCXOIUBINNM B TOT iepuox B CoBetckom Coro3e B 11entoM 1 B Kazaxcrane u peciryOnmukax
Cpenneit A3un B 4acTHOCTH. B 1ieHTpe BHUMaHuUs uccieaoBanuii Mycradsl 11lokast Bcera ObUTH COIUATBHO-3KO-
HOMHYECKHE TIPOOJIEMBI, CBSI3aHHBIE C COIMAIbHO-DKOHOMUUECKUMHU pedhopMamMHt MO NEPEeBOY IKOHOMUKH ObIBIICH
LAPCKOW MMITCPUH B CBS3U C IPUXOJIOM K BJIaCTH MapTuu 00ibmeBrKoB B 20—30-¢ rT. B niepuoa npoBeieH s JaHHBIX
npeoOpa3oBaHmii B ykazaHHbIH mepro B CoBeTckoM CO03€ MMEITH MECTO 3HAYUTEIIEHBIC HETATUBHBIC ITOCIIC/ICTBUS,
BBIpA)KaBIIHECS B THOCTH MIUTHOHOB ITFONICH W CYIIECTBCHHOM YXYIIICHUH OJaroCOCTOSTHUS OCHOBHOM 9acTH Ha-
ceneHus ctpanbl. OcOOCHHO OCTPO yKa3aHHBIC MPOOIEMBI MPOSBUIINCH B TIEPHOA KOJJICKTUBU3ALNHN KPECThSTHCKAX
XO035HCTB, 1 0cobeHHo B Kazaxcrane u TypkecTaHCKoM Kpae. VIMEHHO 3TH HETaTHBHBIE COITMAIbHO-DKOHOMHYECKUE
MMPOUECCHI CITYKHUJIM MTOBOJAOM CTOJIb NPUCTAJIBHOIO BHUMAaHNUA HEYTOMHUMOTO 60p11a 3a CIpaBCAJIMBOCTh U HEC3aBU-
CHMOCTh Ka3aXCKOT'O Hapoja U BCEro TIOPKCKOro Mupa. B mpeacraBieHHOM cTaTbe pacCMOTPEHbl MHOTOUUCIICHHBIE
HAyYHBIC W MyOIHIUCTHYCCKUE PabOThI MCCIeIoBaTelNsl. ABTOp B CBOMX TPyJaX Ha OCHOBE KPUTHYECKOTO aHAIH3a
OIICHMBACT IMPOIECC KOJUICKTUBU3AINH Ha e¢ pa3inndHbIX dTarnax B CoBerckom CoOr03€ B IIEIOM M B PECITyOIHKax
Cpenneit Azun u B Kazaxcrane B 4acTHOCTH.

KitroueBbie c10Ba: KOJJIEKTHBHU3AIIUS, KPECThIHCKOE XO3SMCTBO, CELCKOE XO3sMCTBO, pehopMa, KOJIX03, T0XO/,
JKUBOTHOBOJICTBO, apEH/IA.
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