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ECON4940 Understanding and Interpreting Chinese Economic Reform, Spring 2006 

Olav Bjerkholt: 

Lecture note 2: From producers’ cooperatives to people’s communes to the contracting system. Labour allocation in cooperative enterprises.
1.1 Introduction
As a background for understanding the particular role, timing and design of agricultural reform, as part of the Chinese economic reform, we should know the most basic facts about agriculture in the early post-1949 period that comprised the collectivization of Chinese agriculture in the 1950s. INSTITUTIONS, ECONOMICS, TECHNOLOGY
The collectivization of Chinese agriculture is not dealt with in much detail in Wu (2005), it discusses mostly the political events and decisions that accompanied it. There is much literature on this topic; I have relied to a large degree upon Lin (1990) which is on the reading list. 

After summarizing the history of collectivization and agricultural development, I switch to discussing in some detail the argument of Sen (1966) on labour allocation in cooperative enterprise. After that I discuss a little loosely the problem of incentives in collectives. 

Finally, we look briefly at the agricultural reform after the dissolution of the peoples’ communes, the reforms which indeed initiated the Chinese economic reform.
 1.2 The collectivization of Chinese agriculture 
The collectivization of Chinese agriculture, which was initiated soon after 1949, went in quick succession through several phases and ended in the catastrophe in 1959-61 known as the Great Leap Forward (GLF)  –  dà yuè jìn yùn dòng (大跃进运动)
To what extent collectivization was the (direct) cause of this disaster, which resulted in an estimated loss of lives of 30 million, has been a contested issue among Chinese historians. GLF has been called the worst catastrophe in human history (Lin, 1990).  
In the 1950s, before GLF the collectivization of Chinese agriculture was regarded by many as quite successful. The agricultural production was increasingly becoming collectivized, but at the same time agricultural output increased comfortably from 1952 to 1958. This development created a positive interest in finding out how China had avoided the harsh consequences of collectivizing agriculture in the Soviet Union, and whether China had found a model for agricultural development in densely populated underdeveloped economies. This interest lasted until the impact of the GLF killed it completely. China’s agriculture was overwhelmingly a grain producing machine and when grain output fell in 1959 to 85% of the 1958 level and in 1960 and 1961 only to 70 % of the 1958 level it meant disaster. Bad management and or political misjudgments exacerbated the situation to become a catastrophe of enormous dimensions.  
China in 1949 was overwhelmingly an agricultural country. According to Lin (1990, p.1230) 89.4 % of the population lived in rural areas and industry accounted for only 12.6 % of national income. THE SITUATION IN 1949.

The economic strategy followed the Soviet pattern of building up industry, not least heavy industry as quickly as possible. This required extracting a considerable surplus from agriculture. Stagnation in agriculture would jeopardize the whole development, and thus the need to mobilize maximum effort from rural labour for the simultaneous development of agriculture and industry. 
CHINESE AGRICULTURE: IRRIGATION, FLOOD CONTROL AND LAND RECLAMATION
UNLIKE STALIN MAO COULD DRAW UPON ALMOST UNLIMITED PEASANT SUPPORT

A key element in the strategy became collectivization for ensuring grain deliveries and for increasing the net surplus from agriculture. 
The independent family farm was a traditional institution in China. The farm size was generally small and the farm land fragmented. In 1949 the countryside had suffered in various degrees from war and civil war. Much of the land was owned by landlords and leased on unfavourable conditions. THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN OWNERSHIP OF LAND AND LEASING FROM LANDLORDS. Land reform by confiscation from landlords had been started by CPC already several years before 1949 and was by and large completed by 1952. 
We should note here that the household’s landholding was small and often fragmented. The size would often be too small to raise draft animals and much too small for acquiring and using agricultural machinery, hence there was at the outset great need for cooperative arrangements of some kind, as of course often is found in agricultural communities.  

The early collectivization campaign was cautious and gradualist. Peasants were encouraged to join various forms of cooperatives on a voluntary basis. The campaign was successful in the initial stages and did not encounter active resistance. The increase in agricultural output may well have encouraged the political leadership to push on with further collectivization. The overall purpose was to mobilize more rural labour. 
Before the people’s communes there were three different kinds of cooperatives. 

The most common in the first half of the 1950s was the mutual-aid team. In the first years the mutual-aid team would typically be 4-5 neighbouring households pooling their resources, labour, tools and draft animals, on a temporary or permanent basis, perhaps only in the peak season. In this cooperative arrangement resource ownership was not altered and crop decisions remained the responsibility for the individual household. 
The second form was the “elementary cooperative” of 20-30 neighbouring households combining their assets in a unified scheme. Income was distributed by work points and by dividends for land, draft animals and farm tools, which remained as property of the individual households.  

The third form was the “advanced cooperative”, but also known as the collective farm. In this all the means of production were collectivized. It was also larger, although it to begin with comprised only about 30 households it increased in size to about 150-200 households, which could be all households in a village. The big push was in 1956, the number of advanced cooperatives increased from 500 in 1955 to 540 000 in 1956. 
Was the collectivization already pushed too far with the advanced cooperatives? A bigger unit can internalize the implementation of projects that would otherwise require cooperation from many units and hence risk not being implemented at al. It is hardly a very convincing argument. The kind of projects needed to lift the productivity by constructing irrigation canals, dams etc., were large project and could require labour input from several dozens collective farms. 

Whatever the motivation for further collectivization, it clearly was a decision at the highest level within CPC, and it was initiated in August 1958. The term “people’s commune” was first used (according to Lin, 1990, p.1234, fn.5) by Chen Boda in an article called “A Totally New Society and Totally New Man.” ABOUT CHEN BODA. 
753 000 collective farms were compacted into 24 000 people’s communes, comprising 120 million households, more than 99 % of the total number of rural households. The average commune consisted of 5000 households. 
The remuneration in the commune was primarily bases on subsistence needs and only a smaller part was work related. Private plots and trading which had been allowed in the preceding cooperatives was prohibited. 

The followed the three hard years which of course are still traumatic in China. Why 30 million people died, if that is the correct number, was certainly because of lack of food. The reason for the collapse of agricultural production is a much discussed and still contested issue. The three main hypotheses is, as Lin (1990, p.1229) summarizes, (1) successive years of bad weather, (2) bad policies and bad management in the collectives, and (3) incentive problems due to the large size of the communes.     
THE ESTIMATE OF 30 MILL, PENG (1984).
	The Collectivization Movement in China

	
	1950
	1951
	1952
	1953
	1954
	1955
	1956
	1957
	1958

	Mutual-aid teams
  Teams (1000)
  Households per team
	
2724
4.2
	
4765
4.5
	
8026
5.7
	
7450
6.1
	
9931
6.9
	
7147
8.4
	
850
12.2
	
	

	Elementary cooperatives
  Co-ops (1000)
  Households per co-op
	

0.018
10.4
	

0.129
12.3
	

4
15.7
	

15
18.1
	

114
20.0
	

633
26.7
	

216
48.2
	

36
44.5
	

	Advanced cooperatives
  Co-ops (1000)
  Households per co-op
	

0.001
32.0
	

0.001
0.030
	

10
184.0
	

0.150
137.3
	

0.200
58.6
	

0.500
75.8
	

540
198.9
	

753
158.6
	

	Peoples’ communes
  Communes (1000)
  Househ. per commune
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
24
5000


Source: Luo (1985) as quoted by Lin (1990).
It has been observed by Lardy (1983, p.159) that China is the only country in modern times where there was no increase in food consumption over a twenty year period in the pre-reform era despite a doubling of income per capita. This can be read as a sacrifice of consumption in the quest for industrialization, or perhaps as the result of failure to raise the productivity in agriculture. 

The formation of people’s communes took place when the People’s Republic of China was only ten years old. The GLF caused a very severe crisis, but the communes were not abolished as a result.  But quite significant changes in the internal functioning were implemented from 1962.
Resource ownership, responsibility for production management and accounting for income distribution purposes were delegated to production teams of 20-30 households. Lin (1990) compares these new arrangements with the earlier cooperatives by asserting that the size and production management was similar to the elementary cooperatives while the remuneration scheme resembled that of the advanced cooperatives.

Within this framework the agricultural production continued throughout the 1960s and 1970s. But there were also other important changes. Private plots and trading was allowed already at the end of the GLF period. In the early 1960s the industrialization push was damped for a period to let the agriculture recover. There was considerable progress in mechanization, in new crops, in adopting new high-yield varieties, in the use of chemical fertilizer (as the high-yield varieties required it), also more irrigation and increasingly engine-powered rather that the traditional gravity system. Growth in agricultural production was achieved, see Lin (1990, table 2) for illumination figures on the agricultural and grain output.  
I don’t want to try to summarize the truth of the Great Leap Forward and the people’s communes. It is difficult to have a very firm opinion of why and how this awful tragedy happened. It was certainly not something than anyone could have wanted. The responsibility for the tragedy rests with the leadership of China at that time, but  misjudgments and mismanagement that made it happen may have been exercised at various levels and partly have been due to lack of adequate information. Lin (1990, p.1238) tells us e.g. that the communal kitchens that came with the people’s communes led to overconsumption of food in the initial stage, while the state procurement quote in 1959 increased by 15 % while the production fell be 15 %. Both mistakes, although the latter seems more serious than the former, led to reduced food availability.  

I don’t want to conclude generally by asserting that collective farming won’t work. I don’t think such a conclusion is warranted. For economists it is an issue with many aspects that is worth studying and that is what we turn to now.   
1.3 Sen on labour allocation in a collective
Sen (1966) is a classic paper on labour allocation in a cooperative enterprise. It is frequently quoted in the literature on collectivization in China. It does not give us definite conclusions about the collectivization, but we incorporate in the course for its importance in establishing a framework for discussing the allocation and reward problems under collective arrangements. 

Sen assumes that the income of the cooperative is generated by a production function
(1) Q = Q(L,A,F1,F2,…,Fm)
where L is the total work effort of the cooperative members, A is the agricultural land of the cooperative and  F1,F2,…,Fm are outside factors that can be hired at constant prices P1,P2,…,Pm. The production function is assumed to have the usual properties.

The income of the cooperative is the revenue of the agricultural output net of the cost of the outside factors. 
(2) V = Q – ΣjPjFj


The cooperative consists of N identical families. 
There are two simple principles for distributing the income among the families constituting the cooperative: (1) by “needs” (i.e. per capita), or (2) by “work” (i.e. proportionally with li/L). These principles were discussed by Marx and have figured prominently in Marxian theory.
Sen gives a parametric formula to cover these to principles or any convex combination of them. Let yi be the income of family i and li the work effort of family i. We can then write 

(3) yi = V ((/N + (1-()(li/L))
For (=1 we have distribution per capita, and for (=1 we have distribution according to work effort. Any 0<(<1 combines the two principles. If the work effort is decided exogenously does it then matter which principle is used? Not really, as each of these N identical families would end up with 1/N of total income. But the amount of work effort decided, matters to each family if we assume, as Sen does, that the families have (identical) utility functions in income and work effort, say 

(4) Ui=U(yi,li)
with Uy>0, Ul>0, Uyy<0, Ull<0, Uyl=Uly=0.
What is the optimal labour effort here, we may call it centralized allocation of labour. The optimal decision can be derived from maximizing the welfare function given simply as 
(5) W = N U(y,l).

This would lead to 
Maxl N U(1/N Q(Nl,A,F1,F2,…,Fm) – ΣjPjFj, l)

which gives the first-order conditions 

(6) Qj = Pj
and 

(7) QL =  – Ul/y,l) / Uy(y,l) 
But if the families makes voluntary decisions about their work effort we have a quite different problem, and then we might expect the work effort to be dependent upon the distribution formula. 

Sen makes a more general assumption about the families welfare function than just assuming it identical to their utility function. He allows for the utility of other families to count in the welfare assessment. Thus he let the welfare function of family j be given as a weighted function of the utility of all families by

(8) Wj = Σi aij Ui
where the welfare function is normalized by the weight of the own utility being equal to one, while all other weights are between zero and one. We can thus rewrite (8) as 
(9) Wj = Uj +  Σi≠j aij Ui  

with 0≤aij≤1 and where
(10) Sj = 1/N Σi aij
is the “sympathy” family j has for other families, or in slightly different terminology we can call it “social consciousness”.
We assume with Sen that there is “symmetric sympathy”, i.e.
(11) Sj = S
Let us consider the maximization by family j of its welfare function Wj with regard to its own work effort when the proceeds of the cooperative is distributed as given by (3) and given the use of other factors of production. The maximization problem is thus:
(12) Max Uj +  Σi≠j aij Ui     wrt lj
The first-order condition can be written as

(13) Ujl + Ujy (V/L)(1-() + Σi aij Uiy [QL ((/N + (1-()(li/L))+ V (-li/L2) (1-()]
Taking into consideration that all families are identical and have symmetric sympathy the same amount of labour must be offered by each family. We write the marginal rate of indifferent substitution between income and leisure for individual j as 
(14) Rj =  – Ul(yj,lj) / Uy(yj,lj)
We must then for reasons of symmetry have Rj = R. The first-order condition (13) can be rewritten as

(15) R = V/L (1-() + QLS – S V/L (1-() = QLS + (1-S) V/L (1-()
What can we conclude from this condition, in comparison with centralized allocation of labour, as given by (7) above? We look first at the pure distribution systems. 

If we have a pure system of distribution according to need, i.e. (=1, we get 

(16) R = QLS
which fulfils the optimality condition (7) only when S=1, i.e. when sympathies for other families is perfect. If not, i.e. S<1, we get R<QL, that is suboptimal use of labour.
If we have a pure system of distribution according to work, i.e. (=0, then we get

(17) R = QLS + (1-S) V/L
which can be rewritten as 
(18) R = QL [S + (1-S) (V/Q) / εL]
where εL is the elasticity of output wrt. labour, i.e. εL = QLL/Q.

Here we also find that the optimality condition (7) is fulfilled if sympathies are perfect (S=1). But the optimality condition is also fulfilled regardless of the value of S if V/Q is equal to εL. We know from micro theory that this condition will in fact be fulfilled if the production function has constant returns to scale and the cooperative does not own any factor other than labour.

If the “social consciousness” is not perfect (S<1) and the cooperative owns land in addition to labour then even with constant returns to scale, we get that V/Q > εL, which implies R > QL, i.e. that the work effort will go beyond the optimal point. 
We thus find under the assumptions given that a pure system of distribution according to needs results in too little work done, while a pure system of distribution according to labour done will result in too much work being exerted. Why is that? 
It seems straightforward and intuitively obvious that a pure system of distribution according to needs will give too poor incentives for labour and thus result in a suboptimal amount for work being done. Under distribution according to work, an individual family’s additional unit of labour results in a marginal increase of the income of the cooperative. The individual gets only a small share of the marginal product, but gets an increased share of the total income of the cooperative. That means overcompensation when the average income per unit of labour is greater than the marginal product of labour. As we have seen this is the case unless the cooperative possesses no other factor and the production function has constant returns to scale. In the latter case the two effects would just balance each other out.

Also, if the family has complete sympathy with others it does not matter whether the reward goes to itself or to others and the work effort will be optimal. 
Now we have considered the two pure cases and found that they generate a work effort too small and too large, respectively. We might expect that there was a convex combination that would generate an optimal work effort. Clearly from (13) this implies that 

(19) QLS + (1-S) V/L (1-() = QL
As we have noted (19) is true under high social consciousness (S=1). If this is not the case, it it required for (19) to be fulfilled that
(20) (1-() =  QL /(V/L) =  εL /(V/Q)
This equation can be read as a determination of (, the share to be distributed according to needs. A simple way of reading the formula is on the assumptions of constant returns to scale and remuneration of outside factors according to marginal productivity as given in (6). Then the right hand side is the competitive share of labour over the sum of the shares of the factors possessed by the cooperative. Let us assume, as in the specification above, that the cooperative possesses only land in addition to labour. Thus the labour share of land + labour should be distributed according to work while the land share of land + labour should be distributed according to needs.   
Thus provided labour inputs can be measured accurately, a suitable choice of the share of output to be distributed equally or according to needs will lead to an efficient labour input by households in a collective farm. The key determinant of this share is the households’ marginal rate of substitution between income and leisure. The larger the marginal disutility of labour (relative to the marginal utility of income) the smaller will be the optimal share of output distributed equally. 

1.4 Monitoring, withdrawal rights and monitoring
As we have seen from Sen’s argument it is not ruled out or even difficult to find a reward system in a collective that maintain efficiency. There is, however, a very important point that is not discussed by Sen, mainly that the functioning of such a system as suggested by Sen depends upon effective monitoring. Sen actually assumes perfect information, i.e. that the labour contributions can be measured at zero cost. But labour inputs are difficult to measure. Labour hours are not accurate measurements of work input, quality has to be taken into account. Informational asymmetry makes monitoring of effort difficult and production may be well inside the production transformation frontier of the collective farm. 

There is well known work by Alchian & Demsetz (1972) which argues that monitoring of effort is susceptible to the free-ride problem and will only work when the monitor is given the residual claimant right to net incomes of the firm. Collective farming is thus doomed to be inefficient. Private farming would in their view be the only key to effective monitoring. Of course Sen’s social consciousness is completely disregarded here. 

Other literature on Chinese agriculture downplays the monitoring problem and put the emphasis back on the incentives. It is argued that there will always be people so unproductive that they would be below subsistence income if the efficient ( was chosen. This leads to a higher ( being chosen with ensuing incentive problems.    
In a small collective monitoring can be implicit, everybody can watch what the work mates are doing. In very large collectives effective monitoring may in practice be imposible. This is the argument of Perkins & Yusuf (1984), as summarized by Lin (1990). 
Lin (1990)’s own argument is that withdrawal rights are essential to maintain incentives. He maintains that the cooperatives were not only voluntary and with withdrawal rights, but that there were actually many cases of withdrawals of collapse of cooperatives that lost support. The people’s communes abolished that right to withdraw and it was not reinstituted after the GLF. 
Lin (1990) discusses the incentive problem in a game theoretic framework. He argues that when proper monitoring is impossible or too costly an effective alternative is a self-enforcing agreement among the cooperative members to work as hard as on the household farm. This requires the right to withdraw and the participation in the collective may be viewed as a repeated game. While the collective without withdrawal right becomes “besieged by the prisoner’s dilemma” (Lin, 1990, 1242). Lin (1990) pursues the argument and tries to assess its role in the collapse of the people’s communes.
1.5 The end of collectivization and the contracting system from 1979

It has been estimated by Lin (1990) that between 1958 and 1978 the total factor productivity  (TFP) in agriculture fell. Rural per capita income grew by an average of only 0.5 % per year from 1957 to 1977. This poor performance may be seen as the combined effect of (1) price scissor effect which had reduced incentive for the rural sector as a whole, (2) central planning which tended to force farms to produce agricultural outputs not always consistent with their comparative advantage, and (3) the poorly designed collective farming of the people’s communes. 
The most important aspects of the post-Mao reform in agriculture was the increase in procurement prices and the introduction of the two-track price system in agriculture which meant that the surplus over the required procurement could be sold in the market. The urban prices were held lower, however. From 1979 to 1984 procurement prices of grain increased by 42 % while the retail price was only about 12 % higher. Thus the agricultural reform strained the government budgets.  
THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN RENTED AND SELF-OWNED LAND

ON THE CONTRACTING SYSTEM SEE Wu (2005), Chapter 3.2.
Table annex

The following tables illuminates some of the issues discussed above and have just recently been published in Ash (2006).  
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Table 1: China’s Agriculture — Supply of Land, Labour and Capital,

1952-76
1952 1957 1965 1976
Population (m)
Total population (TP) 574.8 646.5 725.4 937.2
Rural population (RP) 503.2 547.0 594.9 773.8
RP as % TP 87.5 84.6 82.0 82.6
Employment (m)
Total employment 207.3 2377 286.7 388.3
Rural employment 182.4 205:7 2353 301.4
Agricultural employment - 192.0 225.0 286.5
Agric. share of total employment (%) - 80.8 78.5 73.8
Agric. share of rural employment (%) - 93.3 95.6 95.1
Area (m ha)
Arable area 107.9 111.8 103.6 99.4
Irrigated area ) 20.0 2713 33.1 45.0
Irrigated area as % arable area 18.5 24.4 31.9 453
Total sown area 141.3 157.2 143.3 149.7
Multiple cropping index (%) 131.0 140.6 138.3 150.6
Farm mechanization
Agricultural machine power (m kw) - 1.2 10.9 117.5
Number of large and medium 1,307 14,674 72,599 397,000
tractors (units)
Number of small (incl. hand) tractors - - 3,956 825,000
(units)
Chemical fertilizers
Total application (m tons, nutrient) 0.04 0.15 173 5.24
Av. application per sown ha (kg) 0.28 0.95 12.07 35.00
Fiscal resource flows to and from
agriculture (m yuan)
Government expenditure on 904.0 2.350.0  5,498.0 11,049.0
agriculture
As % of total government 4.03 7.94 11.95 13.71
expenditure
Tax revenue from agriculture 2,751.0  2,967.0 2,578.0 2,914.0
As % of total tax revenue 2299 19.16 12.62 7.14
Investment in agriculture (m yuan)
Agricultural capital construction 774.0 1,187.0  2,497.0 4,104.0
investment
As % total capital construction 8.6 8.3 139 10.9

investment

Sources:

Ministry of Agriculture, Zhongguo nongcun jingji tongji dachuan, 1949-86
(Compendium of Rural Economic Statistics Jor China, 1949-86), hereafter Dachuan,

(Beijing: Nongye chubanshe,

Zhongguo wushi nian nongye tongji ziliao (New
Statistical Materials), hereafter SONNYZL (Beijin

Xin Zhongguo wushi nian tongji ziliao huibian (Cor
Materials for 50 Years of New China), hereafter 50
1999); NBS, Zhongguo nongcun tongji nianjian
(Beijing: Tongji chubanshe, various issues); NBS
Security, Zhongguo laodong tongji nianjian

1989); National Bureau of Statistics (NBS), Xin
China — 50 Years of Agricultural
g Tongji chubanshe, 2000); NBS,
mprehensive Collection of Statistical
NTJZL (Beijing: Tongji chubanshe,
(China_Rural Statistical Yearbook)
and Ministry of Labour and Social
, 2004 (China Labour Statistical Yearbook,

2004) (Beijing: Tongji chubanshe, 2004); NBS, Zhongguo guding zichan touzi tongji

ziliao, 19501985 (Statistical Materials on Fixed
hereafter ZGGD (Beijing: Tongji chubanshe, 19

Capital Investment in China, 1950-85),
87).
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Table 2: China’s Agricultural Performance, 1952-76

1952 1957 1963 1976
Gross value output (GVAO) (m
yuan)*
All agriculture 41.700 53.670 58,960 79,930
Crop cultivation 30,490 45,550 48.480 64,140
Forestry 290 930 1.200 1,510
- Animal husbandry 4.790 6.900 8.270 11.370
. Fisheries 130 290 1.010 1.510
With all agriculture as 100.0
.~ Crop cultivation 87.5 84.9 8§2.2 80.2
* Forestry 0.7 1.7 20 1.9
Animal husbandry 1.3 12,9 4.0 14.2
Fisheries 0.3 0.5 1.7 1.9
Average GVAO per head of
agricultural employed labour
(yuan)
All agriculture 240.7¢ 279.5 262.0 279.0
Crop cultivation 2.7 249.7% 226.8% 235.7%
Total output (m tons)
All food grains 163.9 195.1 194.5 286.3
Oilseeds 4.2 4.2 3.6 4.0
Cotton 2.3 2.6 L9 2.1
Meal {incl. poultry) 3.4 4.0 5.5 7.8
Aquatic products 1/ 31 3.0 4.5
Sugar 7.6 11.9 154 19.6
Average vield (kg/ha)
All food grains 1.322 1,460 1.626 2,371
Oilseeds 734 605 702 693
Cotton 234 284 419 417
Sugar 34,839 27,918 29.434 21,785
Average output per head of total
population (kg)
All food grains 285.1 301.8 268.1 305.5
Oilseeds 73 6.5 5.0 4.3
Meat (incl. poultry) 59 6.2 7.6 8.3
Aquatic products 3.0 4.8 4.1 4.8
Sugar 13.2 8.4 21.2 20.9
Notes:

“ These figures are based on constant |
f Assuming that
: Assuming th
()ll)'L'L’_A'_‘

957 prices.
agricultural employment was 95% of rura

I employment.
at crop cultivation absorbed 95% of all

agricultural employed.

Table | Ministry of Agriculture, Compendiun o
e New Clhina ~ 50 Ye

/ Rural Econontic Statistics, 1949
s of Agricultural Statistical Materials
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Table 5: Per Capita Availability of Grain in the Rural Sector
e
A ]'(’/'([g(’ per ('1/[)/"(1 A verage ]7()1‘(’/1/1‘(1/ /’\‘l’('l/gl’
ouiput of grain (k) forfeiture of availability of

o . grain to rural grain after
Total Rural ) .
i i population ay re=sales (1ol
population  popularion :
result of output less gross
procurement Procurement

tiet procurement  plus re-sales )
divided by rural per head of
population)  rural population

(kg) (kg)
First-Five Year Plan
1953 283.74 33320 71.66 261.55
1954 281.29 33205 61.88 270.25
1955 29926 35285 69.40 283.45
1956 306.79 364,88 54.33 310.55
1957 301.69 361.00 02.68 298.32
195357 av 204.83 349,14 63.90 285.24
Great Leap Forward
1958 299.50 367.49 77.57 259.92
1959 252,47 316.33 88.68 227.65
1960 217.27 27413 58.87 21526
1961 - 207.26 25541 48.27 207.13
1962 22945 275.61 4591 22971
193862 av 24119 297.77 63.74 234,03
Recoven )
1963 24576 295.20 53.19 242.01
1964 265.96 318.76 5415 20401
1965 268.18 321.98 53.60 206.39
196365 av 260,14 312,19 54.30 257.86
Third-Five Yeur
Plan+ -
1966 287.09 344.04 61.48 28256
1967 28500 341.78 59.22 282.56
1968 266.20 316.85 57.40 259 .46
1969 26152 309.03 19.55 259.48
1970 289,14 34118 59.75 281,44
1966-70 av 27774 330.34 57.40 272.94
Fourth ‘Five-Year
Plan
1971 . 293.49 348.00 55.40 292,60
1972 275.85 326.98 460.12 280.86
1973 296.98 35220 54.51 297.72
1974 - 302.96 358.52 57.27 301.25
1975 . 307.86 364.11 56.23 307.88
197175 av 295.65 350.23 53.96 296.27
1976 305.50 361.50 51.41 310.09
S - -t
S(IIH‘L'({\ ] I A

Table-4: SONTIZL. p.] (total and rural population).

D ———

973
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Table 6: Estimated Fnergy Intake Among the Rural Population
e -

Average rural A verage rural Average rural Intake
per capita daily per daily per us v of
grain capita energy  capira energy  requirements
production mtake requirements
(kg) (Kcal) (Kcal)
First Five-Year Plan 285.24 2,119 2,092 101.3
(1953-57 av)
Great Leap Forward
(1958-62 av) 234.03 1.779 2,116 84.1
1959 227.65 1,668 2,111 79.0
1960 215.26 1,587 2,116 75.0
1961 207.13 1.644 2,121 VS
Recovery (1963-65 av)  257.86 1,939 2,135 90.8
Third Five-Year Plan 272.94 * 2,020 2,149 94.0
(1966-70 av)
Fourth Five-Year 296.27 2,157 2172 99.3
Plan (1971-75 av)
1976 310.09 2257 2.203 102.5

—&K\
Notes and Sources:

| Thave estimated rural energy intake on the basis ot‘output:energy conversion ratios
derived from annual estimates in Alan Piazza, Food Consumption and Nutritiongl
Status in the PRC (Boulder. CO: Westview Press, 1986). p. 77, Table 4.3. Energy
requirements are those shown by ibid. p. 92, Table 4.8, Rural per capita grain
roduction from Table S,

vhich to draw two conclusions. The first is to reinforce the severity of
he rural food crisis in the wake of the Great Leap Forward. The
econd is to highlight the closeness to the margin of subsistence in
thich Chinese peasants fived throughout the Mao era. Viewed from
ke national level, not only was there no appreciable improvement in
od consumption during the period. but only in its final years did
andards re-attain the level of the FFYP years.®

sgional Trends

Ashorrcoming of the foregoing analysis is that it takes no account
regional variations in rural conditions. The need to consider the 27
| Wines “proper makes a detailed analysis of provincial trends in
noutput, extraction and rural consumption impossible within this
a It section. Nevertheless, the estimates presented here are derived

L physical terms, only in the very year of Mao’s death (1976) did per capita

i “Suppli§s to the rural population finally re-attain the previous peak level of [956.
Per “apita energy supplies in 1976 were probably still lower than in 1956.

i € excluding the three municipalities with provincial-level status (Beijing,

\ Inand Shanghai). Data for Tibet are also excluded. In referring to “provinces™ [

E“ean to include the autonomous regions,
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