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Abstrait

Apres la Seconde Guerre mondiale, I’"URSS a connu le processus de remise en état de 1’économie et du secteur
social. Ce processus se produisait sur la base des plans de développement social et économique (le premier plan
quinquennal aprés la Seconde Guerre mondiale dans les années 1946-1950, et le second plan dans les années 1951-
1955). Les plans ont mis en relief les orientations prioritaires de remise en état, et, donc, 1I’Ukraine s’est vu
déterminer I’un des points clés pour leur mise en ceuvre. Ce point trés important s’expliquait grace a I’existence
des ressources de combustibles et d’énergies (Donbass) et aux opportunités d’exploitation du réseau fluvial dense.
Le réseau fluvial permettait de développer les réseaux technologiques vitaux tels que 1’énergie, transport,
irrigation. C’est la raison pour laquelle I’Ukraine, grace a ses capacités naturelles, fut la région la plus adaptée et
prometteuse pour la solution des problémes clés de I’URSS apres la fin de la Seconde Guerre mondiale : celui
alimentaire, énergétique, de transport. C’est 1’une raison de plus pour laquelle I’Ukraine est devenue la région qui
obtenait d’importantes allocations budgétaires publiques de 1’Union Soviétique pour le développement de
I’économie. L'étude a utilisé la méthode originale d'analyse des indicateurs budgétaires de la RSFSR et de I'-
UkraRSS dans le contexte des données démographiques et des indicateurs économiques de la Crimée pendant la
période d'étude. Par contre, en Crimée, a la suite de la déportation des peuples autochtones tels que Tatars de
Crimée, Bulgares, Grecs du territoire de la péninsule, la situation démographique était défavorable. Cela ne
permettait pas de développer I’agriculture. Le développement industriel de la Crimée a été irrégulier, parce que les
entreprises, prioritaires du point de vue d’allocations budgétaires provenant du budget de I’URSS, ne se
concentraient que sur la péninsule de Kertch. Alors la remise en état de 1’économie de la Crimée était financée du
budget par répartition des restes. Les allocations budgétaires de la République Socialiste Fédérale Soviétique de
Russie ne faisaient que conserver 1’état de stagnation du domaine social et économique de la péninsule. La situation
n’a connu des changements cardinaux qu’avec I’intégration de la Crimée, en 1954, a I’Ukraine. Cette ceuvre a
instruit la dynamique et les conditions préalables du financement budgétaire de la Crimée pendant la premiére
décennie aprés la fin de la Seconde Guerre mondiale. Ce probléme a été exploré pour des raisons idéologiques. A
I’heure actuelle, on a besoin d’explorer la constitution des réseaux technologiques du point de vue de renaissance
économique de I’Ukraine et de la Crimée. Ce sont ces réseaux technologiques qui ont posé le fondement pour la
constitution de I’ensemble économique intégral sur la base territoriale des régions sud de I’Ukraine et de la Crimée.

Abstract

After the World War Il the process of recovery of the economy and social sphere started in the USSR. This
process was based on social and economic development plans (the first Five-year Plan after the World War Il in
1946-1950 and the second one in 1951-1955). Such plans identified priority areas for recovery and Ukraine was a
defined a key place of their implementation. The significant role of Ukraine was conditioned by its powerful fuel
and energy sector (Donbass) and its ability to operate a powerful river system. The river system made it possible
to develop powerful technological networks, namely the energy, transport, and irrigation systems. Therefore, due
to its natural capabilities, Ukraine was the most suitable and promising region for solving key problems of the
USSR after the World War I, i.e. the food supply, energy, and transport. Thus, Ukraine was a region, where
powerful budget allocations were sent to from the All-Union budget for its economic development. The study used
the original method of analyzing the budget indicators of the RSFSR and the Ukrainian SSR in the context of
demographic data and economic indicators of the Crimea during the study period. The Crimea instead suffered an
unfavorable demographic situation as a result of human losses during the war and due to deportation of the indig-
enous peoples (Crimean Tatars) and indigenous peoples (Bulgarians, and Greeks) from its territory. This fact pre-
vented its agricultural development. The industrial development of the Crimea was uneven as the priorities in the
budget allocation from the state budget of the USSR were focused on the Kerch Peninsula. Therefore, the recovery
of the Crimean economy was financed from the budget based on the budget leftovers. Budget allocations directed
to the Crimea from the budget of the Russian Soviet Federal Socialist Republic only supported the state of stagna-
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tion of the socio-economic sphere of the peninsula. The situation changed radically only with the Crimea’s inclu-
sion to Ukraine in 1954. The dynamics and preconditions of budget financing of the Crimea in the first decade
after the end of the World War Il were evaluated in this paper. These issues were investigated from ideological
standpoints. It is now necessary to carry out the research from the standpoint of formation of technological net-
works, which were the basis for the economic revival of Ukraine and the Crimea. These particular technological
networks were the basis for the formation of an integrated economic complex on the territory of the southern

regions of Ukraine and the Crimea.

Mots-clés: Crimée, le budget, la RSS d'Ukraine, plan quinquennal de développement économique.
Keywords: Crimea, the budget, the Ukrainian SSR, five-year economic development plan.

After the World War 11 the USSR faced the prob-
lem of the pivotal economy recovery of its European
part. This territory went through the occupation and the
battlefield swept through it twice during the war. In
fact, the economy of Ukraine required the recovery
from the scratch. The European part of the USSR in-
curred great human losses during the war. As a result,
the recovery strategy was based on the principles of
forming technological networks. One of the key prob-
lems of the USSR was food provision after the World
War 1. Before the war the agricultural industry gener-
ally provided the USSR population with enough food
supply and also gave possibilities for its export. How-
ever, the human losses of the working-age population
during the war significantly undermined the potential
of the agricultural sector. The agricultural sector in the
USSR, both before and after the WWII, was poorly
mechanized compared to Western countries. The la-
bour force declined after the war and it became neces-
sary to replace the work of a fairly large number of col-
lective farmers with mechanization and electrification
of production. When trying to provide electrification,
there was a need to form an energy grid for electricity
supply to the agricultural regions. At the same time, the
need to use the maximum area for agricultural produc-
tion becomes more urgent. For this reason, a campaign
for irrigation and watering of lands suitable for agricul-
tural production is being deployed in the southern re-
gions of the USSR in order to protect crops from cli-
mate risks. However, the weak mechanization of the
agrarian sector prevented the full employment of the la-
bour force in the collective farms, even in view of their
significant decline as a result of the WWII. The imple-
mentation of electrification programs in the agricultural
sector depended on metallurgy sector production. This
was due to the need to build new power plants. How-
ever, the creation of the technological power grid ne-
cessitated building high-voltage power transmission
lines (hereinafter referred to as “transmission lines”).
The construction of transmission lines also required a
large amount of metal. Thus, the formation of the tech-
nological network rested on the restoration of metal-
lurgy. The development of metallurgy depended on the
exploitation of the Donbass coal mining industry. Fi-
nally, as early as 1947, N. Khrushchev offered to use
the Donbass coal resources in full in order to form the
technological power grid by means of constructing of
thermal power plants and transmission lines in this re-
gion to supply electricity in the southern direction
(Khrushchev, 1947, sheet 565). Land irrigation-based
projects for energy supply and agriculture development
covered the territory of the southern regions of Ukraine
and Crimea. The article compares budgets in terms of

demographics and economic indicators as a fundamen-
tally new methodology for the study of socio-economic
development of Crimea after World War II.

In 1946, the Law on the Five-year Plan for the Na-
tional Economy of the Soviet Union was adopted.
Ukraine and Crimea occupied a leading place in this
plan in providing a metallurgical base for industry. In
particular, it was envisaged to ensure the development
of the Kryvyi Rih Iron Ore Basin and the Kamyshburun
Iron Ore Mill (in Crimea) (Supreme Council of the Un-
ion of Soviet Socialist Republic, 1946, p. 344). The text
of the Law on the Five-year Plan already provided for
budgetary allocations for the development of these met-
allurgical works. In this context, it should be noted that
the Kamyshburun Iron Ore Mill was located in the
Kerch Peninsula. This peninsula occupied a special
place in the Crimean region. Unlike other regions, it
had fairly significant prerequisites for economic devel-
opment. These prerequisites were laid both by the Ka-
myshburun Iron Ore Mill and the development of the
fishing industry and the exploration of hydrocarbon de-
posits. However, the development of industrial facili-
ties in the Kerch Peninsula was dependent on the facil-
ities in Ukraine. In particular, the industry in the area
needed energy and fresh water. The products of the Ka-
myshburun Iron Ore Mill were subsequently processed
at the Azovstal Iron and Steel Works (Donetsk region
of the USSR). In fact, the industry of the Kerch Penin-
sula gravitated toward industrial cooperation with in-
dustry in Ukraine. Accordingly, the prospects of pro-
duction facilities in the Crimea also depended on the
prospects for the development of the Ukrainian econ-
omy and specific facilities that operated in the Ukrain-
ian SSR. After the completion of the first post-war five-
year plan the industrial base development on the Kerch
Peninsula necessitated an increase in the volume of
electricity supply to Crimea and the provision of fresh
water for the industry. Therefore, during the implemen-
tation of the second five-year plan for the development
of the USSR’s national economy (1951-1955), the
question came up about the inclusion of Crimea in the
Southern Energy Region. This energy region was to
cover the central regions of Dnieper River, Odessa,
Kherson and Mykolaiv regions and Crimea. As a result
of the construction of the Kakhovka Hydroelectric
Power Plant, formation of this energy region was to be
completed (Central Committee of the Communist
Party, 1951, sheet 3). The issue of fresh water supply
for the Kerch Peninsula industry should result from the
construction of the South Ukrainian and North Crimean
canals (Matsuy, P. & Bibikov, 1953, sheet 37).

It is worth noting the regional disparity in the so-
cio-economic development of Crimea, which was laid
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in the very nature and in the process of implementation
of the first five-year plan. This disproportion was based
on the tasks priority and, accordingly, on the nature of
budgetary allocations for economic development, and
it also had a regional character. The regions of the
USSR developed unevenly, and this unevenness in re-
gional development was particularly marked in Crimea.
This regional approach to socio-economic development
was primarily due to the fact that the main executors of
the recovery policy were the line ministries, which were
to deliver the planned targets, and it had to be done in
accordance with the regional objectives outlined in the
Five-year Plan. It referred to heavy industry enterprises
and development of metallurgy industry, chemical in-
dustry, and mechanical engineering industry. This de-
velopment was driven by possibilities of the region to
use the raw materials and finished products. Ministries
responsible for the reconstruction and development of
heavy industry had the advantage to receive allocations
to the first five years. Accordingly, resources were di-
rected by them first and foremost to achieve results on
the planned targets assigned to them. Therefore, social
issues were most effectively addressed in those regions,
where enterprises with the major budget allocations
were actively rebuilt.

Problems of social and economic development of
Crimea and Sevastopol after the end of the World War
Il were considered in works of the Soviet researchers
(Maksimenko, 1972). However, they mostly analysed
the economic indicators and the results of budgetary al-
locations. Moreover, these works were written on the
basis of ideological guidelines, and that shows why the
authors focused on the numerical indicators of the pro-
duction growth and population income. After the USSR
collapsed, new studies on the socio-economic develop-
ment of the Crimea were pretty much a continuation of
Soviet approaches but without an ideological compo-
nent (Paschenia, 2008). Therefore, the comparative
analysis of socio-economic indicators of Crimea and
the city of Sevastopol and budgetary allocations is a
new topic for historical science.

The purpose of the study is to analyse the state of
socio-economic situation in Crimea in the context of
five-year economy recovery plans implemented after
the end of the World War 11, and also to analyse budg-
etary allocations for the Crimean region and the city of
Sevastopol.

The problem of smoothing of socio-economic de-
velopment during the implementation of the first Five-
year Plan (1946-1950) was solved according to the for-
mula laid down in the Law on this plan. Thus, the fif-
teenth paragraph of the tasks was the development of
Republics’ initiatives for the restoration and develop-
ment of the labour force. In other words, the Republics
themselves had to solve the issues of ensuring the de-
velopment of the labour force and its proper organiza-
tion. But for the most part, the leadership of the Repub-
lic was focused on supporting that labour force, which
could deliver the most value. In Crimea, however, the
situation with the labour resources was extremely hard.
Budgets transferred some percentage of their tax reve-
nues to support the very republic and local authorities.
The Crimean region as a part of the Russian SFSR had

hereditarily received a fairly large percentage of the tax
levies that were paid into its budget. However, these
payments were due to apparently small tax fees and a
large social burden on the local budget. This is evi-
denced by the data on the state of Crimean Labour
Force, according to the note issued to the Central Com-
mittee of the Communist Party of Ukraine (Satskyi,
2008, p. 229-233). In other words, the Crimean region
in comparison to other regions of the Russian SFSR
was subsidized. At the same time, its socio-economic
development was extremely uneven regionally, which
caused peculiarities in population concentration.

The first Post-ar Five-year Recovery Plan envis-
aged a program to rebuild fifteen Russian cities.
Among these cities the city of Sevastopol was indi-
cated. This city was of a strategic importance to the
USSR and Crimea. This city suffered considerable de-
struction during the war. However, although rebuilding
this strategic city was a priority, it was postponed con-
siderably in the second five years. The issue of the city
of Sevastopol rebuilding was actively communicated to
the government of the USSR in 1954, when Crimea was
already transferred to the USSR. The State Planning
Committee of the USSR refused to provide the Chair-
man of the Executive Committee of the city of Sevas-
topol with financing for this rebuilding, despite the fact
that this issue was submitted to the Central Committee
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Esipenko,
1954, sheet 151). The State Planning Committee of the
USSR expressed the idea of postponing the reconstruc-
tion financing of the city of Sevastopol and of its trans-
ferring to the next five-year plan, that is, the plan to be
started in 1955. It should be noted that all other ‘15
Russian cities” were successfully rebuilt during the first
two Five-year Plans. Therefore, it should be noted that
expenditure items of the budgets of the USSR and the
Russian SFSR, which concerned Crimea, were the most
convenient ones to defer funding for the sake of other
more urgent programs. In resolving the issue of rebuild-
ing of the city of Sevastopol, it should be noted that ef-
forts were made to place this obligation on the Ministry
of Defence. These efforts were due to the fact that the
city of Sevastopol was most actively used by the Min-
istry as a military base. Accordingly, the city had to be
rebuilt for the needs of its naval base. However, the
Ministry of Defence only agreed to build and rebuild
the monuments related to the defence of the city of Se-
vastopol (Dudin, 1954, sheet 220). In this context, the
effort to place commitments on the most interested
ministries in the distribution of program implementa-
tion commitments is noteworthy. The Ministry of De-
fence had considerable possibilities to mobilize labour
force, especially for construction purposes, as the
draftee contingent was quite large. Therefore, possibil-
ities of the Ministry of Defence to execute these pro-
grams at the expense of cheap labour force gave a rea-
son to count on its effective participation in the program
for the city rebuilding, which was a satellite city of the
military base.

In 1949 the following percentage was paid from
the tax levy to the local budget of the Krasnodar region,
which was adjacent to Crimea, and which had a similar
economy structure: 25% of the agricultural tax, 60% of
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the individual income tax, 50% of the tax on bachelors,
single citizens and small family citizens, 25% of the in-
come of machine-tractor stations, 40% of the forestry
revenue, 50% of government loans, 8.3% of the turno-
ver tax (Supreme Council of the Russian Soviet Feder-
ation Socialist Republic of the 2nd Convocation, 1949,
p. 235). The same year the following was paid to the
budget of the Crimean region: 100% of agricultural tax,
60% of the individual income tax, 50% of the tax on
bachelors, single citizens and small family citizens,
50% of the income of machine-tractor stations, 100%
of the forestry revenue, 70% of government loans, 7%
of turnover tax respectively (Supreme Council of the
Russian Soviet Federation Socialist Republic of the 2nd
Convocation, 1949, p. 236). In other words, it is obvi-
ous that the dating of Crimea was made in agricultural
sector and in encouraging local authorities and party
bodies of Crimea to improve its productivity, as well as
the productivity of machine-tractor stations, taking into
account rather a large debt of collective farms to ma-
chine-tractor stations (hereinafter referred to as “the
MTS”) (Satskyi, 2008, p. 409). As the forestry in Cri-
mea did not amount to large volumes, the revenues
from it remained at the disposal of authorities in Crimea
in full, as was the case with revenues from the domestic
bonds sale — a greater percentage remained in the
budget of the region in comparison to the Krasnodar re-
gion, considering the low population density, as well as
its paying capacity. However, the amounts of turnover
tax paid to the Crimean budget were smaller. Obvi-
ously, this was due to the recreational specifics of the
region, since the turnover tax in Crimea could be effec-
tively received in this sphere only. In other words, the
revenues from recreational activities were transferred
to the All-Union level. Another illustrative example of
the approach to the turnover tax was the city of Sochi,
the resort city, where payments of this tax to the local
budget amounted to 4.2%.

The next 1950 year the following percentages
were paid to the regional budget of the Crimean region:
70% of the agricultural tax, 60% of the individual in-
come tax, 50% of the tax on bachelors, single citizens
and small family citizens, 50% of the income of ma-
chine-tractor stations, 100% of the forestry revenue,
55% of government loans, 4.9% of turnover tax. In
other words, the percentage of the agricultural tax, of
the domestic loan and of the turnover tax has been re-
duced. It was the year of the completion of the first
post-war Five-year Plan, and the performance of the
whole plan was adjusted. That’s why the regional
budget allocations could be adjusted to meet the needs
of the socio-economic development plan fulfilment
volumes. It is worth noting that the budgetary alloca-
tions to the city of Sevastopol were 37.5% in 1949 and
27% in 1950 (Supreme Council of the Russian Soviet
Federation Socialist Republic of the 2nd Convocation,
1950, p. 218). It was not possible to collect the taxes
and fees on such budgetary items as agriculture, MTS
and forestry revenue in the city of Sevastopol, and
therefore, it was necessary to transfer more funds from
the turnover tax, since this city was not a resort.

In 1953, the structure of payments to the budget of
the Crimean region changed as follows: 25% of the in-
dividual income tax, 60% of the agricultural tax, 37%
of the tax on bachelors, single citizens and small family
citizens, 50% of government loans, 28% of the income
of machine-tractor stations, 5.5% of the turnover tax.
The same year, the structure of payments to the city
budget of Sevastopol was as follows: 30% of the indi-
vidual income tax, 100% of the agricultural tax, 50% of
the tax on bachelors, single citizens and small family
citizens, 50% of government loans, 26% of the turnover
tax (Supreme Council of the Russian Soviet Federation
Socialist Republic of the 3nd Convocation, 1953, p.
184).

In 1954, Crimea was transferred to the USSR and
the structure of payments to the budget of the Crimean
region and the city of Sevastopol changed somehow.
The regional budget of Crimea accounted for 7.5% of
the turnover tax, that is, it was increased compared to
the previous year. The MTS revenues provided for 25%
for all regions’ budgets of the USSR, that is, to the
budget of the Crimean region too, but this budgetary
item was not applied to the city of Sevastopol. The pay-
ment in the amount of 25% of the individual income tax
was supposed to be transferred to the regional budget
of the Crimean region, 37% of the tax on bachelors, sin-
gle citizens and small family citizens and 60% of the
agricultural tax, 50% of the income tax of collective
farms, 50% of domestic bonds sales, and 40% of for-
estry revenue. In the city of Sevastopol, the tax pay-
ments to the city budget was as follows: 25.2% of the
turnover tax, 30% of the individual income tax, 50% of
the tax on bachelors, single citizens and small family
citizens, 100% of the agricultural tax, 50% of the do-
mestic bonds sales (Supreme Council of the Ukrainian,
1954, pp. 119-121).

The presented data on recalculations of revenues
to the budgets of the Crimean region and the city of Se-
vastopol show the dating of the economy and social
sphere for these territorial districts. Moreover, this da-
ting was a sign of target allocation. In particular, it con-
cerned the agricultural sector of Crimea. A serious
problem of the peninsula was the need to support the
city of Sevastopol, the city where the naval base was
located. Therefore, the city of Sevastopol was sup-
ported by paying the greater percentage of revenues
from the turnover tax to the city budget, than in other
territorial districts.

So, after the end of the World War 11, rebuilding
of the socio-economic sphere of the USSR and Crimea
unfolded in accordance with the Five-year Plans, which
were a conventional approach in the Soviet Union. The
priority was given to rebuilding the heavy industry and
rail transport industry, and the next priority was given
to agricultural development and development of con-
sumer goods production. Importantly, the Law on Five-
year Plan dated 1946 stated that the Republics' eco-
nomic initiative was encouraged and that the local la-
bour forces had to be harnessed as efficiently as possi-
ble. The priority of heavy industry and transportation in
the economy recovery necessitated the exploitation of
available resources and the maximum attention of the
All-Union ministries to those regions, which had the
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maximum concentration of resources that could be used
in order to implement the recovery plan. Therefore, the
priority was given to the Donbas region in Ukraine as
the region that had to be the fuel and energy base for
industrial development, as well as to the central terri-
tory of the Dnieper River as a region with strong Dnie-
per energy resources and metallurgical resources. So,
the priority was the recovery of the railway network in
the Donbas region. On the basis of a powerful river net-
work, transport, energy and agricultural technological
networks were being formed. On the basis of economic
expediency Crimea was integrated into these networks
developed on the territory of Ukraine. However, such a
regional approach to socio-economic development with
the priority of rebuilding the heavy industry and
transport industry had caused uneven development of
territories.

Most unevenly, this imbalance was noticeable
during the first Post-war Five-year Plans in the Crimean
Peninsula. In fact, the active socio-economic develop-
ment in Crimea was concentrated on the Kerch Penin-
sula, where metallurgy, fishing and hydrocarbon explo-
ration were being developed. The rest of the Crimean
territories were in a stagnant state, which could be ob-
served by the state of labour forces in the collective
farms. Also, Crimea was not a priority during the budg-
etary allocations from the All-Union budget, except for
facilities on the Kerch Peninsula. The most evident ex-
ample is rebuilding the city of Sevastopol, which was
envisaged in one of the priorities under the first Five-
year Plan after the World War Il (one of the ‘fifteen
Russian cities’ to be rebuilt first). Rebuilding the city
of Sevastopol only began after the transfer of Crimea
and Sevastopol to the USSR with lobbying this issue by
the party leadership of Ukraine in the All-Union and
party institutions.

The budgetary policy in the USSR during the im-
plementation of the first Five-year Plans after the
WWII provided for payments to the local budgets of a
part of taxes and fees as a percentage of the total
amount of taxes and fees collected in the respective ter-
ritorial districts. The dynamics of these payments over
the years in Crimea and the city Sevastopol indicated
the intention to provide subsidies to these territorial dis-
tricts. This can be traced to such budgetary items as ag-
ricultural tax and the MTS income tax. These industries
were the most problematic in the economy of post-war
Crimea. Also, it should be noted that the turnover tax
was of particular importance for Crimea, since it was
collected across the Crimea mostly from the resort ar-
eas and cities. For the Crimean region the percentage of
this tax payment was higher than for a number of other
regions of the Russian SFSR (until 1954). The city of
Sevastopol was subsidized substantially by a larger per-
centage of the city's tax payments.

In general, Crimea and the city of Sevastopol were
of little interest to both the All-Union and Russian
SFSR ministries, and the departments in the area of so-
cio-economic development, with the exception of indi-
vidual facilities. Therefore, these territorial districts
were supported through a conventional approach of the
USSR budgetary policy of the post-war period, i.e., by
paying a part of the fees to budgets of these territorial

districts. This approach to the development of Crimea
and the city of Sevastopol only conserved the stagna-
tion of its socio-economic situation.
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