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It is generally agreed that the lledive farm system creaed duing the
colledivization dive of 19291930 was consolidated prior to the Grea Patriotic War.
Throughou the 19305, complementary feaures that had na been developed duing the
attack on peasants’ individual agriculture were progressvely introduced, the most
important being the aoption in 1935 ¢ the Statutes for Colledive Farm artel’, which
served as a genuine anstitution regulating most aspeds of the relationship establi shed
between the peasantry and the Soviet State. Furthermore, the Stalinist Party-State
continued its clampdown on the last remains of peasant individual agriculture by
developing methods of sharing kolkhoz income that would force “idlers’ to participate
adively in the mlledive farm econamic life and an increasingly harsh legislation with
individual househdlders for the purpase of forcing them into colledive farms. It is true
to argue that, as far as agriculture is concerned, the main focus of the Stalinist attention
drawn upon agriculture remained undoulbedly the famous (or rather infamous) grain
colledion campaigns as creded at the turn of the 1920s. These canpaigns certainly easily
ablueprint for most other subsequent legislative adivities', and constituted a virtual civil

! Moshe Lewin, “Taking Grain”: Soviet Policies of Agricultural Procurements Before the
War”, The Making of the Soviet System: Essays in the Social History of Interwar Rusda,
(New York, Pantheon Books, 1985, pp. 142-177.




war between the State and peasants, a war whose purposes were not only strategic and
econamic but educational ones as well .

However, the other legislative atempts of the paost-colledivization period, for
instance regulations on pivate plots, against idlers and individual householders are dso
worthy of attention, nat as much for their econamic dfediveness (which was close to
zero) bu becausethey help usto understand the contours of kolkhoz peasant society and
its dhifting boundries between what the State defined as marginal and what was
percaved as such by rural communities. In ather words, the study of the margins of rural
society can tell a grea ded abou State dforts to marginalize dements who were not
perceved as sich by their co-villagers but who happened to represent a threa to
colledive ayriculture by their very behaviour as a kolkhoznik, a false one (Izhekolkhzonik)
and an aimost coll edivized ore (okolokolkhoznyi element), al of whom being considered
after the war to be variations on the same theme.

The postwar coll edive farm peasantry presents an interesting new areain which
to test the validity of old concepts and to experiment with new ones. We know now
mostly from V.F. Zima's? and V.P Fopov’'s work that the ealy postwar period represents
perhaps the worst crisis in colledive ayriculture since 193234°, and that in this regard
peasants had various “wegpors of the we&” to cope with the situation and to ensure
survival. Yet, considering that archivally-based reseach onthe peasantry after World
War 1l has just begun to appeaing and that these works a just a few, it can hasty to
proclaim the victory of the mncept of resistance In her groundlre&king study, Elena
Zubkova uneathed fascinating documents that reved what she cdls “widespreal
expedations of change” in the wake of the Soviet victory in World War 11, and that

2\/.F. Zima, Golod v SSR 19461947 godov. Proiskhozhdenie i posledstviia, (Moscow,
INI-RAN, 1996).
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ill uminate various ads of resistanceto pastwar agrarian pdicies’. Yet, the evidence she
uses presents two major shortcomings; the first being limited to the yeas 194647 and
being recorded by the authorities in preparation for the dedions to the Supreme Soviet.
The secondweaknesslies in her over-reliance on a few documents to draw a picture of a
rural society that was gill, even afew yeas ago, a terraincognita to most schaars. One
can also agree with the mnclusions of Sheila Fitzpatrick’s important work on the
colledive farm peasantry in the 1930, but a simple gplicaion o her arguments could
lead us to hasty conclusions in regard to the postwar coll ective farm peasantry®. After all,
the kolkhozniki bath as frontline soldiers and as agricultural producers virtually saved the
regime during the worse times of the war against Germany. Not entirely against the
above mentioned interpretations but rather through an alternative method and approad,
this gudy will attempt to show that, seen through the prism of labou pdlicies in the
courtryside and the measures taken against the “least colledivized” elements, the Soviet
State facel strong “de-colledivizing” presaures that were deeply incrusted in peasant
communities. By attempting to marginali ze these dements, the Stalinist State failed and
found instead a grey zone of pradices made out of loophdes in the mlledive farm

system. In this regard, even open represson could na be substituted for social control®.

* SeeElena Zubkova, Russa &ter the Wa. Hopes, Illusions and Disappdntments, 1945
1957 transl. Hugh Ragsdale, (Armonk (N.Y.), M.E. Sharpe, 1998, pp. 59-67; “Mir
mnenii sovetskogo cheloveka, 1945-1948gg. Po materialam TsK VKP(b)”,
Otedhestvennaia istoriia, no 3(1999, pp. 25-39; no 4(1998, pp. 99-108
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®This gudy isapart of alarger projed on peasant labor in colledive farms after World
War Il which analyses the interadion between State atempts to foster labor discipline in
Soviet kolkhozes and peasant strategies of survival that included seasonal work outside
farms, family labor patterns and loca pdliti cs to cope with the represgve nature of work
oncolledive farms. It demonstrates that while labor discipline can be largely seen asa
failure for the Soviet regime in its efforts to presaure its peasantry for more olledive
work, it reveds that kolkhozniki coped with the difficulti es of postwar reconstruction by
developing strategies that made them what the regime used to cdl “polukrest’ianie’
(part-time peasants) or worse okolokolkhoznye dementy and thus providing what can be
understood as a de-colledivizing presaure that can largely explain the tightening of the
rules of colledive farm life &ter the victory over Nazi Germany. SeeJean Lévesque,
“Part-Time Peasants: Agrarian Policies, Peasant Labor and the Fate of Socialist




Within this perspedive, this gudy first analyses State dforts to punish and
marginalize violators of labor discipline who were suppcsedly the least colledivized
elements of the Soviet countryside and the asesss the relative dfediveness these
measures had onthe mgjority of peasants, espedally the 1948campaign to deport idlers.
It demonstrates first that the Stalinist regime culd na function withou the help o an
artificially creded class of enemies. once the individual smallhoders had been
eliminated, it sought to re-crede an enemy by targeting violators of labor discipline & a
new scgpegoat for the failures of Soviet agriculture. By looking spedficdly at the
credion d this new enemy, this gudy will show that the violators were nat those whom
the regime first had in mind. Finally, it will provide basic evidence to demonstrate that
the behaviour of these atificial marginals creaed by the regime was in fact shared by
rural communities which proteded them (or which at least did nd intervene ajainst

them). Thus, the question d formulating peasant behaviour will be raised.

|- Defining the Margins: Soviet L egislation on Labor Discipline and the M aking of
the ldler, 1939-1948.

“The minimum of labor-days was established na for all
colledive farmers, but only for loafers and speaulators. For
the mlledive farmers there is no minimum.”

(Mikhail Kalininto a crrespondent of Sotsialisticheskoe
zemledelie, late 1945

The main document defining colledive farmers' rights and duies appeaed in
1935° but it was not until 1939 that the state-party leadership dedded to introduce a

compulsory minimum of labor-days for full members of colledive farms. Until then

Agriculture in the Postwar Soviet Union, 19451953, (Ph.D. Disertation, University of
Toronto, forthcoming 2002.

®The “Statutes” refer to the official “ Statute of the Coll ective Farm artel” issued
by the Second Congressof Agricultural Shock-Workersin 1935 For the ealier draft
projeds discussed duing the mlledivization dive, seeN.A. Ivnitskii, Kollektivizatisiia
raskulachivanie (nadhalo 30-x godov), (Moscow: Magistr, 1996, pp. 78-82.




farms had the autonamy to use their own system of distributing kolkhoz' wedth orce
grain colledions were delivered to the State. The 1939 resolution o the Central
Committee and the Courcil of People’'s Commissars “ On the Measures to Proted
Colledive Lands from Squandering”® was meant to fight the ill egal enlargement of the
private plots at the expense of colledive lands, which was considered “a perversion o
Party and Government padlicies in the wurtryside”. At the same time, however, the
resolution sought to fight ancther type of perversion: the pradice of living on the
colledive farms and enjoying guarantead rights like possesson d a private plot while nat
taking part in colledive farm work. The reasons for this dedsion were explained as
follows: "Given the fad that horest peasants eaning from 200 to 600and more labor-
days work in the mlledive farms dde by side with a part of the popuation which eans
only from 20 to 30labor-days. The latter continue to be cnsidered full members and
live onthe mlledive farm’sbad”. The resolutionthus ought to eradicae the unbeaable
charader of thisidle way of life.?

Therefore, a cmpulsory minimum of labor-days ( the abitrary unit defining the
amourt of work dore onthe mlledive farms'’) was introduced for able-boded peasants
al over the wuntry, acording to a dasdficaion d threegroups of regions. For the first

groupincluding the atton-producing regions, the minimum was establi shed at 100/abor-

% | storii a kolkhoznogo prava. Sbornik zakonodhtel’ nykh materialov SSR i
RSFR, Tom Il (Moscow, p. 107.

9bid., p.109

Y“The adual value of asingle labor-day is difficult to assess nat only for the
reseacher but also for the authorities at that time. After the Statutes of Coll edive Farms
were isaued, the government provided al colledive farms with the “Primernye normy
vyrabaotki i edinye rastsenki v trudodniakh” which was grongly modified in 1948 For
example, eathing up a hedare of potatoes with a horse-driven harrow would give from
1,5-2,0 trudodnia’, quarrying a tsentner of corn would give 6-10 labor-days and sowing
a hedare of sugar-bed with a sowing-macine would pay 5,5-7,0 labor-days. More
concretely, aten-person krigade resporsible for 89 hedares of grain would receve & the
end d the yea 4,4861abor-days which brought them 9 tons of grain irrespedive of the
grain productivity per hedare. GARF, f. 5446 op. 50, d. 2125 Il. 136146 It isclea that
the fulfilment of the labor-day minimum does not imply full-time work on coll edive
farms throughou the yea.



days; for the second group™? composed of some of the cantral regions and a few regions
of the Urals and the Far East 60, and for all remaining regions 80. In order to enforce
the minimum of labor-days, the resolution recommended simply the expulsion d
peasants for failing to fulfil the compulsory minimum, which meant losing all rights
defined by the Statutes, including the right to a private plot. From 1942to 1953the
number of peasants expelled from their colledive farms remained rather low and

represented from 70,000to 26Q000yealy, as shown in the following table:

2This groupincluded the regions of Moscow, Leningrad, Ivanaovo, laroslavl’,
Gor’kii, Vologda, Tula, Riazan’,Kirov, Perm, Sverdlovsk, Chitina, Khabovorvsk, and the
Primorskii region, and the Autonamous Repulics of Komi, Kareliia, Mari and lakutsk.



Table 1
Number of peasants expelled from the collective farms, U.S.S.R.,1942-1953.1

Yea Expelled ( persons) | Departed (persons)* | Total

1942 70 615 67 882 138 497
1943 104 044 72 726 176 770
1944 121 986 85 928 207 914
1945 122 209 79 601 201 810
1946 259 075 161 371 420 046
1947 219 908 115 936 335 844
1948 241 169 115 158 356 327
1949 239 049 121 293 360 342
1950 154 517 96 530 251 ;47
1951 166 000 130 200 296 200
1952 161 700 134 200 295 900
1953 178 900 353 200° 532 100

Considering the fad that colledive farm chairmen could suggest expulsion for
various reasons, nat only labor discipline, and that expulsions had still to be confirmed by

pessant genera asemblies, leniency in implementing labor discipline dealy

3Calculated from RGAE, f. 1562 op. 324, d. 406, 1.1; d. 632, 1.1; d.884, 1.1; d.
13691.1; d. 17741.1; d.217Q1.1; d. 2568 I.1; d. 3068 |. 3; d. 3594 |. 4; d. 4048 |.1;
d. 463Q 1.1; d. 5078 II.1-2.

“Departing without fulfilli ng the labor-day minimum.

°Starting from 1953 in the same @lumn where statisticians formerly indicated
“departed” (vybyli), the cdegory was changed to “released for work by Orgnabor’s
dispatch”.



predominated. It must also be noted that there were more peasants who left their village
in these years than the numbers in the second column show. TsSU statisticians have been
careful to add that those peasants who left were not fulfilling the labor-day minimum.
Even adding the numbers in both columns does not show a strong will to implement the
resolution to the letter . Again, keeping in mind that there were at least 220,000
collective farms in the Soviet Union during this period, leniency was obviously the rule
rather than the exception. In comparison to the number of violators recorded by the
Central Statistical Administration, punishment touched only a small portion of peasants,
as shown in the following table:



Table 2

Comparison between the number able-bodied men and women, not fulfilling the
compulsory minimum of labor-days and the number of peasants expelled from their

collective farms, 1942-1953. 6

Y ear 1.Not 2. Not | 3. (1+2) 4.expelled 4. Asa%of 3

fulfilling the | working a

minimum single day
1942 1,635, 600 no data no data 70615 | -
1943 2 623 853 281421 2905274 104 044 3.6
1944 3212 401 288 852 3501 253 121 986 35
1945 3087 800 260 600 3348400 122 209 3.6
1946 3964 700 366 000 4 330 700 259 075 6.0
1947 3572 600 308 800 3 881 400 219 908 5.7
1948 3323400 286 600 3610 000 241 169 6.7
1949 4073 400 419 200 4 492 600 239 049 53
1950 4292 600 536 900 4 829 500 154 517 32
1951 3 589 000 480 580 4 069 580 166 000 4.1
1952 3206 070 435 160 3641 230 161 700 4.4
1953 1627 260 332631 1959891 | 178 900 9.1

®Calculated after RGAE, f. 1562, op. 324, d. 883, 11.7-10; d. 632, 11.5-7; d. 884, II.
5-7,d.1369, 11.5-7; d. 1774, 11.5-7; d. 2170, II. 14-16; d. 2568, II. 22- 24; d. 3068, |I. 21-
23; d. 3594,11. 28-30; d. 4048, 1. 25-26; d. 4630, 11.20-24; d. 5078, |. 5-6.

Not including Belorussia, the Ukraine, the Baltic Republics and the Cauicasus.
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It is quite dea that a small portion d peasants violating the regulations were
adually purished, but the state of the statistics onthisisaue shoud prevent anybody from
coming too quckly to definite conclusions. However, the legislative will to tighten
control over peasant labor as shown by the resolution must be seen within the wider
context of a aiminalizing of the labor infradions of the working classas well as the
peasantry. These dforts can be understoodfirst as aform of industrial preparationin the
advent of conflict; seoond, as a delayed resporse to the demands of industrial managers
for means to improve labour productivity; and finaly as ancther step towards the
intensification o the struggle between the regime and its reluctant industrial workforce*®
The same kind o phenomenon also aff eded the relationship between the regime and its
colledive farm peasantry, but the immediate objedive of the resolutions on labor
discipline was to force kolkhozniki away from their private plots.**Workers garted to be
punished for leaving their jobs withou permisgonin 1940, but the dfedivenessof the
law can be questioned since workers cortinued to leave their jobs and absente@sm
marred industrial labor-discipline even duing the war.?° In fadtories managers largely
proteded their workers for the sake of production unessleniency threaened to become
dangerous for the bosses themselves. ?* Regarding agriculture, the same kind o argument
acwording to which chairmen could proted their peasants from labou discipline
proseaution appeas undand there is evidenceto suppart it. To be sure, the State would
go onraising the norms; the German scholar Stefan Merl has even argued that there was
definitely adion taken against the size of the private plot, and the struggle to raise the

'3peter H. Solomon, Soviet Criminal Justice Under Stalin, (Cambridge/ New
Y ork: Cambridge University Press 1996, p. 302

M.N. Denisevich, Individual’ noe khoziaistvo na Urale, (Ekaterinburg, AN
SSR- Ural’ skoe otdelenie, 1991) p.65-66.

?Donald Filt zer, “Labor Discipline, the Use of Work Time, and the Dedine of the
Soviet System, 192819971', International Labor and Working-ClassHistory, no 5Q (Fall
1999, p. 11

Y bid.
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minimum of labor-days would have probably been continued had the 1941 German

invasion nd occurred.??

The next step toward the tightening of labor disciplinein the olledive farms was
dictated by wartime drcumstances, when the disorganization d production and the need
to supdy the front cdled for an increase in agricultural production. The State-Party
leadership sought to increase peasant productivity by raising the minimum. Hence, the
joint resolution d the Central Committee and Courcil of People’s Commissars of April
13, 1942, “On the Increase of the Compulsory Minimum of Labour-days’® raised the
minimum to 150 labor-days in the otton-producing farms, 100 for the farms of the
seaondzone, and 120for most of the Soviet agricultural regions. Also, for the first time
vill age teenagers, aged 12to 16 were forced to fulfill a minimum of fifty labor-days
and, therefore, faced proseautionin case of nonfulfilment. Teenage labor was not new
in the pre-war colledive farms, as reveded by reports ent to the Politburo in 1939%*

What was new was the aiminalization o teenagers’ refusal to work a minimum.

The 1942resolution was acaompanied by a Deaeeof the Supreme Soviet which
defined the judicial procedures to be followed in the proseaution d peasants not
fulfilling the cmpulsory minimum. Members of colledive farms charged with
“violation d labou discipline” could be forced to fulfill “six months of corredive work
in their colledive farms, with a 25 % deduction d all their labor-days eanings to the
advantage of the kolkhoz.>® Given the low eanings paid for labor-days before and

%?Stephan Merl, Bauern urter Stalin. Die Formierung des owjetischen
Kolchassystems, 19331941, (Berlin: In Kommisson kel Duncker & Humblot, 1990, p.
475

23| storii a kolkhoznogo prava. Sbornik zakonodatel’ nykh materialov SSR i
RSER, Tom I, p. 219,

4seeonthisisaue, V.P. Popov, ed., “Melochi kolkhoznai zhizni”,
Otedhestvennye akhivy, no 4(1999, pp. 81-85.

25| storii a kolkhoznogo prava. Sbornik zakonodatel’ nykh materialov SSR i
RSER, Tom I, p. 219220,
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espedaly during the war, the punshment could be rather light. Again, leniency
predominated. According to the data provided by the All-Union Proseautor, from 1942to
1945 a yealy average of 157,742 peasants were proseauted uncer these darges. A
partial amnesty was deaeed by the Supreme Soviet in July 1945%° bu the law per se
remained in force until Stalin’s deah (althowgh data ae not avail able dter 1948:

25/.P. Popov, ed, Krestianstvo i gosudarstvo v SSR (19451953, ( Paris:
YMCA Press 1992, p. 253
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Table 3

Number of persons brought to trial according to the decree of the Supreme Soviet
of 13-4-42.7"

Yea Convicted (persons) | Discharged (persons) | Dropped (cases)

1942 204314 41,825 17,798

1943 148206 31,663 17,668

1944 144,848 43,153 12,448

1945 133599 27,764 50,219

1946 190784 43411 15452

1947 136982 31,148 12,526

1948 117,458 31,159 10,884

Total 1,076191 250123 136995

Average per yea 1537416 35,7319 195707

As will be shown later, the number of peasants nat fulfilling the minimum

numbered every yea afew million. Thus, it is can be agued that both locd powers and

Proseautor’s organs did na enforce the existing laws with zed as the impad of this

legislation onpeasant labor enthusiasm was nat tremendous. For example, the Ukrainian

Ministry of Agriculture had no reports to present to the proseauting organs that could

2" GARF, f. 8131, op.24, delo 358 |. 38; Krest'ianstvo i gosudarstvo (19451953,

p. 253
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explain the “masdve refusal to work” among Ukrainian peasants®. In order to acmurt
for the general sladkness sirroundng the implementation d the Deaeeg the Chief of the
Nadzor sedion, in his report to the General Proseautor, N.P. Gorshenin, pointed ou the
absence of any reliable locd data on labor-day fulfilment, and more importantly, the
genera attitude of laisser-faire from locd exeautive organs, nat to spegk of colledive
farm chairmen who “do nd want to spail their relationships with peasants and do nao
submit to court any material necessary to condemn the evil violators of labor
discipline”.?® Many of them did na even know and what they needed and haw it shoud
be submitted as evidence Even the Repulican proseauting organs followed the
implementation d the deaeesporadicaly.

Most reports, whether from the Ministry of Agriculture, the Central Committee
Sedion for Agriculture, or the newly formed Courcil for Colledive Farm Affairs,
tended to pant out that most violators were members of families in which na every
member was asociated with the alledive farm (espedally in vill ages reasonably close
to uban centres), members of the chairmen’s or colledive farm administrative staff
members' families, or women with children of young age. *° Usually, officials from the
Courril for Colledive Farm Affairs would target coll edive farm management as mainly
resporsible for the bad state of labor discipline, arguing that they did na use the full
arsenal of disciplinary measures at their disposal. First, they tended to initiate
proseaution for only a small number of the violators and consequently the deaee lost
most of its impad. Second when peasants were dharged, the @rredive labor on the
colledive farm deaeed by People's courts was often described as pointless snceit was
neither enforced ( by chairmen), nor cheded ( by organs of Internal Affairs). Therefore
peasants charged with verdicts could easily get by. In 1947 60 % of all sentences of

8GARF, f-r 8131, op. 24, d. 358 1. 112
®Ibid, I. 115

*RGAE, f. 9476 op. 2, d. 18, |. The same paint is made &out the 193Cs by
Sheil a Fitzpatrick lessthe members of chairmen’s families. Cf. Sheil a Fitzpatrick,
Stalin's Peasants, p.146.
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corredive labour were not enforced®’. Finally and even more importantly, the possbility
of expelling a peasant from the olledive farm for nonfulfilment of labor-day minimum,
which would imply the lossof right to a private plot, was drongly lessened by the very
faa that plots were granted to howsehdds (dvor). Thus any attempt to deprive apeasant
from his private plot was made void because only households -not individuals- enjoyed
rights and no povision was made to deprive entire househalds.

While many chairmen asked for an increase in the labor-day minimum -some of
them even suggested to triple it *, no measure of this kind was ever taken after World
War Il. After an examination d the reasons for the failure of measures to raise labor
discipline, inspedors Chuvikov and lvanitskii from the Courcil for Colledive Farm
Affairs suggested to A.A. Andreer a series of measures auch as the removal of labor-
days, barring violators from using colledive farm equipment and pestures, and raising
agricultural taxes to the level paid by individual househadlders,®® but no adtion was taken
in this diredion. Insteal, the leadership chase to regulate, by bureaucratic measures, the
value of labor-days to make sure that these would retain their significance and by

fostering their importance & a means of sociali st competition.

After the war, nothing was dore in terms of labor-day minimum per se. Rather,
the top State-Party leadership chaose to fight the phenomenon d peasant absentedsm
indiredly as the main resolution issued sought to fight encroachments of private plots on
colledive lands. According to the logic of the resolution, which attempted to reduce the
“uncontrolled size of peasant private plots’, peasants shoud be forced to spend lesstime
on their private plots and more time on colledive farm work in order to mee their
needs. Many locd officials noretheless complained abou the “slack in labor-day
requirements’ but no adionwas taken urtil 1948 Asthe dhairman o the wlledive farm

*RGAE, f. 9476 op.2, d. 18, 1. 17.
32seefor example, RGAE, f. 9476 op. 1, d. 866, 11.5-368

*RGAE, f. 9476 op. 2, II. 21-22.
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“Zdobuok Zhovtnia” from the Kiev Region F.U. Dubkovetskii put it bluntly in his letter
to Khrushchev then Ukrainian First Seaetary in 1946

The labou-day minimum was introduced to force idlers to work, but the
resolution has grown dd and hes lost any effed. It appeas that colledive farmers
ean nov on average 250 labour-days and the compulsory minimum is only 120,
[The low labor-day minimum] isinto idlers hands but the kolkhoz canna get by
ontime.®

The dairman’s wishes were to be granted an answer in February 1948

I1- The Ideological Construction of the Other: Idlersasnew Kulaks.

Besides legislative regulations, attempts to punsh and marginalize reluctant
elements of colledive farms can be found throughou official texts, implementation
reports, ministerial correspondence and, of course, in all expressons of official discourse.
Prior to the war, the individual householder progressvely replacel the kulak as the
archetype of evil in the State propaganda direded at the wurtryside. With their rapid
disappeaance’, their inherent characeristics of “petty-bourgeois’ and individualistic
attitudes were, so to spedk, inherited by the new targets of State propaganda: the idlers
using the advantages of the alledive farm system withou paying their due in swed and
teas. Representing a “yoke on the shouders of horest peasants’, idlers nat only
exploited their fellow vill agers, they also seduced them by their comfortable lifestyle.
That is what made them so intriguing.

%RGAE, f. 9476 op. 2, d. 9, .4.This letter might have provided K hrushchev the
inspiration for handing the “idlers’” case in an expeditious way although Dubkovetskii
never spoke of deportation bu only of raising the labor-day minimum and introducing
rewards for over-fulfilment. Nevertheless the letter was circulated by Khrushchev
throughou the Courcil for Colledive Farm Affairs and the Courcil of Ministersin
December 1946 Ibid., |. 7-13.

" Seefor instance, i.E. Zelenin, “Koll ektivizatsiiai edindichnik”, Otechetsvennaia
istoriia, no 3(199), pp. 35-55.
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As chairman o the Ukrainian Courcil of Ministers and First Seaetary of the
Communist Party of the Repubdic, N.S. Khrushchev initiated a canpaign, littl e known to
scholars before the liberalization d the accesto Soviet archives. In acordance with his
propasals, the Supreme Soviet granted coll edive farms general assemblies (kolkhoznye
sobraniia) first in Ukraine, then in the rest of the Soviet Union the right to deport to
camps in Siberia violators of labor discipline. This led to the issuance of two edicts, the
first for the Ukrainian Repulic in February 1948(with the exception d Western oblasti),
the second in June of the same yea for the rest of the Soviet Union.® Khrushchev used
the example of Tsarist laws granting peasant communes the right to exile members
“whaose presencein their midst presented athred to the well-being of rural communiti es”
as a precealent to the new measure. Again, Khrushchev’s propasals to use the eict only
in afew farms per districts andin afew districts per region was followed and a littl e more
than six percent of all Soviet coll edive farms were chosen to experiment this new method
for fostering labor enthusiasm.

This, however, marked the pe& of ferocity in State propaganda towards “false
peasants’ which was certainly achieved duing the 1948 campaign against rural idlers
and espeadally in the documents that convinced the top State-Party leadership o the need
for repressve measures. Descriptions of the readions of the wlledive farm popuation
can be foundin various ources. First, the Party regional committees had to send regular
reports on a three month basis during the first yea of the campaign, describing the
measures they took in order to implement the deaee The Centra Committeesedion for
agriculture would then compil e these reports and provide surveys addressed to the Party
seaetariat. The depiction o locd mood is, in these reports and surveys, strongly
stereotyped with a strong emphasis on the pasitive readions of some individual peasants
to the issuance of a deaeewhich would help kakhozes get rid o their idle dements. A

®0n the campaign, seeV.P. Popov, “Neizvestnaiainitsiativa Khrushcheva ( o podjotovke
ukaza 1948goda)”, Otechestvennye akhivy, no 2(1993, pp. 31-38. | have studied in
further detail the edict and the canpaign in my “Exile and Discipline: The June 1948
Campaign against Colledive Farm Idlers’ presently under pee review at Carl Beck
Papersin Russian and East European Studies. Since, | do nd wish to reped the
argument made there, | will simply use examples from this campaign in arder to
strengthen the agument | make here.
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widespreal cliché presents enthusiastic dderly peasants who condemned “lazy bums’
with the harshest comments. For example, the first survey of the implementation in the
Northern Caucasus, Crimea Lower Volga and Central Bladk Earth Zone was addressed
to Malenkov by Kozlov, the head of the Agricultural Sedion, mentioned the wlledive
farmer Pavlov, 75 yeas of age, who hed by June dready fulfilled the labour-day
minimum and applauded the deportation campaign with the following words: “Right!
We ae going to bun with an ironrod the lazy bums and Hdoodsuckers from our farms
as we did in 1930when the kulak commune-eaers annoyed us buil ding kolkhozes™.° In
the same document abou the women o the kolkhoz Aili baramov, Divinskii district, in
Azerbaidzhan, who, after the official reading of the deaeés text, put down their veils
and exclaimed: “May God Hessthe one who signed this deaed”. The language used to
describe the violators of labor discipline, in this context, is usually colourful. They are
labelled as “lazy bums (lodyri) who are rivetted heat and soul to their private plots’,
“sporgers’ (tunediatsy), “parasites using kolkhozes as a screen”*?, “speaulators’, “lazy
bores’, “sluggers’ (lentiai), “vermin” (gady), weeds and “typhad-mongering louses on
hedthy bodes’. While it is difficult to prove the validity of the examples used in party
rhetoric, al these sayings reved a gred ded abou the mental world of party officials
involved in the preparation d the campaign and fulfil a dea pdliticd purpose:

cornvincing implementors of the need for such measures.

The documents that gave birth to the deaee show that Khrushchev's apparatus
put tremendous energy into presenting a nicdy wrapped padkage of the measures and
their implementation. They also show that the Ukrainian First Seaetary succealed in
cornvincing Stalin of the neal for exemplary measures. In the report following the
issuance of the deaee in Ukraine Khrushchev argues for the dfediveness of the
deportation campaign in raising labou discipline by providing a myriad of examples
showing that peasants had nowv started dsplaying enthusiasm for colledive farm work

and greda pdliticd adivity during medings. For example, the First Seaetary assessed

*RGASRH, f. 17, op. 138 d. 39, |. 2.
YRGASRH, f. 17,0p. 121, d. 673 I. 3.
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that attendance reahed 8590 % and a dozen peasants Poke out at every mesding.'* He
went so far as to say that these medings had a tremendouws impad nat only in the
kolkhozes but also onindustry since many peasants from vill ages where the deaee had
been implemented worked in pants and fadories. The “desertion” from plants had
deaeased considerably acrding to Khrushchev. The same rhetoric asociating most of
the violators of labour discipline with former collaborators was further reinforced and
colourful examples were given to show the sense of hate felt towards “loafers” and

“speaulators’:

The rank-and-file wlledive farmer Movchun, from the “Victory” colledive farm
in Kievo-Sviatoshinskii district of the Kiev region, recdl ed: “Under the Germans, | asked
Bushelenko [acaised o parasitism in 1948 and who aded as an elder during the
occupation] ‘Give me asmall plot of land to save me and my children from hurger’, and
he, the aursed scoundel, replied to me ‘go and ask Stalin for some land for you and your
bastards (baistriuki). Let him feed you. Then | went on cursing him and said: ‘Well,
just wait, scoundel. When littl e-father (bat’ko) Stalin will get us out of the Germans
hands, you will lean hawv to scoff at us. Now he [Bushelenko] has to feed some
bastards, not mine, but those his daughter got from Germans. We nead to deport  him,

for hewon't stink in ou farm any more ”.*2

This type of evidence of locd antipathy for “idlers’ can be strongly exaggerated
and reals to be compared to the history of the canpaign itself as a pditi ca event. What
Khrushchev considered to be an excdlent means to educate the wlledive farm peasantry
and to forcerural “parasites’ to repent before their own communities turned quckly into
one more form of kampanreishchina or “ spurt-o-mania”. After deporting slightly lessthan
50,000 kolkhozniki in 194849, regional Party committees sopped using the measure &
presaure from the center for results faded away. As a result, labor discipline infradions

did na deaesse dter the launching of the deportation wave (as $hown in table 2).

Ybid., Il. 22-23.
2 bid., Il. 28-29.
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Moreover, the canpaign reveded an important number of “illegal deportations’ of
certain caegories of peasants that central authorities did na wish to see deported- for
example dders, single women and veterans. Y et this was dore in oppaiti onto the wishes
of most coll edive farmers who simply adopted an attitude of wait and see They attended
gatherings because this was compulsory, but refused to spe& out. Infad, deporting idlers
was often dore in spite of the locd will .

It is clea that the State tried to use the figure of such elements in arder to solve
quickly much deeper problems linked to the nature of the mlledive farm system. The
efforts to use these dements as gpegoats eventually failed becaise these “enemies’
formed what can be defined as a “grey zone” of colledive farmers who simply used the
loophdes of the mlledive farm system to ensure survival®®. As many able-boded
peasants violated rules in a way or ancther, these dforts failed to marginalize the so-
cdled “almost colledivized elements’.

Although the elict was not removed, very few regional organs used it after 1949
Theredter any presaure for results from the Party Central Committee disappeaed. This
failure can be explained in many ways and all these explanations suppat the agument
made in this dudy. Firstly, at the locd level, a significant number of colledive farm
chairmen used the deaeeto deport elements against which there was smply no evidence
of lawbre&ing. In the first six months of the campaign, district exeautive mmmittees
made void from 35to 43 of all sentences for lack of evidence, and these cases becane
examples of “ill egal deportation”. Secondy, the elict and the canpaign that foll owed dd
not seem to have any impad on labor discipline, and threas of deportation dd na foster
labor productivity. Only after 1950 when the e@namic situation slightly improved in the
kolkhozes, were concerns abou the state of labor discipline were replacel by projeds for

13 On amore tragic note, we can draw here aparall el with the implementation d the 1947
Supreme Soviet Edict onthe Protedion d State Property. In the region d Kursk, instead
narsudov o priviechenii k ugolovnai otvetstvenncsti kolkhoznikov po Ukazu 19479.”,
ed. by A.P. Chichenkov, Sovetskie akhivy, no 3(1990, pp. 55-60.0f “bands of
speaulators’, the alict struck espedally hard onwomen, often widows of frontline
soldiers.
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anew charter. Finally and more importantly, the support for the measures seems to have
been timid. Police and Party Committees reports all draw the same picture of these
gatherings in collective farms: an overwhelming majority of kolkhoz members attended
the meetings but a minority of 5-10 peasants (per farm) spoke out in favor or against
deportations. If the wrath of honest peasants against idlers was a factor used by
Khrushchev to convince the top State-Party leadership, its expression in 1948 seems to

have been minor occurrence.

Part Il - The Grey Zone of Colledive Farm Life: The“Almost Colledivized
Elements”.

With the disappeaance of the figure of the kulak prior to the war, the new target
of official propaganda in the vill age was rapidly oriented towards those who coll aborated
with the German occupier during the war. However, in a majority of those regions that
had na experienced occupation, the new enemy was represented by those rural elements
who pofited from wartime drcumstances and enriched themselves in bladk market and
kolkhoze market adivities. After the war, they were ideologicdly merged with those who
simply enlarged their plots during the war and dfered minimal eff ort on coll edive farms
as demonstrated by the September 1946joint resolution attadking “illegal  enlargements
of private plots at the expense of colledive farm lands” which was even considered
“exploitation d fellow farmers by a few elements’. At the same time, the government
had tremendous difficulty controlling the &tribution d private plots which tended to be
granted at the level to howsehadds (dvory) notwithstanding the number of able-boded
farmers'®. What Soviet agricultural organs considered an illegal and anti-bolshevik
pradice of levelling down private plots was extremely difficult to combat by central
organs. It can also be compared to the dforts launched in 1948to fight the levelling

14 SeeKrest’ ianstvo | gosudarstvo (19451953. Sbornik dokumentov, ed. by V.P. Popov,
(paris, YMCA Press 1992, pp. 275-280.
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down of income distributed by labor-days. There is no evidence that such efforts ever
succealed during the period covered by this sudy™.

As it was dhown ealier, the number of peasants nat fulfilling the minimum
numbered every yea a few million and it was argued that both locd powers and
Proseautor’'s organs did na enforce the existing laws with zed as the impad of this
legislation on asant labor enthusiasm was not tremendows. The events of 1948showed
that the situation with labor discipline and false peasants was obviously too complex to
be solved by open represson. In the same time & many peasants were deported,
inspedors from the Courcil for Colledive Farm Affairs gathered data on members of
colledive farms who nd involved in colledive work in 1948and in 1949the same organ
produced a long report describing the loophdes in the system of membership. The same
yea the Central Statisticd Administration informed Malenkov of important deficiencies
in the data wlledion abou the rural popuation. It must be said first that these reports did
not result in major policy reviews and remained largely dead letters. They indicae,
however, growing official awareness of the threa posed to overal agricultural
performance by rura de-popuation'®. For the purpose of this gudy, they provide
meaningful examples of the ways a grey zone was formed onthe of the kolkhoz society.

In September 1948 the main dficia resporsible for the implementation d the
Statutes N. Diakonov warned the Chairman of the Courcil for Colledive Farm Affairs
A.A. Andreev of the propartions taken by the existencein the midst of coll edive farms of
elements in rupture with their former farms (otorvavshiisia). He made sure to employ the
term “almost colledivized elements’” and nd “de-colledivized”. While Diakonov
mentioned that the overall numbers of colledivized howseholds deaeased by a million
between 1940and 1947 this stuation was made intolerable by the fad that the number of
househalds of “rabochie i sluzhashchie” living in rural areas had incressed and readed
50 % of al househdds in “purely agricultural aress’ like the regions of Omsk,

*This point is made deaer in the chapter 2 of my dissertation, “Weaponrs against the
Wedk: Postwar Agrarian Policies and the Return to Order in the Countryside”.
16 Compare to Krest'ianstvo | gosudarstvo (19451953, ed. By V.P. Popov, pp.111-114
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Stavropd’, Penza, Mogilev and the Udmurt autonamous repuldic. In fad, these

househdds that worried Diakonov that much were formed by “former” coll edive farmers

breaking away with their farms, keeping their private plots in accordance with dishorest
strategies, and nd fulfill ed their obli gations before the State & they would be suppsed

to doas individual househadlders. Using the example of two peasants living in the same
kolhoz in Cheliabinsk, Diakonov provided striking data éou the advantage of “breeking

away from the mlledive farm”:

n.17

Colledive farmer | “former”  colledive farmer
Méel’ nikov E.P. Elizarov, G.K.
Dimensions of the private | 0,15 ha 0,15 ha
plot
Number of cows 1 1
Number of sheep 4
Poultry 10
Money paid in | 470rubles 350rubles
agricultural taxes
Tax in kind: milk 260litres 260litres
Tax in kind: potatoes 320 g 85 kg
Timber cut for the State | 20 cubic meters 0
Days end on road |6 0
repairs
Labor-days earned 647 0

" RGAE, f. 9476 op. 1, d. 727.
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It is clea that Elizarov would be doked by taxes as an dficially registered
individual householder and therefore makes both ends med more eaily and with less
effort as an inhabitant of that grey zone of “peasants who kroke avay with their farms”.
To avoid any confusion over the terms, it must be noted that Elizarov was smply
designed as a “worker living in arural area” (simply a olledive farm). In fad, there
were good reasons to avoid being registered as an individual householder®®. Soviet
palicies towards individual househdlders were dfedive and led to the dmost complete
disappeaance of edinolichniki after World War Il. V.F. Zimain his book onthe famine
of 194647 suggests that there were dose to 200000 howsehdds compared to the
232000 kdkhozes in the Soviet Union. Their number went on deaeasing as suppated
by the following data pulished by Soviet schaars:

Table5: Percentage of the sown area occupied by different types of tenure, USSR,
1940-1950"°

Typeof land tenure | 1940 | 1950

Colledaive Farms 783 | 82,7
State Farms 8,8 10,9
Private plots 35 |51

Individual howseholds | 9,4 | 1,3

Thus the reasons explaining Elizarov’s behaviour are not too dfficult to find. As
a proporent of a thought-out strategy for coping with the postwar crisis in colledive
agriculture, Elizarov did na appea as an extremist. His 0,15 ha private plot was pale in
comparison to aher “former” colledive farmers using a more comfortable paosition and
plots of upto ore hedare. Why Elizarov is interesting simply because he is representative

of 40-47 % of all peasants in some districts in Khabarovsk, 54,8% in some farms in the

*During the war,for instance, taxes, bonds and coll edions (sbory) made up 318% iof the
income of colledive farmersin 1943whileindividual househads would pay 80.4%. M.A
Vyltsan, Krest’ianstvo Rosdi v gody bd’shal voiny, 19411945 Pirrova pobeda,
(Moscow, Rosdiskii nauchnyi found 1999, p. 137.

9 M. Volkov, ed., Sovetskaia derevnia v pervye poslevoennye gody, 1946-1950,
(Moscow : Nauka, 1978, p. 214
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Udmurt ASSR and at least half the popdation d rural inhabitants nonmembers of
colledive farms in the entire ourtry®®. While it istoo ealy in this research to claim that
they represent a “mode” or a pattern for most colledive farmers, there is at least the
posshility of drawing a few preliminary conclusions out of the interesting case people
like Elizarov represent. First of al, their appeaance dealy represents a blow direded
towards the founditions of the mlledive farm system since it provided an example for
those wishing to avoid many of the disadvantages that kolkhoz membership usually
engendered. Suppementary evidence in the form of schemes of land tenure in the
colledive farm surveyed by Diakonov's daff shows clealy that “former” kolkhozniki
were not in any way expelled from the farms but rather could go onenjoying the benefits
of the same private plots they used as full members of the kolkhozes?’. Furthermore,
represgng or eliminating these dements required resources the top State-Party leadership
could na or did na want to devote to the task as it was the cae in the canpaign against
idlers which was “legally” intended orly against kolkhozniki. Diakonosv may have
qgualified the @peaance of “former colledive farmers’ as “unratural”
(nezakonomernoe), he could only target representatives of locd power for the unbeaable
sladk in committing “such mistakes and perversions of Party padliti cs”.?> What he ould
not do was to pant out al loophdes that permitted such passbiliti es for peasants and

colledive farm chairmen

Anocther posshbility for enlarging the grey zone was creaed by the poa state of
locd statistics on colledive farm popuation. It is clea that this could be of grea
econamic importance since planning organs used yealy reports from colledive farms
processed hy the Central Statisticd Administrationin order to assessthe anourt of work
to be extraded from single mlledive farms and consequently the plan targets to be met.
It was not acddental that these organs were interested in such questions snce they
reveded, for the regions aurveyed, a strong tendency to uncer-report caegories of the
colledive farm popuation for which labor quaas were set up in regional and retional

0 RGAE, f. 9476 1, d. 727, 1-2.

2 1bid., Il. 16-32. They will be presented ontransparent during my presentation.
21bid., 11.11-13.
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plans. The survey condicted in the regions of Poltava, Kiev and Dnepropetrovsk in
Ukraine and Vologda, laroslavl’, Molotov Riazan, Kursk and Rostov in the RSFR
showed the following:

Table 6: Results of a survey conducted by the Central Statistical Administration
showing differences in population accounting in 9 regions of the Ukraine and
Central Russia®, 1948,

Category of Accordingto | According to Difference Difference
popuation datafrom datafrom (nedowchet) | in
sel’ sovet yealy reports percentage
of colledive
farms
1. Able-boded men 4614 3908 706 153%
from 16to 60and
women from 16 to 55
2. Teenagersfrom 12 | 790 637 153 19,4%
to 16yeas
3. Eldersand dsabled | 1469 1195 274 18,7%

Withou being simply a re-enadment of the Dead Sols in the ea of colledive
farms, this type of “careless’ acoourting was real enough to represent a problem and
to lead to a series of administrative chedks and regulations. For the purpase of this gudy,
it is more interesting to nae that the unrecorded presence of some peasants on the
colledive farms constituted ore more cmporent of this grey zone becaise it was
difficult to control. Not by acadent, as the dhairman of the Statisticd Administration

% GARF, . 5446 op. 53, d.4415 II. 38-34,
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Starovskii wrote to Malenkov in August 1949 the éle-boded elements have in their
majority accessto a private plot and helf of them works only on this plot whil e the other
half tended to be formed of wage eaners. Besides members of the families of the
colledive farm administration, this groupwas made up d peasants who hed been simply
excluded form the farms “on paper” withou losing their plots- in most cases brides who
had joined their husbands withou properly registering their membership. In this case, the
deficit comes graight from a family strategy to avoid the burdens of membership for the

bride.?*Clealy, the loose mncept of membership was open to interpretation.

Finally, alast source of “marginalized” elements to be included in this gudy was
creaed by the locd implementation d the rules concerning membership in the mlledive
farms. Although the Statutes of Colledive Farms of 1935 dfined membership as
voluntary, the ésence of internal pasgorts for peasants gredly reduced peasant mohility
and hindered their cgpadty of working where they wished. Peasants consciously
violating important clauses of the Statutes could be expell ed, but this occurrencewas rare
and wually did na leal to the situation where peasants would join a new colledive

farms. In short, mohility was not suppased to be afedure of the lledive farm system.

Thus when reports darted appeaing in 1948abou the question d kolkhozniki’s
free doice of a new workplacein a different colledive farm the Courcil for Colledive
Farm Affairs targeted orce more regional and dstrict authorities for their negledful
attitude towards peasant mobilit y?>. The main reason evoked for departure was usually
linked to better labor-day eanings in the locde but this tended to increase the number of
peasants loosely tied to a kolkhoz. While those peasants remained kolkhozniki de facto
and de jure, the pradice strongly displeased central agricultural authorities who saw a
main cause of disorganization d the production, wegening of labor discipline, and
misuse of the workforce in colledive farms snce these dements were hardly
“controlled”. Moreover, there was only one step between this type of migration and the

undficial status of “former” kolkhoznik becaise thase peasants would easily bregk away

% pid., Il. 35-36.
5 RGAE, f. 9476 op. 1, d. 730,1l. 15-16
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form their farms and simply work as agricultural day-laborers.  First noticed in the
RepuMics of Central Asia for reasons of ecnamic inequality between kdkhozes, the
migrations between coll edive farms took there “masdve propations’. The phenomenon
eventually appeaed in ather regions like Kiev, Riazan, Molotov, Stavropd’, Omsk,
Groznyi and Novosibirsk for instance’®. Not only disorganizing agricultural production,
the problem of uncontrolled labor tended to fadlit ate ill egal reauitment of rural labor for
the indwstrial production which simply worsened the drealy criticd shortage of labor on

colledive farms.
Conclusion

It isinteresting to nae that the August 1953law modifying the tax system among
rural dwellersis entirely freeof attempts to demonize individual householders.?” Stalinist
attempts to rule the murtryside by creaing a successon d imaginary enemies cameto a
close. While Khrushchev tried to stimulate Soviet agriculture by various non—+epressve
means, he neverthelessattadked private ayriculture, demonstrating thus its importancein
the ways Soviet rulers understood the relationship between private and colledive in
agriculture. Kolkhozniki continued their evolution as a social and cultural hybrid, original
for some observers, decging for the others. The harsh pcstwar period was dedsive in
this evolution.

Notwithstanding the very preliminary nature of this gudy, it has at least
highlighted the complex relationship between State pdlicies under late Stalinism and
peasant strategies of survival and identity. Once the basic feaures of the wlledive farm
system were introduced, locad communities used ingenuity to manipulate these to their
own advantage and resisted dfferent attempts to extrad labor from them, be they
administrative, judicial or openly repressve. The very falure of represson to force
peasants to work tells a grea ded abou the difficulties of launching another Herculean
eff ort after the saaifices of World War 11.

*®1bid., I. 17-18.
27 | storii a kolkhoznogo prava, tom I, pp. 352357.
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Nonethelessthis gudy provided evidence to demonstrate that Stalinist eff orts to
rule by targeting enemies failed for reasons not obvious to pdicy-makers at first glance
Whil e loafers were defined as a spedfic group, they became difficult to purish na only
because the definition given to them was wrong, but because they tended to embody a
rather important portion d the mlledive farm popuation. They were peasants who kept a
foot in bah the kolkhoz and the margins of it. The fad that rural communities were
difficult to mohilize in the struggle against these “not properly colledivized elements’
shoud generate further study of the pdliti cs of peasant identity under Stalin.



