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Abstract

This history of the 'l'ver' (Kalinin) province of Russia, with

particular emphasis on the years 1945-1953, uses primary sources

l'rom archives of the Party and Soviet State, oral interviews, and

readings of Russian, French, English, and German publications. The first

chapters discuss the socio-economic and political effects of the events

oriOl' to 1945. Subsequently, the post-war rôle of Communist Party,

Soviet government, security organs, and Komsomol and the resu1ts of

Communist policies in agriculture and industry are analysed. The

province's demographic losses between 1919 and 1945 and their

consequences in Stalin's final years are assessed. The life of male and

female kolkhozniks, workers, and intelligentsiia, and their relationship

with the authorities are depicted. Post-1953 changes are appreciated

in the last chapter. Four maps, forty-seven tabies, and four appendices

are included.
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Résumé

Ce mémoire historique sur la province russe de Tver' (Kalinin).

avec un intérêt particulier pour les années 1945-1953. se base sur un

nombre de sources originales provenant d'archives du Parti et de l'Etat

soviétique, d'entrevues orales et de lectures de publications en langue

russe, française. anglaise et allemand.:, Les premiers chapitres

traiteront des effets sodo-économiques et politiques des événements

précédant 1945. Après quoi, on analysera le rôle qu'ont joué dans

l'aprés-guerre le Parti communiste, le gouvernement soviétique, le

Komsomol, les organismes de sécurité et les résultats des politiq ues

agricoles et indtlstriel1es communistes. On évaluera les pel'les

démographiques de la province entre 1929 et 1945 ainsi que leurs

conséquences dans les dernières années au pouvoir de Staline. On

décrira l'existence des membres des kolk1lOzes, des ouvriers et de

l'intelligentsia et leurs rapports avec les autorités. Le dernier chapitre

s'intéressera aux changements après 1953. Quatre cartes, quarante

sept graphiques et quatre appendices sont inclus en complément du

travail.
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PREFACE

In January 1945, Ivan Pavlovich Boitsov, the first secretary of

the Communist Party organization of the Kalinin oblast', had the

distinction of delivering the political report on the current situation of

the province and its prospects in the coming years l . The war had /lot

yet come to its officiaJ end, but the Kalinin province had been cleared

of the presence of German troops more than one and a haU years

earlier. Boitsov's speech was cautiously optimistic: there were Many

shortcomings. but he saw no reason to suspect that the problems the

oblast' was experiencing would not be presently resolved.

More tban eight years later, in February 1953, V.1. Kiselev, already the

third leader of the provinciaJ Party since Boitsov's transfer to

Stavropol, received a disturbing report on the province's agricultural

development2. Collective farmen were Jeaving the kolkhozy in droves.

The farms were apparently unable to orrer any attractive prospects to

its members. The tone of the report is entirely negative: none of the

agriculturaJ problems noticed by Boitsov in January 1945 had been

solved. In fact, the situation had deteriorated gravely by February 1953.

Many of tbe report's original recommendations foreshadowed actuaJ

Soviet agricuJtural reforms introduced in September 1953. A few days

after StaJin's death, on March 10, 1953, KiseJev ordered the memben of

the obkomburo (buro of the oblast' Party committee) S.N. Sbatalin and

IThe former PlIIty Atc.bi.ve of the Commuai5t PlIIty of Klliaia obla!lt' III the " TwnI:oi
l$eJI/T dokllJ1leJJUtsii JJOWJ'siJei istoli/ (from here l'alto), food 147, apis' 3, de10 2679,
tisty 1-230b. (from here 147/411495. U.I-230b.).
ZP.ko, 147/5/906, 11.1-18.

1



• G.A. Demirsltii to make proposais for agricültural reforms on the basis

of the report.

What had happened? Who or what is to blame for the dismal

performance of the provincial agriculture and industry -- neither of

which had transcended the difficultie~ encountered during the war? Did

Boitsov have any reason for his optimism in January 1945? The

following dissertation will attempt to explain what happened between

1945 and 1953 in the Russian province. In Many ways, its story May be

typical for the history of the Russian Socialist Federal Soviet Republic

in its entirety during this immediate postwar period. Its research

explores sources which have never been used by Western or even by

Russian historians or social scientists.

Upon my first arrival in Russia in September 1991, the central

archive of the former Communist Party appeared to be closed, or not

accessible. Later on, in the summer of 1992, it was possible to visit at

least one section of the archive, which was kept on Sovetskaia

Plosllchad' in Moscow, but the location of MOst of the documents

concerning the Party's poticies towards the Kalinin oblast' in the

postwar years remained unclear3• It is Hkely that documents

conceming this period were, or are still, being sorted out and

dec1assified in the buildings of the former Central Committee on

Staraia Ploshchad'.

2

•
30ne plll't of the Celllnll Committee an:lIives appeared to be locllted in the buiJelings of the
former Central Commillee of the Communia PlII't)' on Staraia Plosbchad' in Moscow, another
pan probllbly is preserved within the Kremlin. Access to man)' of the records in these three
collections is Itill rellricted to JlussillllS and other utionais of the fermer USSJl, IIIId CIIIIlIOt
be iJlVestiJ.ed freely by fcnipers, which is aiso thr case with the .-chives of the
Cheb/OOPU/GPU/NKVDINKGB/MVD/MGBIKGB ud, for instance, with the milituy
lII'Chives thllt 1ft kept in Podolsk.
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Apart from my research in Moscow, 1 spent most of November

1991 in the former Kalinin, that was given back its pre-1931 name of

Tver' in 1989. Here 1 worked both in the State Archive of Tver' oblast',

and in the former Party Archive, renamed at t.his time "Tl'erskoi tsenlr

dokumentals/ï noveishei istor!l. In Tver' it proved much easier than ln

Moscow to locate important information on the province during the

postwar period. For example, in contrast to extremely difficult -- often

bumanly impossible-- and time-consuming efforts to find material on

the KaIinin oblast' in the Centrai State Archive of the October

Revolution (fsGAOR), in Tver' tbe data were easy ta locate and were

banded over to me for inspection without cumbersome formalities. Only

twice during this first visit was 1 not allowed to look at a certain

record in the State Archive of Tver' oblast', sometbing that was

remedied in tbe summer of 1992.

Tbe quantity of records in the oblast' archives in Tver' is

staggering: in 1986 in tbe State Archive alone, according ta its

"rt'.k/l1HlJJyi prospek!, more than 600,000 records could be found on tbe

Soviet period4. The former Party archive possesses a similar amount of

recordss. Tbe length of tbese records varies: some of tbem consist of a

mere ten pages of text, others of severa! bundred. Tbe State Arcbive

harbours a large number of handwritten texts, much more so tban the

former Party arcbive, wbere manuscripts form only a fraction of the

total. Tbe records of the Soviet period in tbe State Arcbive cover an

enormous range of institutions and organizations, almost ail pal."t of tbe

oblast' (guberniia, okrug) , government:

4Gg.udsntvepa,vj 8!'kbiy k!UPjg.koj oblastj, KaüDia 1986, p. 7.
STyerskoj tllegtt dokumegtatllii ggyej.bej j.torij; Rekl.mgyi lPJ'lIygcbaik, Tver' , 1992, p.6

3
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. .. [records] of the local organs of state power and state
government, state control, of the institutions of the judiciary,
the courts, and the procuracy. of the organs of social order,
planning. statistics, financing, credit, and state insurance. of
institutions, organizations and enterprises of the economy, of
communications, of the education of the people, of culture, of
science, of healthcare, of labour and social insurance/welfare, of
fizkul'tur and sport, of social organizations. 6

Althougb at first sigbt this collection seems like a veritable

goldmine for anyone trying ta describe tbe life of tbe Russian people

under Communism, on tbe wbole most of these records are not very

useful. Since tbey are official documents, witb some exceptions they

only recount the official view of matters, the bureaucratie side of

affairs, especially for the post-1945 period. If one were ta base one's

researcb merely on these documents, it would probably result in a

tedious and rather positive account of life under Stalin. One interesting

exception can be noted in the letters of constituents at the end of the

1940s and first half of the 19505 with complaints and requests ta the

RSfSR Supreme Soviet deputy. I.F. Gagurin7. Here something of an idea

6GO.gd....tYl!oo)'i arkhiv kaUoioskoi abla.d, pp. 11112.
71ts impolUJlce is described by the loœ1 arçbivist Leont'eva (O.G. Leont'eva, "Dotumenty po
istorii razvitiia Kalininskoi derevni v kontse 1940-nacbale 19S0-kh godov." lstoriia y
çbélpyete M81erial)' (Sernio... rabotojkpy gOSlldarstveDO)'tb arkbivov Kaljnjostoi MIasti
po povysbeOiig professjooPl'oQgo gmvoia(1982a,). Tver' , 1990. [Rotaprint),p.137) It
seems possible that the State Archive of Tver' bas more evidence on the pre-World Writ: II
events, particularly on coUectivization, as is indiœted in an article, written by tbe bead of
the lI'dIive, M.A. D'in (M.A Il'in, "Raskrytie arkhivov-vazbnoe uslovie vosstanovleniia
istaricbeskoi pravdy," in: Sovet.!Ije ArtbiY)', 1989, No.'!, pp.I1-IS). Mucb of the
politiœ1 repression fmm the second balC of the 19305 and arter remains hidden in the
documellts that can be fDUlld bere. In the matenals pre_d by the State Archive,
indications of the real state of arfairs are b1ried amOJll an elIormous amount of bureaucratie
trivil. In 1 sense it proves Volkogonov's poillt thlC: "In fact the eourse that Stalin took arter
the l'rit: 1915 a co1ll'lle of totll barelacracy." (D.A. Volkogonov, TriPmf j T!'JgI!dijL
PoUljebMlrji portrell,y S'eUu, Kaiga l, Chast' 1&2. Kaiga n, Cbast'l&2, Mostva:
Izdatel'stvo Agelltstva pecbati Novosti. 1989. Kmgl Il, Cbast' 2, p.21).

4



• could be gained about the real state of affairs in the countryside in

particular, for Gagurin. a model tractor operator, represented a rural

riding in the Supreme Soviet.

It tumed out to be far more interesting and worthwhile ta

concentrate on the records in the former Party archive. In the Kalinin

oblast'. too, these archives confirm Merle Fainsod's truism that ..... it

was the Party which played the dominant role .....s in Soviet society.

Although the government was formally separate from the Party,

its sphere overlapped with that of the Party. and the Party made the

decisions9. Fainsod describes the omnipresence of the Communist Party

in the postwar period lO. The Party's ubiquity also applies to the Kalinin

oblast' in the later 1940s and early 1950s. Among themselves. the

members of the higher echelons of the Party in the provinces were

relatively frank about the real state of affBirs. The oblast' first

secretary and the obkom secretariat received a continuous stream of

information on all aspects of life in their fief; meanwhile, the Central

Committee in Moscow considered the first secretary ta be responsible

for the successes and failures in the oblast'. As a result. there are

several thousand de/II of various sizes for the period. now ensconced in

the archive of the former Communist Party in Tver'. The Party tried to

be informed on every aspect of life in order to avoid unpleasant

5

•

SMerie Fainsod. Smolensk und.,. Soviet Rule, Cambridge. Massachusetts: HlII'VIItd
University Press, 1958, p.93.
9Fainsod. Smolensk, ", p.90: "The lt8JIsceodellt position of the obkom bureau vis'à-vis the
oblast colliress of soviets and tbe oblispolkom is lInmistaltable. The obkom bureau laid down
the policies and drafted the directives which guided their actions: it initiated the tey
appoilltmeots whicb were subseqllent1y ratified and approved by the oblat COJlifeSI of
soviets and the oblispolkom. The sec:rellrilt of the obtom p..a1Ie1ed the iovernmeotal
depertmeots: it intervened cooslaDtly ta direct. scold, and prad the administntive orsans
subject to its supervision."
IOM. Fainsod. HQW Ruspa is Ruled, Cambridge. Mass.: Harvard U.P.. 1955. pp. 184-186.
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surprises in the field of ideological matters, the economy. and so on,

for which the obkom members couId be held responsible by Moscow.

Obviously, the Party obkom was aware that it was not possible to hide

the sometimes unpleasant truth from the Centre: the oblast' was at all

levels under the surveillance of employees and stool-pigeons of the

NKVD(MVD). NKGB(MGB), the representatives of the Party Control

Commission, the central and RSFSR ministries , of Gosplan, and sa forth.

It would appear that no detail could be Ieft ta the initiative of outside

agencies, perhaps apart from some minor innovations in industry: any

initiative for change came necessarily from the government and the

Party, and mainly from the central Party and government organs at that.

As Anatolii Rybakov writes:

HE [Stalin] created a party of a completely new type; a
party, distinct from parties of aIL times; a party, that was
not only a symbol of the state, but also the only social force in
the state; a party, for whose members it was not only the main
virtue to belong to it, but was also the substance and thought of
their lives. HE created the idea of the party as such, as
something ab solute , substituting for everything: god, morals,
home, family, moratity. the Iaws of social development.

Such a party had not yet existed in the history of
humanity. Such a party was a guarantee of the indestructable
state, HIS state. ll

Thus, by focussing on the recorded concerns of the ob.kom

secretariat, its departments, and its first secretary, one derives an

impression not only of Party life under Statin, but also of the existence

of the large majority of the ~opulation, of that 95% or 50 who remained

11Mmolii Rybakov, Trid!...!' pj.l)'i j dDlgie gOd,,: Romsn Kniga pervoia. Moskva: Sove!Skü
pisstel', 1989, p.262/263.

6
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outside the Party in the Kalinin oblast'12. The Part}' records have been

maintained far more methodically than the State Archive records: in

the case of the latter, sorne collections were random Iy transferred to

the archive if a certain governmental (soviet) institution or enterprise

no longer needed to keep the records on hand. Other records feU into the

care of the archive when reorganizations took place, certain

departments were dissolved, or the internai borders of the oblast' were

redrawn, as in the case of certain mjons (districts) which disappeared

l'rom the map in the 1950s. While at first the material on the kolkhoz

financial accounts of some raions appeared interesting, on the whole

those records' contents proved disappointing, and might only be of use

to researchers trying to offer a detailed account of the financial and

economic viabiHty of the different collective farms l3 . Only with great

difficulty can any impression of Iife on the kolkhoz be gleaned from

these accounts.

Owing to the frequent reorganizations of the obkom apparatus,

important leads were sometimes 10st. Other leads disappeared because

no standard method for the collection of the records prevailed

throughout the various obkom departments. It is possible to gain a fair

amount of data on the activities in the first postwar years of certain

organizations which were part of the NKVD/MVD. such as those of the

mjlitsii:( which cannot be found for later years, for the method of

collection was altered. It is impossible through scrutiny of the opis' to

determine where these records might have ended up. One imagines that

12For numbers on Party and Komsomol membership, sec Tables 2, 35, 38, 42 and the
dissertation itself.
13See Chapter VIII. 3.

7
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the internai security was tightened and the records on the security

organs were to be kept by those organs themselves. After aU, during his

trial in 1953. Beria was accused of trying to place those organs above

the Party. This accusation may have been part of an effort to fashion

the security organs into a scapegoat for the excesses of the Stalin era.

white in fact Beria himself may have lost control over these organs in

Stalin's later years. The accusations against Beria were not wholly a

flight of the imagination on the part of Khrushchev or Malenkov. For

example, no transcript of the MGB representative's speech was entered

into the sleHO~Ifr;lJ11Fn;1 at an oblast' Party conference in 1949;

previously such a speech would not have been repressedl4 • Inferring

from circumstantial evidence, one presumes that the representative

spoke about a political1y sensitive case at KaliJùn's largest factory.

V. A. Feoktistov. the head of the Tvers./r:oi f.5eHtr do./r:UJ11eHt3f.51ï

HOJreishei iston/; suggested to me that this repression of the

transcript was done on the request of the security organs. By the late

1940s, the security organs enjoyed the prerogative of prohibiting the

obkom to record the contents of the speech made by one of its

employees for reasons of secrecy. Nevertheless. the security organs in

the Kalinin oblast' could not act in complete independence from the

Party. Meanwhile, the Party itself was just as unscrupulously eager to

avait itself of the labour force ta be requited from Soviet convicts and

prisoners of war.

14Pako.147/4f1495, 1. 74. A part of the ob\ast prr1kurois speech made at tbis meeting,
involving a quote of Malenkov about the state organs, was a1so 1eft out in the record (Pako,
147/4/1495. 1. 79).

8
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Despite such difficulties with the archivai records of the

Communist Party in Tver', it is possible to get a fairly complete

pieture of the manifold aspects of the activities of the Party in the

oblast', and, consequently, of the life of the inhabitants of the oblast'.

1 was unable to inspect one essential archival source: the records

of the local and central security organs. There is no doubt that these

records would probably yield a most intriguing account of life under

Stalin. However, in l'ver' oblast', similar ta the state of affairs with

the central KGB archive, most of these materials remain c1assified

because, one suspects, it is deemed ta be politically inconvenient and

perhaps even dangerous to allow people to inspect these records

without restrictionl5. Quite likely, the devastating results of opening

of the Stasi records in Germany has reinforced the idea among the

members of the Russian government that at this point free access to

the KGB archives would be a grave political mistake. Mter ail, not onJy

in Moscow, but also in l'ver' today, the political leadership is

preponderantly made up of ex-Communists, who probably all have been

involved at some stage of their career in certain reprehensible acts of

political harassment or oppressionl6 . 1'0 give but one example: the

15An indication of the kind of material that has been preserved in the archives of the former
KGB are the transcripts of telephone and domestic conversations between colonel-general
Gordov, bis ",ife, major-general Kulik, and major-general Rybal' chenko ("Podslushali i
rasstreliali," Izyem:ija, JuIy 17, 1992, p.7). The criticism they uttered in these
conversations about the regime's policies and Stalin personally proved to be fatal to ail four
involved. As the jourlllllist Ella Maksimova wrote in the introduction to the article
("Podslushali ... ,", p.7): "Probably this kind of thing we have not read yet, although papers
of a similar kind are preserved more than sufficiently in secret archives, above ail those of
the KGB."
16The events in Moscow in early October 1993 May exert a beneficial influence on the
freedom of the Western researcher for her or his efforts to investigate the history of the
Soviet Union. However, the outeome of this disturbing episode is by no means certllin, and
the abortive (?) attempts by the Yeltsin government to close down the "hard-line"
newspapers do not bode weil.

9



• dissidents Krasin and lakir spent part of their banishment as employees

of the Kalinin' typographical Kombinat in the early 1970s. Undoubtedly

some of the current local authorities must have gone along or been

involved with the execution of the sentence against the two dissidents.

At the moment, it could be quite harmful politically to be confronted

with one's participation in this type of case. The difficulties

encountered by researchers, both Russian and foreign, who try to gain

access to the former KGB archives are wel1 illustrated in a recent

article of Vladimir Abarinov in the English-language digest of

Nezavjsimaia Gazetal7. Roy Medvedev, rather curiously, has claimed

that NKVD documents especially falsify reality, altbough he has not

ofCered any evidence to support tbis argumentl8. If this were true,

which 1 doubt, there would be no need ta lament researcbers' inability

to comb the archives oC the security organs. Medvedev's point can only

1 0

•

•

l7vladimir Abarinov, "More Troubled Waters in KGB Files." Ne211visjml)lll
Qazetlllgdcpegdeot NewspIJll!r. Vol. m, 12-13. October 1992. The vice-chair of the
Committee fDl' Archivai Affairs under the Government of the Russian Federation, V.P.
Kozlov, recently described the organizationat problems of makillg formmy secret archives
avallable to the public (V.P. Kozlov, "Ob ispol'zovllllii dokumentov rossiisltilth arthivov,"
ill: Novaia i govejsbaia j.torij., 6. 1992, pp. 77-82). It cannot be dellied that the lack of
accesslbility to Certaill records i. parti)' due to the enDl'mou. amount of wodt illVoIved in
this reorsallizatioll IlId CIlIlIot be blamed solel)' on ill-will from the .ide of Russilll
archivist. or authorities.
l8see Ro)' Medvedev, Let Histnr,y Judge, Tbe Oàgin••mI CgP'6lueoca of &'!igjsm. Revised
and Expanded Edition. Edited and translated by GeoIJe Shriver. New York: Columbia
Ulliversit)' Press: 1989, p.468. footDOte 14. A.P. Fedoseev even predicted that the
tnJstWDl'tbiness of other ..chival documents and of the accounts of eyewïtllesses would be
highl)' questionable: "One can almost be cOllvinced that, even lifter the ruin of dic:atorship in
the USSR, olle CIMOt succeed iD revealilllJ objective informltion through theae dGcumeats. It
seems that iD documell&S Soviet power is as clelll as a baby.
Of course. the evidence of the obviollS will sharpl)' collll'adiet that, but 11.0 the Witlle.ses
(as SOIJl'CeS of objective, 1IIIfavourable, and dlllllerous infDl'mation for the leadership) .-e
under lIIJpervisioll. IlId the leadersbip takes any measure to keep tr1IStWorthy information
out of their hand.. That'. w1l)' even thi••ource will turn out to he incomplete as well.
Esselltially, in the history of a grellt people, a gapillg lacuna wlU remaiD. IlId for the ill
informed this lime will be perceived as III almost heaveJl1y epoch. oo (A. [Pl. Fedoseev,
ZÇadgiL CbeJovek i 1!!II!lI!izm. FI'IlIkf1llt/Main, 1976: Possev-Verl.,. p.MO).



• be confirmed when independent investigations in the archives of the

former NKVD. MVD, MGB. et cetera. are permitted --provided that

notbing of these records has been or is being deliberately destroyedl9.

We can only hope that Russian and foreign researchers will

eventually gain access to these sources, but for now we have to fill in

the gaps by other means. In order ta enhance the picture derived from

archival materials and secondary works. 1 decided ta turn to oral

sources20 .

ln November 1991. 1 reached an agreement with two professors of

Tver' University ta conduct a series of two hundred interviews with

t 1

•

•

19A.N. MertsaJov claims precisely this ("SlllIinizm i osvesbcbenie prosblogo," pp. 382·
447. in AN. Mertsll1ov(ed.),lstorijl i sl.Ilioizm, Moskva: Politizdat. 1991. pp.44S/446).
200ral bistory is certain1y not an elltirely new pbenomenon in Soviet bistoriograpby: James
Hoopes poiJlts out that "[one] of the lfeatest writers in the world today. Alexander
Solzbenitsyn. migbt fairly be cll1led an oral bistorian, because 11Je Gui", Arcllipel'W'0' bis
tri10gy on the Soviet Union's forcel\ Jabor camps. is based on the spoten accauots of bis
fellow prisoners, wbo could not slfely bave wriuen their stories." (James Hoopes,-Oœl
HistQl1 Ag IOlrQductjQo for St1!degll! U. of North Carolina Press. Cbapel Hill. 1979. p.
11). Oral bistory bas a specifie additioall1 advantaie for those wbo try to understand and
analyse the meJltll1ity of individuals. as the presellt author bas tried to do occasioall1ly in
this dissertation: "Tbe tint thing tbat makes oral biatory different. therefore. is tbat it
tells us less About eF'el1lrthan about their I11MJ1iJJ,r. Tbis does not imply that oral bistory bas
no factual validity. Interviews olten reveal IIJIkJIown events or unknown aspects of known
events: they a1wll)'S cast new Iigbt on unexplored &reIS of the daily life of the nonbegemonic
classes. From this poillt of view. the ooly problem posed by oral sources is tbat of
verification (... ).

But the unique and precious element wbicb oral sources force upon the bistorlan and
wbicb no otber sources possess in equal measure is the speaker's subjectivity. If tbe
approacb to researcb is broad and lIIticulated enougb. a cross section of the subjeClivity of a
group or a class may emerge. Oral sources tell us not Just l'bat people did. but l'bat they
wanted to do. l'bat they believed tbey were doing. and wb. they now tbinIt they did. Oral
sources may not add much to l'bat we know. for instance. of the material cast of a !D'ike to
the worlters involved; but they tell us a good deal about its psychological casts....Tbe
organization of the narrative reveals a great deal of the speakers' relationsbips to tbeir
bistory.

Subjectivity is as much the business of bistory as are tbe more visible "facts." Wbat
infomants believe is indeed a bistorical 1'6/% (th. Is. the faet that they believe it). as mucb
as l'bat reaIIy bappened." (Alessandro Portelli. The Del1b of Luigi Tn"Vm IOd Otber
SUries: form u d Muoir• io 0n!I Hil!tQQ' Albany. New York: SCIIe Ulliversity ~ New York
Press. 1990. p.50).



•

•

inhabitants of Tver' oblast' who had lived through the postwar period.

Upon my retum ta Tver' in June 1992, il appeared that, because of

communication problems with the History Institute of the Russian

Academy of Sciences in Moscow, nothing had been done with the

questionnaires, in spite of tbe above mentioned agreement. The

interviewers were left witb roughly two months to conduct the survey.

It proved ta be impossible to interview two hundred respondr:mts in this

relatively short timespan, and in tbe end only 109 interviews were

received. AJthougb 1 intended to let the survey he "sociologically

representative" on tbe basis of socio-economic statistics of the

Kalinin oblast' in the pcstwar period, using geograpbical, occupational,

gender. political, and otber criteria, little came of this. Thus, the

results of tbe survey are in some ways limited, but by no means

useless: they still yield a fairly interesting illustration of many of the

concerns and difficulties with wbicb inhabitants of the Kalinin oblast'

had to deal in the 1945-1953 period21 . In the answers of the

respondents one can assess tbe priorities in their lives under the

Communist regime and, more specificaHy, at the time of Stalin. Below

will be described the events that made a lasting impression in the

memory of the Soviet citizens of the oblast', and w.bat some of their

reactions were ta certain policies and measures of the time. Naturally,

the answers vary greatly, and, although the survey is by no means

representative, it supplies insights into the life of ordinary individuals

in Stalin's lime, perspectives which would be impossible ta acquire by

21See the remarks 011 the limitations of the survey in Appelldix 1.
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using ooly published and archiva! materials22. On the whole, however,

the survey results wiU be used only ta support sorne of the central

arguments ot' this dissertation, that is 1argely based on tbe documents

in the Tver' arcbives23 .

220f course, 1 am aware of the Harvard interview project of Russian refugees in the 1940s
and 1950s, but, aiready due to the fect that those respondents managed and WlJotedto leave
the Soviet Union in the war and postwar confusion, il cannot claim ta be representative of
the mentality of everage Soviet CÎtizens (For example, see A. Inke1es, R.A. Beuer, The Soviet
Cjtizen Oeil)' Life jn ft TQtaljtarisn Society, Cambridge, Massacbusetts: Harvard University
Press, 1961). Perbeps the results of tbe interviews that 1 collected can form somewhat of a
counterbalance to the results of tbose surveys. Sec the following remlll'k of Peter Rulland:
"No doubt Sovietology will malte great strides forward in tbe next few years, as mcre
memoirs are published and documlll1ts slowly relensed. The lest major sorge in our
knowledge of the Soviet system came in the mid-19S0s, with the publications from the
Harvard interview project. This time &round, howevcr, scholers will be able ta interview
not displaced persons and ex·POWs, but former members of the Politburo and Central
Committee." (Peter Rutland, "Sovietology: Notes for a Post·Mortem," in: Tbe Natignal
Interest, No.31, Spring 1993, pp. 109-122, p.122). And 1 might add, referring ta my own
research, scho;ars will be able ta interview former CÎtizens of the USSR., Le. those who
were exposed to the consequences of the policies of the Central Commiltee and Polilburo,
23See Aleksandr Zinoviev's parody on the questionnaire of Sociologist; some of the questions
in it closely resemble the ones this suthor conceived (Aleksandr Zinoviev, The vnojng
Hejghts, (7jjaiushçhje Vysaty.)., Translated from the Russian br Gordon Clough. London: The
Rodiey Heed Ltd., 1979, p.SI8).
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INl'RODUC'l'ION

Who, except hopeless bureaucrats, can rely on written
documents alone? Who, except archive rats, does n.ot
understand that a party and its leaders must be tested
primarily by their deeds and not merely by their declarations?

StaUn1

This dissertation attempts te descihe and analyse the life of

the inhabitants of 'J'ver' province under Stalin. Upon close

examination, a myriad ot' questions arise: how exactly did the life of

the Russian province change in the roughly hundred years from

Emancipation to the death ot' Stalin? What were the effects on

Russian society of the different economic policies of the pre- and

post-Revolutionary political leaderships? How did society change

under the impact of modernization, industrialization, modern

warfare, collectivization. and other challenges? How did the

provincial population react to the enormous transformations in their

lives? '1'0 what extent did the people respond to the politicization of

society attempted by the Boisheviks and more particularly by

Stalin? When did social groups and individuals in the 'l'ver'

gubernüa-Kalinin oblast' accept the policies of the New Regime and

when did they resist them'! 1'0 what point were they aware of the

excesses of Stalin's regime and to what degree were they subject to

them?

1 propose to concentrate on the changes in the average Soviet

citizen's life as a result of the "socialist experiment," with

particular stress on the Htde explored postwar period. As much as

lJ.V. Stalin, ~. Volume 13, July 193O-January 193<1, Moscow: Foreign Languages
Publishing House, 1955, p.99.

14
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• the sources allowed, changes and continuities in the mentality of

the population will be part of my analysis. The Party's policies will

be scrutiJlized, along with their hlllTendous consequences for the

population of the Kalinin oblast'.

The failure of what were ultimately Stalin's policies became

particularly obvious in the immediate postwar period. An

assessment of the long-term effect of this period's events on the

population will be attempted2• Some of the Kalinin oblast's

historical development will be compared to the larger framework of

Soviet history, because of the exemplary nature of the region's

history for it. This final comparative reckoning remains tentative at

times, inasmuch as not enough research has been done in the field of

Russian regional history.

Few outside the Soviet Union have tried to approach the

history of Russia from a regional point of view3• One notable

exception is the German historian Helmut Altrichter, who, despite

his very limited access to Soviet sources, has written a remarkable

account of the liCe of the Russian peasants in the Tver' guberniia

15

•

2It can be argued tblt industrilllization and modenùZllÛon for any community have been
a traumlltic ezperience: compare for instance ils impact in two different areu, one in
Italy crenù), and the otber Olle in the Ullited Stltes (Harlan): "In both places, a
thrivinJ tradilional, rural culture wu sudde.n1y brousbt face-to-face witb lull-bloll'n
industrial developme.nt; there 11'15 bardly a.ny graduai process of adaptation, Dr lime for
cbqe and growtb fram witbin. Sa one tbeme or tbis book is tbe interplay or Il'lldiliona1
cultures lIIl1 induslrialiZllÛon -tbe uses of Il'lldiliOllal culture by worJûJII people 15
tbey 1Ill'1I8Iled witb and lried ta mllte tbemselves at home in a 1I'0dd lI'hicb they built
but, ta alqe elltelIt, tbey did not cboose to mllte" (portelli, Tbe Oech, ,p. XnI). One
CID propose tbat induslria1izlltion in Russia would bave been a J*nful and cumb_me
process in lUI)' case, but tbat StaIi.n's concomillllt eztteme repression of the populalion
made it an immeasurably worse experience tban wu neccssary or desinble.
3Peter Rudand a1Io noticed tbis lact, lI'be.n lie eumiJted tbe ODlIteII&I of eilbty-seven
Pb.D.-diaertlti.OIIS wriue.n on Soviet domeltic poUlies in the United States betWeen
1976 and 1987 (Rutland, p.I1S).
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• during the 1920s4. Thann to the capture of the Smolensk Archive by

American troops at the end of World War II, another interesting

account on lire in the Russian provinces could already be written in

the 19505 by Merle Fainsods.

The deficiency in regional studies was of course mainly due to

the lack of access to primlllY sources for the post-1917 period. The

impression that everything of importance in the hyper-centralized

USSR was being decided in Moscow played a role. As long as

Moscow's machinations would become clear, automatically a picture

of the historical development of the Soviet Union as a whole would

emerge. Nevertheless, only a sma1l percentage of the Soviet

population lived in Moscow during Stalin's time, white the majority

lived in the countryside. In fact, according to one SOViet histarian

writing in 1939, the USSR only became an industrial country in the

1960,6. Apart from that, most Western specialists zeroed in on

Soviet politics, a tendency which ta a large eJ:tent would be

justified in a society so artificially politicized between 1917 and

1953. In Marxist terms, it would be far from an exaggeration ta

16

•

4HeJmllt Altricbter, Die D,pern yon Tyero Yom I&ben au' dem nglÎSC;bcQ Dme ZWÎlÇbeo
Revo!utiOl! und KpllekQYierggg. MUnchen: R. Oldenbourg VerlllJ, 1984. The tOWJl oC
Tver' wu ca11ed Ka1iJIÏJI from 1931 ro 1989 (See: V.I. Smimov ud others(eds.),
Oçher.ki i.mi klljplPMoi OIIgnizllIii ICPSS, Moskv.: Moskovskii Raboc.bii, 1971,
p.364: from bere: Ocbertj). From tbe end of tbe 18d1 century tbe roWJI wu tbe Celllre of
• guberniia in tsarist Russi. (See Cb.pter 1). III 1929 Tver' gubemiia wu dissolved,
ud OII1y reslllTeeted u tbe KlIÜlIin oblast' iD 1935. III 1989 it wu redubbed Tvet'
ob1ast'. The terms province, gubenili., ud oblast' are used SYllOlI)'mously iD tbis tbesis,
a1tbougb OJI tbe whole tbe researched lands of Tver' are ca11ed Tver' guberniia wben
describing tbe period uDtil 1929, and Kalinin oblast' for tbe period from 1935-1989.
SFaiasod, Smglmk under Soyiet Rule.

6V.s. Le1'chult, "lndllSlrializatsii....... pp. 329-354, in: V.A. IV8J1OV (ed.), Percpiska pl

i.MebeMie lem)' Pillai veslet ehilatel', Mostva: IzeI.e1'stvo politicbestoi Uterat1ll'y,
1989, p.354.
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• maintain that the superstructure (politics, ideology) more or less

determined the basis (the economy) in this period in the USSR7. No

Bolshevik or Communist, of course, would ever a1low for this point

of view, because it would Mean that "Hegel would have been turned

back on his feet," after, in the middle of the 19th century, "Marx had

stood him on his head." This would imply a denial of the fundamental

truth that Lenin, Stalin, and their followers claimed to have found in

the works of Marx and Engels.

Soviet history presents a sometimes deceivingly simple

facade: after ail. the rules were laid down in Moscow, and everybody

had to comply with them. Thus, the wages for similar work in

industry were the same everywhere; everyone had the right to the

same amount of housing space, and the like. Nevertheless, decisions

could be made in Moscow, but their subsequent praetical execution

was quite a different matter. Even in a province such as that of

Tver'-Kalinin, bordering Moscow oblast', the decrees and initiatives

from the centre were often tacitly ignored, or adapted to local

circumstances, by the local authorities or by the locals themselves.

The theoretical image of Soviet society's monolithic uniformity was

particularly undermined by the accounts of the inhabitants of Tver'

in the survey that was conducted in the summer of 1992. It became

1 7

•
7Franc:is Fukuyama milhl he riBht lliUiJJB thlt "c:ivil soc:iety" made a diflerence in the
lut years of the exiceJlce 01 the Soviet Ullioll antJ that it played a çruçia1 raie in its
dissolution (Franc:is Fukv)'llDla, "The MoclerDizi. Imperative: The USSR as an OrdiJwy
CD1lIItI)'." in: The Nation.! Iplmlt, No.31. SpriDI 1993, pp. 10-18, pp. 10111).
However. Futuyanla bas tg admit that under SUliIl, "c:ivil soçiety" had heen abolished tg

a lqe extellt, lIId politiçs, the PIlty. ideolOllY, the 1We, and the seçurity Ollans shaped
the çoune of soda1 Iile (Compare tg Fukuyama, pp. 11112).
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clear that ail haet had to deal with the same kind of difficulties, but

that every individual had found a different way to cope.

Both the Soviet Union and Russia are far too large, in terms of

geography and demography, to serve as subjects of a comprehensive,

yet concise, social history; moreover, the scope and depth of

research done in this field until now are far too limited. It would be

of great interest, if both Russian and Western researchers, would

systematically explore the regional bistory of other Russian

provinces, as weil as the Ukraine, Belarus'. and so on. Perhaps aL

some point in the future, a sufficient number of regions will have

been described by historians. Then it will become possible to

synthesize a relatively complete picture of tbe social history of

Russians and other nationalities who Hved in the Soviet Union; in

tum, this would enable us to analyse tbe relation between the

situation in tbe regions and Moscow's policies.

At the moment, however, far too Httle has been accomplished

towards tbis goal. A considerllbly more detailed and certainly more

comprehensive history of the former Soviet Union and its people

could emerge with the help of regional studies.

'1'0 a certain extent, one can consider the Kalinin oblast' a

"microcosm" of the historical development of Russia and the USSR as

li wholeS. In the first place, the province was agriculturally

8The choice for the Kalinin oblnst' was facilitated by the fact that it bordered Smolensk
oblast'. The latter's development in approximately the 1917-1941 period had been
described by FlÙnsod. Altricbter, furthermore, had already wrillen about the situation
during the 1920s in the countryside of 'l'ver'. Combined ",ith the research presented in
this dissertation, it seemed ta be possible ta create a flÙrly campiete pieture cf the social
bistory of the Soviet Union from 1917-1953 in the area to the north-west of Moscow.
Its bistory is rather typical of the history cf the oblasts that constitute the "Central

18
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comparable to others in the Russian "heartland." Around 1960, two

Soviet ethnographers, L.A. Anokhina and M.N. Shmeleva, studied the

life of the collective farmers in the Kalinin province:

'l'he choice for the Kalinin oblast' as an object of an
ethnographic study was determined by the fact that il appears
to be in an economic and cultural sense in many ways typicaJ
for the centra! provinces of the RSrSR.9

Second!y, the province boasted a long industrial tradition by

Russian standards10 . Industrialization began in l'ver' and Vyshnii

Volochek, the two major towns of 'l'ver' guberniia, at the same time

as in St. Petersburg and Moscow, Russia's IWO dominant cities.

Because of its economic landscape, the oblast' could be said to

be a "typical" province for European Russia. Since the last century it

has been, and to sorne extent still is, divlded into two distinct

economic parts by the Nikolaevskii or October Railroad. 'l'he industry

of the province is concentrated along the railroad and in the south

east, while the western and north-eastern areas have a

predominantly agrarian character.

Lastly, during the Second World War, the oblast' endured

German occupation in the west, but remained in Soviet hands in the

east. The west was occupied by the Germans in the first months of

the war, but the advance of the German army was halted in the

Industrial Region" of Russia. On the idea that the Sludy of the Kalinin oblast' can yield a
mÎ<.:rocosm of hisl<r)' of the USSR lit Iwge, see M.A. Il'in, "Rll:ikrytie... ," p.11.
9L.A Anokhina, M.N. Shmeleva, Kul'tum ; byt' kolkhoznjkoy koljn;nsko; oblgi,
Izdatel'stvo "Nauka", Moskva, 1964, p.S.
10"la Russia the process of industrialization on a capitalist basis began later than in
economically advanced cO'Jatries. At the beginning of the centvry, it disposed of a
developed light indust!')', especially of textiles," states V.P. Danilov in: V.P. Damlov, V.P.
Dmittenko, V.S. Lel'chuk, "NEP i ego sud'ba," in : (V.S. Lel'chuk(ed.), IstorikLsporiat•
Trinadtsat' b"s"d. Moskva: Politizdat, 1988, pp. 122-190, pp.17SI176).
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province in December 1941. Upon the first serious Russian

counteroffensive during December of that ye::ar, the oblast' capital

was liberated by Soviet troops. Geographical1y, therefore, the

history of the war in the Kalinin oblast' reflects on a smaller scale

that of the Soviet Union: the west was occupied, but Nazi troops

never penetrated muc:h beyond the central artery of the October

Railroad. There are sorne ultra-patriotic 'l'ver' provincials who

argued that the banle of Rzhev, Iiberated in early 1943, was as

significant as the battle of Stalingrad.

The final years of Stalin's regime, the periad l'rom 1945 to

1953, have often been neglected in the historiography on the Soviet

Union. This has partially been the outcome of the dearth of primary

sources for this timespan prior ta "Perestroika" and the dissolution

of the USSR, and partial1y a consequence of the fact that those less

eventful years failed to attract Western historiansll . The wave of

social, political, and economic transformations, that al'ter 1914

changed society irrevocably, seemed ta peter out after World War 11.

Tite focus of Western historiography with respect ta Stalin's later

years has been mainly on different aspects of repression by the

regime: Zltdanov's activities in the field of culture, the rise of

Lysenko and its consequences for the sciences, the Leningrad Case,

the Doctor's Plot, state-sponsored anti-Semitism, the deportation of

the nationalities and the terror in the Baltics , Western-Ukraine,

Western-Belorussia, and Moldavia. This has been extended somewhat

UFor the 1929-1941 period primary evidence could be found in Ihe Smolensk archive,
and somelimes in the leslimonies of those who had managed 10 escape during the confusion
of the W8I'.
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thanks to revelations following Perestroika, but the pattern here

described remains unchanged. I:letween 1953 and 1985, the onl)'

small political eruptions in the relatively tranquil internai life of

the Soviet Union were the reassessments of the merits of Stalin.

initiated b)' Khrushchev in 1956.

ln spite of the tremendous loss in human life and material

damage upon the war-ravaged western part of its terri tory. the

USSR remained capable for more than forty years of maintaining its

status as the "other" superpower, a profile gained l'rom the triumph

of its armed forces in the war. ln part the USSR's elevated postwar

stature was awarded by default. Germany had been defeated, and

Great Britain and [lrance had cleared tlle field, or were in the

process of doing so, with the decolonization process being ushered

in al'ter 1945. At the same time, Stalin's eminently shrewd and

crafty foreign policy Ied to an enormous inr:rease of Communist

controlled territary on a global leveI, the size of which was

startingly enhanced towards the end of the 19405 by the unexpected

victory of Mao's Communists in China.

While Stalin could have resigned himself ta the internaI

rebuilding of the devastated USSR in 1945, he decided otherwise. in

keeping with his ideology and the polides he had followed before

1941. For despite Stalin's advocacy of "Socialism in One Country" in

the 1920s, the prospect of Communism' s international triumph --in

its Stalinist version-- remained paramount in the mind of the

"~2'ôd~ He therefore rejected the Marshall Plan extended to him by

Washington. Instead, Sta1in chose to simultaneously rebuild and

defend the Soviet Union and the new Communist empire it had won in

:1 1
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against the enemies --imaginary or not-- who surrounded it, always

justified the means, wbich more onen than not led to the tuthless

exploitation of the Soviet peoplel3• Soviet citizens had only duties,

• Eastern Europe and East Asia witb its limited domestic economic

means. Tbe sustained effort this required was a1most beyond tbe

capacity of the Soviet population, but somebow Stalin's empire

presented an economically and militarily competitive image to

Western eyes. Perbaps this facade convinced Stalin towards the end

of bis life tbat tbe USSR was indeed just a few steps bebind tbe

impressive progress of the United States since 1941. To Stalin, tbis

perception of the strength of the Communist world May have been

sufficient proof that the extreme material sacrifice involved in

making the choice he did after 1945 was justified.

Were the hardships that almost all inhabitants of the USSR

experienced as a result of his policies ever a cause for concern or

even reflection for Stalin? During the whole of Stalin's tenure as the

sole and unchallenged leader of the Soviet Union, from approximately

1929 to 1953, he proved indifferent ta the fate of the Soviet

citizens, Party or non-PartyI2. The end, the triumph of Communism

all OVer the world, or at least the defense of the Communist bastion•

•

12A1l aa.it1lde whicb only differed to a certaÎll degree from the other "Old Bolsheviks." As
Conquest rem.a: "Non-Party people 19er" h8l'cI1y taten more imo accouat. even by the
beuer Old Boisbeviks. than slaves were by Plata." (R. Conquest, The Greil TI!t1'llt' A
ReapepmCAt, Bdmomon: University of Alberta Press, lm, p.27).
131n forc:ed telirement,Sta1in's cOIIlrade-in-_s Molotov still defended the Great
Terror as a defensive move to Bet rid or a potential fifth colwnn in the case or a German
IIlIack (see Sto ..... bcll!c! 'MoI!Itp'Y)7A 1% dogynl'" f, Cbueva. Moskva: Izcllte1'skii
lIenlr "TERRA," 1991, p.390 and p."17. He added: "As 10111 Ils imperialism exists. this
a11 will repeat itle1f &Bain --t'ÎIhlists. lerlists. As 10111 Ils imperialism exisll, we will
not Bet rid of il." (Sto '!l'Ok bcscd , • p.4(6). He al50 explained the cominuous shCllUles
or consumer IOodl in Stalin', time, and lIIIder Brezhnev, Ils • coœequence or the
colltiJlued existence or "ÙIlperialism", which should be auacked by tbe Communists,
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) Soviet specialists:

• and no rights. In 1986, on Molotov's desk, among the last notes that

he would ever write. the remark was found that "...the fundamental

principle of socialism (in distinction to communism) is the

fulfillment of the labour norms as established by society."."

This was the theoretical justüication for the inhumane

policies of Stalin and his close comrades during Stalin's life; as long

as Communism had not triumphed on a global scale, all Communists

and all Soviet citizens were expeeted to sacrifice everything they

had on the altar of the cause. In retum for their efforts, they were

not supposed to elCpeet anything until some unspecified point in the

future, when the worldwide proletarian revolution would be

vietorious. It is, however, hard to believe that the repression came

strietly from one side, as AN. Sakharov has pointed out in a

criticism of Western theoreticians of the concept of

totalitarianism lS. Sakharov indicates here that it is false to

pronounce only the authorities guilty of the startling cruelties under

Stalin. as has been done by some Westerners and in recent years (ex-•
Stalin, the stalinist bosses, and the administrative

command state-politica1 apparatus are one thing, and the
suffering JlIUOd is something completely different. We are
dealing here with an artificial opposition: all honible
characteristics of totalitarianism emanated from the former
part of society, while the latter part only plays a role as poor

•
iasteId of lI'yinJ to live witb it in "peaceful coemteJlce." (seg IlIPt bacd • pp.383 ud
388).
lo4sto spco.t besccl. • p.SS3.
lSAN. SatbllOV, "Revol1ltlioJlllyi telta1itarizm v Dabel illelrii," iD: KgmmPOlot, No.S,
1991, pp.60-71, p.60/61.
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non-resisters, as lambs. ready to be slaughtered. for whom the
only thing that was left was crying. 16

The examples of Hitler Germany or Pol Pot's Kampuchea. too.

have shown that uncritical. active, and sometimes enthusiastic.

participation of large groups of people in. morally despicable deeds

against their fel10w human beings on. the in.stigation of the

leadership occurs regularly in. certain. ideologized societies in this

supposedly "civilized" age. The ardent involvement of rank-and-file

Communists in collectivizing the peasantry and the craze of

denoUJlcing "enemies of the people" proves the point. Although

allowing for a certain role which revanchism must have played

amon.g certain zealous participants in the repression.s, 1 disagree

with the idea of A.N. Sakharov that the explanation. for the terror of

the t 930s should be sought in a grandiose retrlbution, exacted from

the better-off by the formerly down.trodden masses for centuries

old wrongs done to them l7• Mer all, why then did so many people

become victims of the collectivization and particularly the purges.

who were from the same social background as their persecutors?

The point of view of N.P. Poletika seems closer to the truthl8.

Poletika suggests that in the USSR the wholehearted collaboration

of only a certain minority of society (20~, in the opiJlion of

Poletika) was needed ~o unleash the necessary terror on the large

161bid.• p.61.
171bid.• pp. 63-69; see as weil IIJIlIther article by Sakbarov. iD wllich he llies tG
explaln the historical toolS for the evelllS of the tweatietb celltUly iD the USSR: AN.
Sakb_v. "Demotratüa i voUa v IIashem otechestve. " in: Svobodgljl Myal', 17. 1991,
pp.41-53.
IIN.p. Poletika. Yidenope 1 pecezb1tgc Oz YOlllpmlg,glj), Israel: Biblioteta-Aliia•
1981, pp.0406'0407.
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majority, which would turn Soviet citizens into mortally afraid, and

almost unconditionally obedient, subjects oC the Stalinist regime.

Beyond the perspective oC global policies and sweeping

theories, one must recognize that politics played a significant role

in the liCe of every Soviet citizen between 1929 and 1953. or
course, tbere were always stretches of time when personal afCairs

overshadowed politics temporarily. However, no one was able to

ignore, and ail had ta participate in, tbe tremendous changes that

were ordained in 1929. Everyone (if luck.y enough not to become a

victim oneself) was expected ta applaud the purges in the second

half of the 1930s, and no one escaped the ravages oC the war, in

which virtuaily all lost a relative.

ACter the war, the situation became more settled in tbe

tenitories that had been part oC the Union beCore 1939, except Cor

some areas, where indigenous ethnic groups were deported in

retaliation for their alleged collaboration with the Nazis. Arrests

for political reasons took. place more selectively, but were not yet a

thing of the pasto The !tate tried to mobilize the population with a

renewed ideologica1 oCfensive, but Many oC the slogans had grown

stale19. It was not genuine political enthusiasm for tbe creation of

socialism, but a combination of fears, as weil as a desire ta live a

life without undue harassment by the authorities, which made people

carry out the duties everyone was burdened with by the authorities

(vl&ft). The economica11y extreme postwar deprivations felt by a

19111 the 19S0s Klaus Mehaert lIOliced a dec:llne of interest in polllies in comparison tG
the 19301 in the USSA. (K1ans Me1lllen, The Apetpmy pt Soviet MIQ Loadon: Weidenfeld
and Nicholson, 1961. pp.224J225).

25



•

•

large majority made a profound impression on their memories. !:lor

many elderJy people, the anxiety, uncertainty, and economic

hardships that are concomitant with the dissolution of the Soviet

empire seem to resemble the difficulties they coped with in Stalin's

last years20 .

Much of the rationale for Stalin's policies has been extensively

discussed in Western publications and, more recently, in

historiography which has appeared in the former Soviet republics.

However, a perhaps overbearing focus has been direeted on the

personality of Stalin, as weB as his personaJ involvement in and

responsibiJity for the many crimes against humanity perpetrated by

Soviet civil servants, members of the Communist Party, and agents

of the secu rity organs against the Russians and other nationaJities

within the USSR. The last word on Stalin. obviously, has not yet been

said.

In approaching this historical era, it may be helpful to keep in

mind the following verdict by the author of the most recent history

of the Russian Revolution:

The relationship between political, intellectual, and
social factors is by its very nature a complicated subject.
with sometimes one factor, sometimes another serving as the
prime mover. The historian never coneronts a stark choice: for
him, the problem is always one of emphasis. 21

20See Elena Zubkova, "Obshcheslvennaia Blmosfera posle voiny (1945-1946)," in:
Syoboda.;. Mysl', 6, 1992, pp.4-14, pA.
21Richard Pipes, "1917 IJId the Revisionists," in: The N'tiooal Interest, No.31, Spriog
1993, pp.68·79, pp. 70171.
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In this dissertation, more emphasis will be given to the fate of

"the cogs in the wheel" of the ~ystem that has been dubbed

"totalitarianism" in ils Russian emanation22.

The urge to pursue reseatch on Stalin's Soviet Union l'rom a

socio-ltistorical perspective is not itself a novelty. Scholars such as

Moshe Lewin and Richard Lorenz, and the "revisionists," of whom

Sheila Fitzpatrick is the most renowned proponent. have been

examining evidence on the life of Soviet citizens for year~3.

Nevertheless, according to sorne astute observers, tiule worthwhile

knowledge can be derived from reading the revisionists'

publications. Recently, Robert Conquest acerbically noted that the

application of "political science criteria" to Soviet history had led

to an astonishing underestimation or even denial of the "sheer

nastiness of the system and its paragons, or the bHnkered triviaHty

of their [i.e. those paragons'] ways of thinking. "24

22For eKample, Hannah Arendt, The Origjns Qf TQtalitariBOj.m. New Edition, New York:
HarcQurt, Brace and WQrld. Inc., 1966. FOI' the use of the term "cogs in the wheel" by
Stalin immediately aCter the war, see Zubkova, "Obshche.tvennaia... (1945-1946),"
pp.8/9.
23See fOl' eKample Sheila Fitzpatrick(ed.), Cuhuesl Reyolution in Ru.Su, ! 228-1231.
BloomîngtQn and London: Indiana University Press. 1978 --particularly the arlicles by
S. Fitzpatrick, "Cultural RevolutiQn as Class War," pp.8-40 and by M. Lewin, "Sociely,
State and Ideology, " pp.4I-77--, N. Lampert, G.T. Rittersporn(eds.).~
NBture Bad MtermBth Essoys in Honour Qf Mo.he Lewin, London: MacMiIIBR, 1992, IIRd
R. Lorenz, Sozialgescbichte der Sowjetunioa !, 12 J7- J94S. Frankfurt/ Main:
Suhrkamp, 1976. Fitzplllrick cbaracterizes th.. "revisionists" Ils " ... lb.. so-ca1l..d
revisionist movement in American Sovielology which was associated bolh with
repudiBtion of Cold Wu scholarship, particularly the totaliturian model, BRd with a
challenge from social hi.torians ta the dominance of polilical scientÎ!~s" (Sheila
Fitzpatrick, The Cgltues! front Power Md Culture ;n Revo1utiopocy Rys';B, Ithaca and
London: Cornell UP, 1992, Preface. p.X).
24R. Conquest, "Red for Go. How Western Pundit. Got the Wrong Signa1ll about the USSR,"
in: Times Litetacy Suppl!UDml., July 9, 1993, pp. 3-5, pA. Peter Reddaway agrees with
Conquest's criticism of the inBppropriale application of social science methods (Peler
Reddaway, "The RaIe of Popular Discontent," in: The Natiopal Imm., No.31, Spring
1993, pp.57-63, p.S8). The present author agrees with this criticism to a large elltent
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• Meanwhile, many other works --on Stalin's personality and

political role, certain aspects of the history of the USSR, the

workings of its political system, general histories-- describe the

fate of the Soviet citizens and the repercussions of Stalin's policies

on daily life as well2S• Both these works and those of the "social

historians" neglect the postwar period to a large extent, with the

exception of Fainsod's How Russia is Ruled.

Because of the lact of regional studies and the neglect of the

study of the postwar period. 1 decided to try te find out how the

Russians had lived in the "province" from approximately 1945 to

• 1953. It was here that the overwhelming majority of the population

had to live with the consequences of Stalin's policies.

The structure of this dissertation employs both linear and

conceptual approaches to the history of the Tver' province. The

division among the first four chapters is chronological. Within the

subdivisions of these chapters, a certain element of tbe history of

the particular period is described. Chapter 1 deals with the history

of Tver' guberniia under the last Romanovs, the events of 1917 and

the subsequent Civil War. and an analysis of tbe NEP. The second

chapter delves into the subject of Stalin's revolution: wbat were the

28

•

and will pattiC1l1..1y critieize for similar defic:iellCies the won of G.T. Riuersporn ill
Cbapcer lU (G,T. RiUersporn, $.liO;. $âmplifiCêltioal 'pd Spyiet CompliCl1ipM Sgcjal
TeuiAu Md Politica,l CggOlc&J ig the tJSSR 1933.1953, ClnIr: Harwood Academie
Publisbers GmBH, 1991).
2SFor enmple R. COJllluest, Tbe HKmt or Sgrrqw: Sgyiet Gollectjyizll:jog .gd the
T!JTOt-FlAlige, Edmonton: University of Alberti Press. 1986. and The ("If!!. Tmpr,
FlillSOd, Hgw"" Roy Medvedev, Let Hi"OrY Jgdp, R.C. T1Icker, Stalig jA Power; The
lemutiog (mm Abon Im·lM!. New YlI't &: LondoD: W.W. Nortoll &: Company,
1990, VolkOlollOV. Trium( i T....ecIii., II' M. Heller and A. Nebicb. Utopi. ig Pgwcr:
n, Hj!lQQ' ct lbe Soviet Ualoo fmm 1912 ta the PraC!!l. New YII'k: S\IlDlDit Books•
1986.
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initiai results of collectivization and industrialization for the

provincial population'? In the next chapter, an estimate will be given

of the extent of the Terror and its consequences in the Kalinin

oblast'. Chapter IV discusses the events of World Wac Il in the

province, with particular stress on the political, social, and

economic consequences of the war.

The ensuing chapters ace divided thematically. The position of

the Communist Party will be the focus ot' Chapter V. The perception

of reality by the central and provincial leadership, as weil as the

measures taken to improve matters on the basis of this perception,

will be analysed. An assessment will be made of the degree of

success of Party, government, and Komsomol in implementing

policies. As a part of that, I will describe the discrepancy between

the formai efficiency of these organizations and the complicated

reality of their operations. In Chapter VI, the interaction between

the Party and the population is the centre of attention. On the one

hand, the authorities' efforts to render poHticaUy conformist Soviet

citizens out of the inbabitants of Kalinin oblast' are appraised. The

sanctions applied as a pact of these efforts form pact of this

appraisal. On tbe other band, the reaetion of the people to the

extreme imposition of conformism by the rulers needs to be

determined.

Tbe seventb chapter is concerned with the exceptional

chacacter of demograpbic development of the population of the

Kalinin oblast'. The inordinate losses resulting from

collectivization, migration, the purges, and the war are reviewed. An

attempt is made to establisb the relative weight of these four
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factors for the population loss. PoHtical and economic factors

contributing to the stagnation of the population level al'ter the war,

as weil as the causes for the flight from the collective farms, are

described. Chapter VIIl raises the question of what life was like for

the inhabitants of the Kalinin province al'ter the war. How did they

try to survive? With which means did they attempt to rebuild aH

that had been destroyed in the war? 1'0 what degree was the postwar

"revival" successful? What were the wages, what was the standard

of living? How were people housed. how were they educated? For

which groups was life comparatively superior? What was the

position of women?

In addition, Chapters V to VlIl attempt to elucidate how the

population was constantly urged on and harassed by the Party, the

government, and the security organs , and how the inhabitants tried

to evade the outrageous demands imposed on them as best as

possible under the circumstances of the constant supervision and

interference l'rom above. With the help of the survey, the oarod '5

perception of the authorities and of life in general under StaHn

becomes an integral part of the narrative.

The reception, implementation, and results of sorne of the

reforms initiated by Malenkov and Khrushchev, particularly from the

point of view of the contrast they made with the pre-March 1953

period, provides the basis for discussion in Chapter IX. This tries to

establish how much the "socialist experiment" changed the customs

and attitudes of the average Russian.
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Translation and Transcription

AlI translations of the Russian of secondary sources, archivai

documents, and of answers of the survey respondenn' are my own. ln

translating direct quotations, 1 have tried ta stay as c10sely as

possible ta the original Russian. Therefore, lower and upper cases

are used in the way they were used in the original Russian of the

quote. This leads ta certain discrepancies with the rest of the text

of the dissertation: for example, the Communist Party of the Soviet

Union (Russian abbreviation: KPSSj or ils predecessor the Ali-Union

Communist Party (Bolsheviks) (Russian abbreviation: VKP/b/) , are

often referred to as "the Party" in my account. In archivaI documents

or secondary sources, this organization is referred to as "party"; i. e.

with the use of the lower case, which l have kept in the translation

of the direct quotes. Similarly, in the text 1 use "Communist," with a

capital "C," when referring to a (candidate or full) member of the

above organizations, while in Soviet sources the lower case is used

for the word.

As weH, the original Russian of certain quotations was

grammaticaHy incorrect or stylistically f1awed. For the mosl part, 1

corrected the grammatical errors, while leaving the stylistic ones

untouched. Therefare, some of the quotations might came across as

rather awkward to the reader. 1 have decided ta concede the stylistic

errors, because the mode conveys samething of the education level

of most protagonists, as weil as their rather simplistic and

repetitive way of speaking and writing, in the following account.

3 1
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Ali translations of secondary German sources are min~ as well .

The transcription of Russian names and words generally follows that

I)f tbe Library of Congress, unless a name or word is commonly

known in another transcription (e.g. Voznesensky is used instead of

Voznesenskii).

Dates in tbe dissertation for events before January 31, 1918

(February 13, 1918, in the West), usuaHy correspond ta tbe Julian

calendar tbat traditionaHy prevailed in Imperial Russia (sometimes

called "Old Style"). For events after January 1918, tbe Gregorian

calendar is used ("New Style").

Occasionally, tbe references to arcbivaI documents bave tbe

abbreviation "ob." added ta the numbers of the listy. This indicates

that the verso side of the list bad no separate page numbering. Thus

1. 244ob. means liJt 244 verso (Russian: olJl'I/tJ1~.

The references to tbe respondents' answers to the survey of

1992 in Tver' province are designated by the phrase "testimony of

... [initials and last Dame of respondent] in tbe survey" .
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MAPS

European Russi. in 1913

Based on Attrichter. Die Bauem yon Iver'. Abb.l. p.6
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Tver' Guberniia in t 928

Besed on Allrichler, Die Bauem yon l'ver', Abb.2, p.l1
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Maximum Extent of Germaa Occupatioll of the Kalinia Oblan' (ia

194111942)•
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The shaded area represellts the furthest German advance in the aUtumn of 1941
Based on Bo/'shail SQyetskoja Entsjklapedii" Tom XIX (Second ed.), map in between
pp.432 and 433, and Kaljojn,kljl 0bl.,lngjg Orgggjzptsjjg • p.257
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Tbe K.linin Oblast' in 1952

z.

1 11t Je 1· r
1 1_ ~ ·1,- 1.
-1

(_ J. J- la

1. 1·1·
-, J. 1.

Most towns and mion centres are indicated on the rnap. Selizharavo was the capital of
Kirov mion.
Based 011 Bo!'sbai. Sovetsk.ja Ent:rikIQJIedii•. Tom XIX (Second ed.), map in between
pp.432 and 433, nnd Kaljninskai. OblQStnaia Orgagjzatsija ,p.2S7
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CHAPTERI: BEFORE1929

1.1. Before 1917

Although the borders of the guberniia and oblast' have been

redrawn many times, its territory has remained roughly the same

size --about 65,000 square kilometers-- since the end of the 18th

centuryl. The Tver' territory lies in the heartland of European Russia

on the Russian Plain, and is considered to be part of the so-called

Central or Central Industriai Region. Around 27% of the oblast' today

consists of forest2• While the oblast' possesses an abundance of

rivers, lakes, canals, and smaller waters, as well as swamps, its

soil is poorly suited for agricultural purposes3. The population

density in 1959 was the smallest of a11 oblasts in the Central

ISee Table 1 and the meps. Except for e period between 1929 and 1935, when the oree
was spüt up roughly between the Western Oblast' and Moscow Oblest': from 1935 
1944 it was significandy lerger then it hed been since the 18th century, er would be
efter 1944: in 1957 tbe oblest' received most of its westem territory of today --the
mions of Belyi, Zbarkovo, ll'inskoe, Lenino, Nelidovo, Oktiebr', Peno, Serezbinskii and
Toropets--, an expansion of a1mon 20,000 km2). See Ocherki, p.337: Ts.S.U. RSPSR,
Statisticbeskoe Upravlenie Kalininskoi oblani, Kal;ninskaja oblast' ze pic'desiat lm y

tsjfrakh, SlAlisticbeskjj Sbornjk, Moskva: Izdate1'stvo "Statistike", 1967, p.ll. Tbe
19th century size of the guberniia was 80% of the size of the enlarged oblast' in 1960
(See: Akademiia Nauk SSSR, Institut Geografii, TseOlml'DfÏ Rajoo Ekonomjko
~g[aficheskaia kbarakterj.tikl .. Moskve: Gosudarstvennoe lzdatel'nvo Geogmficheskoi
Literatury, 1962, [from bere: T'entral'o)'i Rlipo] p.526).
2Tsentral 'Dy; Rajon, p,42.

3Tse!!l:nil'oyj Rajpa pp.32-34 and p.525. At lean until the introduction of modern
fertilizer., the circumstances of cümate and the soil in the guberniia and subsequent
oblest' were tao paer for tbe cultivaûon of wbeat; most of the grains grown were cye,
oats and buckwheat. See A1tricbter, Anmemngen zu Kapitel 11I1, endnote 8, p.289. See
as well Basile Kerblay, Du Mjr IVI Agrolli Il es, Paris: In~itvt d'études Slaves, 1985,
p.30, for a description of the similarly inimical natuml environment for agriculture in
the neigbbouring Smolensk guberniia-oblast'.
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, Region: twenty-one people per square kilometer4. In January, the

coldest month of the year, the temperature averaged -8 degrees

Celsius in the western and -12 degrees Celsius in the eastern parts

of the oblast' in 19535. The warmest month of the year was Ju1y,

with an average temperature of between 18.5 and 19.5 degrees

Celsius. The vegetation period amounted to 130 to 140 days

annually, while precipitation varied between 52 to 63 centimeters

per year.

The Tver' lands have featured prominently several times in the

history of Rus' and the Muscovite state. The town of Tver' is

mentioned for the first time in 1209 in the chronicles6• It became

famous for the revoit of the lwr.iue against the Tatars in the early

14th century, and competed with Moscow during the fourteenth and

early fifteenth over the rule of the lands of Rus'7. In 1485, Ivan III

finally incorporated the princedom of Tver' into the Muscovian

state8. The proximity of Moscow would remain an influential

e1ement in the subsequent economic, political, social. and cultural

38

1

+rsep!ttl'~ RajllO, p.120; 01' çaurse, this couDt l'as tatea. indudÎIIg the area thlt l'as
added 10 the oblat' in 1957; the spanely populated western part of the eontemporary
OOlast' decreued the density. Tbe population of the oblBst' was Il11Jer before the l'Br, and
consequently the density l'as hi.her (see Table 2).
5B.A. Vvedenstii(ed.), Bol'lbajl SOV!lt!lpip egtsjt1opedilp, Tom XIX(lslOriZID-Kandi)
2nd. edltion, Moscow: 1953, p.431.
6])elltnl!'ayi Bpioa, p.54J. Torzhok ("Novi-totg") is mentioned in an eouy for 1139
of the N0"iorodian Chronide CDae Cbmaiele of Noyggrgd IQI6-1171, translBted by R.
Mitchell and N. Forbes, HaltiesbulJ. Miss.: Academie International, 1970 (1914),
p.16). The same c:hronide mentlons the _ around Bezhetsk ("Bezbilsy, Bezhitsti
Verth") in an eouy for 1196 (ibid., p.40); Tver' in 12J5 (ibid., p.S4); and Rzhev
("Rzhevta") a ycar Jater (ibid., p.5S).
710 1327, A'irllrz'Alebanclr Mithailovieh of Tver' revo1red; the revoit was bl00dily
IUppresSed (e.•. The Cbrggjele.. " pp. 124·12S).
8Torzholt --probably tCllether with Nov,orod-- joined the Musc:avire state • few YeBrS
eBrUer, in 1478; !Iee Tya!l'l!'n)'Ï Bajon· p.568.
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development of the l'ver' lands9. In later times the influence of

St.Petersburg-Leningrad would be added to that of Moscow; even

today, many l'ver' locals visit the two capitals regularly or senle

down permanently in one of the cities. Conversely, Muscovites and

Petersburgers visit the oblast' as tourists; Seliger Lake in the

north-west is particularly popular. In recent times, Politburo

members, such as Suslov and Brezhnev. enjoyed hunting in the

Zavidovo raion south of Kalinin-Tver'.

The Livonian War and the Time of Troubles devastated the l'ver'

lands, and they would only begin to recover approximately a century

later, around 170010.

At the beginning of the 18th century, the lands of l'ver' rose to

renewed prominence because of their location on the route l'rom

Moscow to the new capital, St. Petersburg. Around the town of

Vyshnii Volochek, the first inland canal system in Russia was built

under the auspices of Peter the Great. In this way the Volga,

originating in the area to the west of Tver', was connected with the

Msta river and thus with the Balticll . The towns of Vyshnii

Volochek, Torzhok, and l'ver' became postal stops along the Moscow

St. Petersburg highway. Under Catherine the Great in the 1770s the

l'ver' guberniia was formed12 . In the 18th century 64% of the

peasantry, who formed the bulk of the population, were serfs13 .

9See for iJ1!ltance T""olr8l'nyj Bajon, p.527.
10T.eatraJ'DY; Bajon, p.529.

l1T""ntral 'crj BajoD p.32.
1210 1775-1776, 10 be exact; AN. VersbiJ1!lkii, GO!'Qda Kaljojn.koi ob!asti
(Inoricbeskje ocberki), Kalininskoe Obla.noe Literaturooe Izdatel'stvo, Kalinio,
1939, p. 41.
13T!eDtraJ'cy; Bajon, p.67
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While this may appear to be a large share of enserfed among the

peasantry, it represented the smallest percentage in all of the

Central Region at that time. Radishchev in his Joumey travelled

through the guberniia, as did Marquis de Custine almost fifty years

later14 . The travels of Pushkin around Tver' are today widely

advertised as a reason ta visit the Upper Volga region and to follow

in the poet's footsteps.

The population of the guberniia in 1815 came to 538,030 men

and 572,081 women, for a total of 1,110,111 15 . The guberniia's

number of inhabitants grew by 25% between 1796 and 1851, in

contrast to the population of many other central provinces, which

stagnated during this period16 . The advantageous position on the land

and water routes from Moscow ta St. Petersburg quite likely exerted

influence here. From an ethnie standpoint, (Great) Russians

represented the large majority of the population; in the 17th eentury

groups of Karelians had seuled in the ut'zdy of Bezhetsk, Vyshnii

Voloehek, Torzbok, Ves'egonsk, in the Northern parts of Tver' ut'z~

and in a few villages of the Rzhev Ui:'Zd 17 • The consistency of this

ethnie composition is exemplified by the results of the census of

1926. In that year, 92.95% of the population of the guht'mù~., was

14A.N. Radishchev, A Jgumcy (rom St Petersbuq ta Moscow, Cambridge, Mess.:
Harvard UP, 1966, pp.156-212. Empire of the Czar' A Jourae)' Tbmvgb EI!!!,oal
RJilWD.. Br MlII'Ijuis de Custine. London: Double Day, 1989, pp.369-371.
15Kraevedcheskjj allu Ty!!!,skoi gubemii. Tver' , 1928. S cb'iasnitel'nym tekstom. Pod
red. A. Vel!lhinskogo. Izdanie Tverskogo Gubono i komiteta assotsiatsii po izucheniiu
proizvod. sil. gub., pA.
16Tseolrl1'ayi Rljoa, pp.72173.
17Kraeyedcbeskjj ptl.s, pp.3/4; ut'zdcan be translated as district.
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, Russian, while 6.26% were KareHan; less than 1% was of other

nationality.

As in a11 of Russia before the revolution, the inhabitants

engaged primarily in agriculture. Barge-haulers were active along

the water route, and severa! "clusters" of artisan settlements

existed, among them the cobblers around Kimry. As Altrichter points

out, the circumstances for agriculture in this somewhat northern

and overpopulated area proved ta be not particularly favourable, so

that many peasants were forced ta take up other work on the side or

adopt a permanent non-agricultural trade18. Emancipation did not

lead to an automatic improvement of the lives of many of the

peasants. On the one hand, they were obliged ta pay compensation

fees ta their former lords and, on tbe other hand, they often had ta

rem additional plots of land from large landowners, since tbeir own

plots were of insufficient size19. The peasants were forced to do

some forms of disguised corvée in order ta discharge of some of

their resulting debts to the large landowners. On the subject of tbe

peasants' domestic artisansbip, Seton-Watson bas written:

Especially in the central provinces, the peasants worted
in their houses and sold the produet (for instance cloth,
sacting, cutlery, leather or wood work) to a merchant
entrepreneur. In some areas mrels marketed their members'
wares. 20
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18A1trichter, p. 13: Kerblay, p.30/31. Alter the Emllleipation of 1861, the ave..-ge
yieJd of grain that wu fit for humlll cOOlIumP'ion in Smolensk obi..' howred &rOund
220 tilolrams pet head, far below the avera,e of the more southern are. of the Russlan
Empire.
19Kerblay, pp.32-34.
2<lH. setoll-WlIISoa, The DeeUpe of Imperial Jbmj•. New York: Fredericit A Pneaer,
1961(5), p. 112.
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The guberniia never became a genuinely industrial centre

during the 19th century: industrialization developed somewhat more

in the eastern part, since it formed, thanks ta the railroad, a bridge

between Moscow and St. Petersburg, but the western part remained

almost strictly an area of forests and agriculture2i.

Economically, the gubemiia served as an appendage ta the

Central Industrial Region around Moscow and ta the region around

St. Petersburg22. Those areas, industrially more developed, drew part

of their labour force, raw materials, fuel (mainly wood and peat),

and foodslUffs from the Tver' guberniia. The 'l'ver' province exported

predominantly flax, flaxseed, dairy products. wood, and berries to

neighbouring guberniias.

Throughout the 18805, about 10% of Tver's rural population

was engaged in some form of domestic artisanship23. One can note

how the trades were geographically distributed within the guberniia.

ln the north and north-west many peasants engaged in logging,

fel1ing, and floating trees, and near Ostashkov, located on Lake

Seliger, there were fisheries. Many coopers lived near Vishnii

Volochek. In the south-west, the area around Rzhev was known for

linen manufacturing, while in the Bezhetsk uez~ in the east, felt and

wool were produced. In the south-east, around Kimry, people engaged

in shoemaking, and there were cabinet makers and woodcutters in

the proximity of Kaliazin.

2iP. Alampiev, "PromysblenJlost' Kalininskoi oblasti (vvodnyi ocberk)", pp. 4-22, in:
Ucbeo,ve zçiski MOU 37: Geografjja Prom)'llbleMosl' KsJjojo.koj oblw, Tom Il,
chast' Vlora., Moskva, 1939 [from bere, MŒ! 37], pp.4.
22Ibid., pA.
IlsAltrichter, pp. 78/79; see the maps.
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, Still more widespread was the habit of migrational labour. Due

to migration. the population of the gubernüa remained more or less

stagnant between 18S0 and 190024•

There was a considerable migration within European
Russia. From the central provinces. north of the black-earth
line. peasants moved to the industrial cities. especially ta the
two capitals. 2S

Just before the First World War, the number of these workers

reached 400,000. One gets an idea of the scope of the movement of

the population, when one reads that in 1890 more than 100,000

natives of the Tver' guberniia resided in St.Petersburg , forming 11~

of the capital's population; this group accounted for 40~ of the

migratory workers of the Tver' guberniia26. Although Seton-Watson

points out, with some justification, that the ties between urban

industrial worker and the countryside had eroded since at least the

1880s, when they hardly returned "home" anymore to help with

harvesting, the countryside continued ta influence the workers'

mentality far into the Soviet period27. Almost 80~ of the provinces'

peasant households derived additional income f!.'om some form of

non-agricultural employment during the early 20th century. Around
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2+rseotrll1'gyi RajOll, p.86. A curioos exampie of itinel'Ul1 tradesmen of Tver' guberniia
were ilS gelders. who visited Smolensk guberniia and stood there in high esteem
(Kerblay. p.SS),
25SelOn-WBlSon, p.U2. Some peasanlS gave op .ric:ulture for a position in a
nobleman' s household as a servant. The servaJI1S' çhildren oould then enjoy some
eduçltion and move op on the socia1ladder as a re!1I1t (Kerblay. pp.63/64).
26Altrichter, p.l'!; see a1so Tsentta1'gyi rajM, p.86.
27SelOn-WBlSon. p.I23. G.T. Robinson has pointed DDt the survlval of rural traditions in
the toWDS befote 1917 (See G.T. RobiJIIon. Rgad RvRi' gMer the Old Rqjme' A
W_'(,Y' qf the LMdlml~pa"ntWŒld .ad • J?rolape tA the PCUIOl BemlWIMI gr
.1211., Berkeley and Los Aqelel: UlIÎversity of Cllifornla Press. 1960, pp.108/109).
See below in this çhapcer IIld in the followilll çhapters for the infioeaçe or the toWns QG

the vi.IIages (e.g. 1.6. lX.I).



, 1900, one quarter of the rural population was engaged in some fonn

of handicraft, and every second family had its migratory workers28.

In 1913, the guberniia administration issued 445,018 permissions to

locals wanting to leave the terrïtory of the province; for the large

majority, the search for employment appears to have been the

underlying purpose for such a move29. ACter the revolution, most of

the rural artisanship disappeared in the countryside because of

prohibition of certain trades and lack of demand30.

It can, however, be argued that the decline a1ready began much

earlier, in the 1880s. In this decade, domestic trade was beginning

to be eclipsed by both competition from factories and larger units;

the latter were formed by an amalgamation of craft enterprises, and

eventuaUy became factories themselves31 . An example of this in

Tver' guberniia can be noted in the deve10pment of the sboe industry

of the town of Kimry32. The 1920s witnessed a further decline of

seasonal work in the towns. In 1920, less than 23% of the amount of

passes to leave the guberniia were issued in comparison to those

issued in 1913, although the disruption of the Civil War undoubtedly

played a role here33. The peasantry's habit of migratory and seasonal

work, most pronounced in the area around the gubemiia capital of

44

,
211Altriehter, p.79.
290cberti, p.26S.
30Altricbtlll', p.79; for the probibition of certain trades in the 1930s, see Il.2.
3lSeton-WlI1son, p.117.
32VershiJlsldi, Ggrgd..... p.61.
330cbO'ti, p.26S. See a1so Altriehter, p.81. These tempDI'II'Y IDilfllioJlS, whieh
sometimes t\Jl'lled ioto a permaœnt move ta the ciUes, where the pealJltS joiJled the
,rowilll iJldustriai proletariat, were nther specifie ta the Centnl Industrial Resion
(Robinson, p.107).
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Tver', found its cause partiaUy in rural overpopulation34 . One of the

most striking aspects of the social transformation of the l'ver'

gubernüa and its successor under the Boishevik regime, the Kalinin

oblast', is the fact that the territory after 1941 has experienced a

structural underpopulation in rural areas.

From the 1850s until today, the peasants' (semi-)permanent

move to the city has remained a seminal theme of Tver's provincial

history, as we will observe further on in this account. As in the rest

of Imperial Russia, the urban population was quite small during the

pre-railroad age: in 1825, 87,625 of the gubemiia's population, less

than 10%, were classified as town dwellers35 . ln 1897, 154,769

people lived in the towns out of a total population of 1,769,135.

Notwithstanding its early beginnings in Vyshnii Volochek. and 'l'ver,

where in the 1850s and 1860s textile factories began to operate,

large scale industrialization took place comparatively late in the

19th century, similar to its late development in the rest of Russia36 .

The early development of the textile industry was relatively

typical of the central provinces around Moscow37 . Not surprisingly,

the textile entrepreneurs in the guberniia. such as Morozov and

Riabushinslcii, were based in the Moscow area38 .

34IseolroJoyi Raioo, p.sso. Nevertheless, it has beeo argued that the Russiao peasaot
on average had far more land thao his couoterpart in l-'rance, and, in spite of the adverse
climatic circumstances, would have been able ta produce a much larger surplus on the
land io his possession before the 191? t'evolutioo, given the right expertise, inceotive
and equipment (Robioson, p.97).
35 Kmeyedche.kji fitlas, pAO.
36Vershinskii, GQToda.... p.30; Vershinskii, A.N., KhlgpcbBlo-bumazboaia
prom)"'blennos' Ro..Ü i Angliiskje kriziay. 6Q-kb g g XIX Y po perepi.k; Mgrozovy!tb,
Iver' , 1930, p.6.
37Sec Seton-Walson, p. 112.
38TsentroJ'0)'i Raioo, p.S30.
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, The Tver' guberniia underwent an economic upheaval aiter the

opening of the first railroad in Russia, the Nikolaevskii, that

conneeted Moscow and St. Petersburg. In the 1850s Vyshnii Volochek

fell into a rapid decline, as its canals and the highway were losing

their important raIe in the transport of goods, an activity which

employed thousands of people as pilots, barge haulers, coachmen,

and carriers39. As a result, Itlmost haU of the population of the town

and of the surrounding villages moved away. However, attracted by

the abundance of cheap labour, the abundance of fuel (wood from the

forests), and the proximity of the railroad, industrialists opened

textile faetories in the town starting from 1857. By 1914 Vyshnii

Volochek had become one of the centres of industly of the guberniia,

and ranked third in population size after Rzhev and Tver'4o. In

contrast, some of the smaller towns lost their economic importance

as river or canal stations, and failed to experience any growth in the

second half of the 19th century, as was the case with Zubtsov4 l .

Within sixty years aiter the opening of the Nikolaevskü RaiIroad in

1851, a whole network of railroads had been built in the oblast'42.

By 1913, 114 industrial enterprises, employing 46,045

workers, were operating within the borders of the province; twenty

seven of those, with a total of 25,302 workers, were located in

Tver' itself43. The most important factories at that time were the
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39yersbinskü. Goroda . p.30.
4Ovet'llbinskii, Gomda ,p,31: Deolral'oyi Bajon, p.I02: see alsa Table 3.
4lYet'lIhinskü. Gomda, ,pAl; see Table 3.
42Tseolrl1'ayi BaioD. p.539.
43Y.D. Chemisbov, "Rabocbii tllSS i promysbleanost' Tveri v 1917·1918 n.", in:
Tverskljl ,UbetAjjB y peryye ,od)" spvetskoi YllSti(l917·192Q " ): SbQl'lljk !It8lej i
dMgmeOloY, KaliDin: KaliDin!toe Icnizhnoe izdatel'stvo, 1958. pp, 42·66. pp.42143



, cotton-mills44. The railroad-car construction factory already

existed at the time, but was still far from being the largest in the

gubernHa, having only 1,770 workers. The textile industry accounted

for two-thirds of the total gubernHa production and 66.4% of the

industriai workers of the guberniia. In the town of Tver', 85.6% of ail

the industrial labour force worked in this branch.

The life of the workers before 1917 presented many hardships:

iUiteracy was still high, alcoholism rampant, wages low. ACter the

revolution, the Boisheviks would engage in an offensive against

alcoholism and iUiteracy, in the same way that earlier the Western

European middle classes, social-democrats, and liberals had been

involved in a "clvilization" process, trying to "educate" the working

class and combat its perceived barbarism45. A somewhat puritan

Soviet account tells us with obvious distaste that, before October

1917, the town of Tver' had twenty-six inns, nineteen beer retail

outlets, fifty-seven wine and beer shops, fifty-one churches, and

three monasteries"6. These last items may strike us as out of place

in this list, but bath presumably fall under the heading of Marx's

"opium of the people," evil temptations leading the innocent workers

astray. The disapproving Stepanskaia goes on to cite tbat Kimry's

15,000 inhabitants made use of thirty-six inns and taveras. She
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44lbid., p.43.
45R. Stites, Ruslljao PopulE CUltUre Entertajnmeot aad Socie~ -iace 1900,
Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1992, pp. 12 and 18; bcre StItes indicltes that in tbe lait
decades of the tsari9t regime tbe Russie inteUigentsiia and the political parties "cre
engaged in a similI!' "offensive."
46E.P. Stepanskaia, "Velikaia Oktiabr's1taia souialisticbeskaia revolilltsiia i klll'turnyi
pod'em narodnykb mass Tversltoi gubernii(l917-1920 n.)," in: Tveak'i' Bubergiia V
pervye B0d)' _oyet_koi vluti(l917-1920 gr.). Sbqrgjk ".e; 1 dokgmeoloy. Kalinin:
Kallninskoe knizhnoe izdatel'9tVo. 1958.pp.94-111. p.96. See aJso 1.6 IIId VI.3.



, opines that it was only after 1917 that the toilers of the guberniia

were led to knowledge, to "culture." 1 would choose to disagree with

this point of view, judging from the continuous complaints about

alcoholism and the observance of re1igious rites, even in the 19405

and 19505, which can be found in archivai material, and from some

of the answers given in the survey47. People continued to drink and

observe religious rites after the revolution of 1917, but they

retreated to the privacy of their homes to indulge in these customs,

for to do so publicly was probibited on the whole.

The first signs of social mobility stemming from access to

post-primary education, had started before 1917: in Bezhetsk uez4

two peasant youths managed to graduate from the technical school

in Tver' in 1913, the first ones ever in the guberniia from that

"humble" background48.

When discussing the pre-revolutionary history of the Tver'

guberniia it is necessary to reiterate that a mere 10% of the

population was living in towns around 1900. Urbanization was a

phenomenon in the province which started slowly in the 19th

century, accelerating its pace after 1900; yet, even by April 1956,

ontY slightly more than 40% of the population lived in towns or

"urban type settlements"49.

Between 1900 and 1920 the guberniia's urban population grew

by 90%50. However, in arder to establish the degree of urbanization,

48

,
47see e.l. VI. 1-3.
48Stepanstaia, p.IO!.
49NKftÂopc Kbozi.jstyo Kaljnin*oi ObI• .,;, Stetj!tjçIJClkij SbPUÛk, Kalinin:
Ka1ùùaskoe Knizhnoe IzdateJ'stvo, 1957. pp.6n.
50Cheraisbov. p.+4.
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one must add the number of workers, who left the oblast' and

migrated to Moscow or St. Petersburg before the revolution. Although

there are no definitive statistics, it is obvious that the number was

significant, judging by sorne of the aforementioned numbers on the

contingent of Tver' natives in St. Petersburg. Nevertheless, the 'l'ver'

workers demonstrated that they had not fallen behind the times

politically, and that the province was far from a solidly rural

backwater, when they organized a soviet of workers' deputies in the

provincial capital in 190551.

Following the emancipation of 1861, some specialization took

place in agriculture in dairy farming, and more extensive flax

cultivation was undertaken52 . Animal husbandry and flax cultivation

sometimes interfered with each other, because flax was sown on

hayfields. A solution was found by sowing clover on the fallow.

ending the strict adherence to the traditional three-way crop

rotation that still dominated agriculture into the 20th century53.

An overview of the Central Region's farming practices in 1913

reveals that grains and leguminous plants accounted for 80% of the

crops of the sown area, potatoes for 8% (a crop becoming gradually

more popular in the Tver' guberniia from the second half of the 19th

51Markov, N. N.(ed.) and others, Pmfsoiiuz teknH 'sbcbikoy; KraLkii islorlcbeskii
ocber\ç, Moskva: Izdatel'slVo vrssPs profizdat, 1963, p.12.
52Tsentral'nyi Rajon, pp.99/l00. Flax bad been eultivated before 1861 by the
pensants, but almost slrietly for dome~ie use (Kerblay. pA2). ACter 1861 its
cultivalion was sometimes intensified and the surplus sold off on the market. Moreover.
in certain villsges. besides clover, pOlalOes replaœd oats and rye in the three-way cmp
rotation system.
53See below and &190 Tsenlral'n,vi Raion, p.I08.
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century onwards). flax for 5%, and fodder crops for 5%54. The high

proportion of corn bears witness to the fact that before 1917, most

peasants engaged in subsistence farming, producing main1y for the

needs of their own family and not for the market.

The 1anded nobility entered a period of further economic

decline after the Emancipation, in spite of the compensation

payments they received from their former serfs, as weil as the

paying off of the peasants' loans (repaid by either corvée or money

to the 1andowners)55.

Mismanagement of the estates seems to have been the primary

cause for their downfal1: the landowners were ignorant in

agricultural matters and did not feel the urge to improve their

----------
54TseDlral'nyi Rl!jOD, p.IOO. Statistics for Tver' gubemiia itself list for 1913, 75.3%
of land alloued to grain crops (main1y rre and 01ltS), 10.8'11> to techoical crops (aimost
exclusively f1ax), 6.9\16 to potatoes and vegetables, and 7.0\16 to fodder aops. r~y 1950
in the Kaiioin oblast's agriculture, 50.0'11> of the sown area was sown with graincrops,
13.8'A1 with flax, 10.3'A1 with potatoes and vegetables, and 25.9\16 with foddercrops
(Namdgoe KbozjWstyo ,pp. 28/29). On the whole, the proportion of the sown area
sown with flu (or tecbnical crops) and potatoes and vegetab1es slightly rose after
col1ectivization. The cultivation of f1ax was drastically reduced between 1914 and 1921,
because tbe foreign market for the crop disappeared (A. M. Bol'sbakov, Sovelskaia
Dereygia 0917.1921 gg)' Ekogomjka j byt, Leningrad: Priboi, 1924, p.35). In the
19305, f1ax seems to have been planted much more than before in comparison ta the
other three main kinds of cmps that the statistics list, but &fter the war its relative
share decreased. It was particularly the increase in fodder crops that caused the decrease
of the share of grains in the crop cultivation &fter 1917. The relative growth of the
cultivation of grasses clearly began before col1ectivization, since aiready in 1928
almost 20% of the total sown area of Tver' guberniia WQS sown with fodder crops. In
absolute numbers, &fter 1917 the area under grain crops never reacbed the level of
1913 again (Norodgoe Kbozjajstyo ,pp.26127). The area sown with nu was 50'11>
larger in 1950 than in 1913 (for a while, in the 19305, the land on which flax was
grown had even doubled ia comparison with 1913). The size of the fields sown witlt
potatoes and vegetables bad doubled ia the 19305 compared to 1913, but &fter tlte war
decreased, aitbough from 1945 ta 1953 these crops were SliU sown on between 70% to
90'11> more land thlllt in 1913. Fodder crops were sown in tlte 19305, 19405, and early
19505 on tltree to four limes as much land as in 1913; they were always p1anted on
more land than in 1928, wben tlter were sown on almost three times more land tltan in
1913 .
55Kerblay, pp.4S/46.
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limited expertise. They had a highly inflated permanent staff ta

actually take care of matters on the estate, since they were mastly

absent themselves. As a consequence, many of the landed nability

became increasingly indebted and had ta sell off part of their estate

or even the whale of it ta athers, such as wood entrepreneurs,

merchants, and peasants.

In order ta get an idea of the situation and development of

agriculture in the pre-revalutianary guberniia, one may cansider the

example of the south-eastern ui!zt/ of Kashin56 . In keeping with the

emancipatian from serfdam in 1861, the peasantry received 168,000

t/i!sùllin out of a total of 251,000 of agricultural land in this Ui!ztP.

Thus, more than one third of the land remained in the hands of the

state, the clergy, and the t/r'orùnsrr··a Here, as in other areas of the

guberniia, "capitaHst relations" started ta appear after the

emancipatian; in particular, the cultivation of f1ax develaped. The

peasants suffered fram a 1ack. of land and needed La rent additianal

plots from the landowners in arder ta graw f1ax at a prafit58 .

Thanks ta the appearance of the railroad around 1900, the Ui!ztfs f1ax

began ta be transparted ta Moscaw and St. Petershurg. The tawn

became a centre of the purchase and sale of f1ax. Initially this trade

was controlled by local merchants; hawever. araund 1900. fareign

56See the maps.
5?Yershinskii, Goroda.... p.S!.

58Yershinskii. Goroda ,pp. 51152.
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companies had already established five or six offices in the town

and started to dominate the flax market59 .

By 1916 there were roughly 110,000 peasants in the uezd of

Kashin60 . The density of the rural population was extremely high in

comparison to other uezdy in the gubemiia: 45.7 persons per square

k.ilometer61. One third of Kashin's agricultural lands by this time

was devoted to flax cultivation. Out of 24,000 peasants' households

of the uezd, one-sixth did not possess any herses or cows, and one

third lacked both horses and oxen.

Il was in this district, in the village of Verlchnaia Troitsa, that

one of the leaders of the future Soviet Union was born in 1873:

Mikhail Ivanovich Kalinin. Kalinin's birth place inevitably became a

shrine to faithful Communists under Stalin and aCter. We can find a

rather biased, though on the whole probably faithful, account of 19th

century Verkhnaia Troitsa in a book by one of the most renowned

local.kraevedy (students of local 10re, history, traditions, etc.) of the

Tver' guberniia/Kalinin oblast', A.N. Vershinskii (1888-1944)62.

Vershinskii indicates that by 1937, when he wrote his book,

the village had become the model kolkhoz "M.l. Kalinin," which

disposed of electricity --as we shaH see very untypical at the time-

59Yershinskii, Gorodn. '" p.52. Offices of roreign companies that Iraded in flu were nJso
found in Bezhetsk (see 'l'senlral 'nri Roion, p.563). The third centre of the flu trnde in
the guberniis nt Ihis lime was Rzhev, in the south-west.
60Yershinskii, Gorodn ,p.53.
61TseAlreJ'nyi Rnion, p.560; Le. 51.4 per ....«n [n 1960 in the Bezhetsk-Kashin ares,
the populBlion dcnsit)' in the countr)'side would still be comparnlive1)' high, but far
be10w the pre-revolutionar)' level: around 19 people per km 2 (TseQtml'ari Rajon,
p.S62) .
62Yershinskii, Gorodo ,pp.SIfr.
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-, and even an automobile for transporting produce ta Kashin63 . The

village is located on the right bank of the river Medveditsa, thirty

kilometers from Kashin, a town of around 7,500 inhabitants during

the second half of the 19th centuryM. Before emancipation. the local

peasantry around Verkhnaia Troitsa were serfs of the ponœshchik

Mordukhai-Boltovskii, of a monastery, and of the state65 .

Verkhnaia Troitsa itself formed a community of state

peasants. In 1858, the village consisted of twenty-six households,

the total population amounting ta 214 people. Eiollowing

Emancipation every male 'soul' received 4.8 desrillin of land.

Towards 1890, it was estimated that ploughed fields made up one

third of 468 desiarine of land, the hayfields occupied another third,

while the rest consisted of woods belonging ta the dvorùnin and of

swamps. The hayt'ields were too small ta provide the vil1agers'

cattle with sufficient fodder. The three-way crop rotation was still

the customary farming practice, as it must have been for hundreds

of years. The ooly equipment ta work the land were plougbs and

harrows (so1d1a. borona). Abysma11y low, the harvest5 yielded

perhaps ooly two grains of oats for every one sown, and perhaps

three or four potatoes for each planted.

Altrichter remarks that in the Tver guberniia, before and after

the revolution of 1917, the peasants harvested on the average about

lifty pud of rye --about 800 kilograms-- from one hectare66• That

was a yield of about five times the quantity of the seeds that were

63lbid., pp. 56/5?
64 Ibid. , p.52.
65 Ibid. , pp. 55/56.
66Altricbter, p.77; A pudis 16.38 Wograms.
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sown61. In comparison, the latest recordings of such low harvest

results were found in Germany in the first half of the 19th century,

and in other areas of Western Europe the dates go back even further.

The villagers of Verkhnaia Troitsa gradually moved away. due

ta poor harvest results as weil as the compensation payments for

their emancipation; as a consequence its population decreased68. The

situation for those who remained was unpromising, to say the least.

In 1881 seventeen households out of forty-seven, almost ont:!-third

of ail households, did not possess horses; the same amount of

hearths lacked cows, and fifteen households were bereft of both

horses and cows. Some villagers left for the towns to join the labour

force in faetories and plants, while others worked for large

landowners. In 1889. twenty-two of forty-seven households sent

members of their family to work in seasonal jobs, and a quarter of

these DtkIJod/1JKi earned additional income outside the borders of

their uezd As we observed before, the guberniia's smallest

landholders were forced to earn extra income by specializing in

handicraft.

Out of Verkhnaia Troitsa's 210 inhabitants in 1890. only

fifteen were literate, all of them male. Throughout the entire

guberniia just before the revolution, three-quarters of the men still

could not read or write69. A Soviet source notes as weil that the

level of literacy of the total population in 1913 was somewhat

67Altricbter, p.77 and p.88.
68yersbinskii, GlI'Oda .• pp. 55/56.
69A1tricbter, p.22.
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• be10w 25%70 However, literacy before 1917 might have been on the

rise, when already special publications "for the people" circulated,

although these were often of a doubtful literary quality71. Towards

the turn of the century, the zemSEVll attempted occasionaUy to

improve the lot of the peasants' communities by assisting with the

opening of schools, libraries, and hospitals, by organizing readings

for the viUagers. and so on72. Owing ta the poverty and lack. of

prospects in his village, the young Mik.hail Kalinin, too, decided to

find his luck elsewhere and moved to St. Petersburg73.

Instances of rural unrest took place between 1905 and 1907 in

Tver' guberniia, though they were less severe than those transpiring

in the south of the Russian empire. Stolypin's reforms after 1905 did

not exert a lasting impact on the Tver' countryside, as was the case

for Russian agriculture in general, because of the short period of

time that the reforms were in force. It became possible in 1906 for

a household to amalgamate its various, smaU parcels of land inta

one continuous stretch within the lands of the peasant commune

(obs1Jc1Jini}74. The peasants were disappointed by another key

element of the land reform: instead of the desired additional land

from a distribution of state, crown, landowner, and church lands
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70I.D. KorzUD, Peryye .bggi sotsiglistjebeskoj jodUstrig!jzgtsji (Iz istorii bot'by
tverskikh kommu!Ûqy z. sotsjaUsticbe.uiu indulliali7.luiiu y period mezhdu XIY j

XVI s'ezdgmj partH), KaliDin, 1960, p. 95.
71AnokhÏJJII, Sbll1e1eva, p.2S2. Tbat is, It least iD the eyes of these two Soviet
etnol"l'bers. Unfort1lJUltely, iD general, most literate people bave a ctaVÏJII for the
readilli of tellls thlt neitber belolli ta bigb·brow literature nor are aeademie
publications.
nAnokhiDa, Sbmeleva. p.237 and p.2S0.
73See MlkhÛI IVloQyjeb KI/inin Krgtkeig billirafiig. Moskva: Politizdat, 1975. p.IO.
74A1tricbter. pp.20/21.



• among them, they only received the possibility of full property

rights over lands they already owned within the community. The

claiming of such property frequently presented itself as a

treacherous path, as it would be risky ta simply abandon the shared

responsibility of the village commune. If the full ownersbip of land

would become popular, the fate of the poorer peasants seemed

sealed for they would be obliged to discontinue farming. The attitude

of the majority of the peasants towards the few individuals who

wished ta leave the obs1Jç1uizll reminds us of the attitude of the

kolkhozniks and sovkhoz workers today towards the fenJlety:

peasants who set up shop individually were excluded from using the

village weU, were net aUowed to use the village roads or meadows,

and sometimes their houses were even set on Cire. The statistics

clearly demonstrate how much Stolypin's reforms lacked

popularity7s. In 1905, still 99" of the peasants in the Tver'

guberniia lived in the obs1Jç1uizll Tell years later, less than 50,000

households had registered their lands as private property. This

translates into merely 15.7" of the households, who owned 12.8" of

the total obs1Jc1Ji.ll1l land. Apart from this less than impressive turn

to private ownership of the land, in almost half of tbis 12.8", the

land of the new individual owner's property was still not

consolidated and a more effective cultivation of the soil was

tberefore impeded.
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• In 1916, the gllberniia counted 340,065 peasant households

within its borders76. 46,906 of these, or 13.79%, did not possess any

lands that were sown with crops; 96,507 (28.38%) did not own

draught cattle; 189,000 households could only boast of one head of

draught cattle77. As a result, the exodus from the countryside

continued.

In both the 19th and 20th centuries, Tver's role in national

affairs remained limited, a reflection of the size of the guberniia.

Yet the nobility of Tver' province suggested liberal reforms ta Tsar

Alexander II around the time of the Emancipation Act of 186118. A

generation later, the gubernial zemstvo made an impact at the

accession of Nicholas Il, when it expressed the hope in a manifesto

that the new Tsar would lend his ear ta the wishes of the people79.

The Bakunin family owned estates in the province, and prominent

Stalinists, such as Zhdanov and Pospelov, were active in Tver' in the

social-democratic party in the pre-1917 years80. And there were

more Tver' natives or residents who would join the roster of Party

bigwigs under Stalin. The infamous head of the Writers' Union,

Aleksandr Fadeev, was born in the province, in Kimry. Kalinin has

already been mentioned; the secretary-to-be of the Central
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76Chemysbov, p.43.
771bid., pp. 43/.....
78Bolb iJl 1859 and in 1861 (Seton-Watson, pp.47/48).
79Seton-Watson, p.l.....
SOSee, for ellample, Ocherlti, pp. 140, 141, and 144: also V.S. Platov. "Andrei
Aleltsandroviçb Zbdanov (1896-1948 li.). pp. 114-111, in: Iz istgrii Kgljg;n,kgi
pertjjgoi ŒIl';!.;; Sbn;" ••tei, Kalillill, 1972; and SGbyt'e • n,mi, Ka1i4i.a:
Kalilliostoe tJliz1ullle izelltel'stVo, 1960, p.10. Pospelov plll)'ed a aoucial role ln lbe
preplll'lltion of lbe "Sec:ret Speeçb" of Kbrusbçbev in 1956. and perlIaps in lbls way
redeemed bimself somewhlt (see L.RIlI0vala (ed.), "zapiska P.N. Pospelova ob ubülCVe
KIrova," in: Svobpdgej. M",I', 9. 1991, pp.64-71).
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Executive Committee of the Supreme Soviet --and thus of M.I.

Kalinin for a white--, A. F. Gorkin, was also a native of the

provinceS1. The unfortunate M.S. Chudov was another participant in

the early history of the guberniia in Soviet times82. From 1918 to

1920, he was chairman of the uezd Party committee of Bezhetsk and

of the isp01kom of the same uezd Following this, until 1922, he

served as the chairman of the gubisp10kom of Tver' guberniia, in

which he was the predecessor of Zhdanov. He became gubkom

secretary of the Party in 1922, in which position he remained until

1925, when he was transferred to Rostov on the Don. Then, in 1928,

he became second-in-command to Kirov in Leningrad. After the

1aner's murder on December 1, 1934, the 01d comrades from Tver',

Zhdanov and Chudov, were for a white respective1y first and second

secretary of Leningrad. Zhdanov perhaps had an old grievance against

Chudov, because in June 1937 he announced that Chudov had been

exposed as an "enemy of the people. "83 Consequently, Chudov was

executed on October 30, 193784•

After the Civil War, it might have been in l'ver' that Stalin

first noticed Zhdanov, who had become chairman of the guberniia

executive committee of the soviets85 • At the Tenth guberniia Party

conference in December 1921, Pospelov benefited from some kind of

attack on the agitprop department of the Party gubernatorial
--------_.
810cherki, p.144.
82KII!joioskojo OhlastAojo Organizotsjjo KPSS y dokumeotokh j fotogrofijokh 1880-e
l.2lllgg.... MoskvlI: Moskovskü rabochii, 1989, p.454.
83Conquesl, The Greot Tmor, pp.215/216.
84Conque91, The Great Terror. p. 217.

850cherki, p.252; IIrouad 1919/1920 he WIIS II1so Il member of the Pllrty gubemüa
committee, see Ocherki, p.233.
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committee and was appointed head of this oldt'/ 86. In J921, Gorkin,

Pospelov, and Zhdanov tried their hand at writing, of course, at the

modest level of writing that was thought to be fitting to provincial

Party leaders of Httle seniority87. It is recounted in a Brezhevnite

source, how, in the faU of 1921, Gorkin worked as gubkom secretary,

Zhdanov as chair of the gubispolkom (perhaps as second-in-command

of Chudov'?), and Pospelov as head of the guberniia trdde unions88 .

Lastly, A.l. Todorskü, an often used and important source for

Roy Medvedev's Let Hjstory. Judge. earned his first stripes in the

Bolshevik Party in Ves'egonsk ut'zd He wrote a book about his

experience of the first year of Soviet power there, that was praised

by Lenin89 .

1.2. 1917

After the outbreak of war in 1914, quite a few textile

workers joined the forces at the fron(9o. As a consequence more

women became textile workers, taking over positions vacated by the

men. When the successes on the battlefield t\lrned out to be few and

far between, the homefront grew graduaUy restless. Strikes were on

860cbetkj, p.257.
87Ocberkj, p.256.
880cberkj, p.272.

89Kalin;nskaja oblNtoaja QC8Mizatoiia '" p. 173. The bQok br A. TQdorsk.ii is eOLiLled
GQd-. viptoykQj j plugQm and WIl9 pub1ished in 1918 br the uezdispolkom of Ves'egonsk
in 1918. Lenin refeft'ed to it in an article tit1ed "Maleo'kaia kartinka dlill vyill90eniia
bQl'shikh vQprQsov," writlen in the winter Qf 1918/1919, and posthumQus1y published
in Prayda QO November 7, 1926 (see V.I. Lenin,"Malen'kaia ltartinka dlia vyill9neniill
bol'shilth voprosov," pQlgoe .obranje socbjnenij (jzdanie pjatge). Tom 37 (iiul' 1918
matt 1919), Mo.ltva: Go.udarstvennQe izdate1'stvo PQliticheskoi literatury, 1963.
pp.407-411) .
90ChernyshQv, pA4.
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• the rise in IS1691 . After the news of the revolution in the capital

reached Tver', rebelling soldiers murdered von Biunting, the tsarist

governor of the province92. Immediately in March 1917 two guberniia

soviets were organized, one for soldiers' deputies. and one for

workers' deputies93. Initially, as elsewhere in the country. the

moderate socialists were preponderant in the workers' soviet94. In

general, Tver' guberniia seems to have been comparatively radical in

1917, probably because of its industry. which was more developed

than that in the Central Black Earth Region, for example, as weil as

its proximity to. and close connection with, the two capitals.

Meanwhile. a commissar --functioning as a sort of governor-

was appointed by the "Provisional Guberniia Executive ClJ.:J.mittee of

Tver'''. the self-proclaimed representative of the Provisional

Government in the spring of 191795. The first commissar wu the

leader of the Kadet party of the guberniia. Apart from the liberals,

there we:'e eight local Socialist Revolutionary organizations in the

guberniia. white there were still fewer than two hundred Bolsheviks,

all town dwellers96.

In the early days after the February Revolutivn the textile

workers founded their own union; in May its memhership had reached
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9tlbid., p.4S. The number of l'orbn (2S.703) that struck between January 1916 and
February 1917. however, WIIS still much SlDaller than in 1913 (lII'ound S6.000)
(KIUoia"";' obJ"ln'i. oq'pizatsjia, Ilt pp.113 ud 120).
92A1trichter, p.24; Bol'shllkoy. p.72.
93a.A. Trukan. 0kti1br' y IJe!!U'll!'oQÎ Rpuij. Moskva: "Mysl"'. 1967. pp.46J47;
A1trichter. p.24: Chernyshov. p.4S.
94Cbernyshov. p.45.
9SAltrichter. p.24; Trukan. p.53.
9l1rrutan, p.S4; Il least in March 1917. Three qu8l'ters of the Bolsheviks were ftom
Tver' (K"jnimkail obl••n.;. 01l,mZ":ri;' . p. 130).
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585 members, and in July already 5,27Cfl? ln October 1917, 13,000

workers were organized in a united Union of Texlile Workers of

'l'ver', Vyshnii Volochek, and Rzhev. ln the same momh, weavers of

the Morozov textile works in 'l'ver' seemed 10 bave cal1ed for

government by tbe soviets98.

According to Marc Ferro, factory committees of industrial

workers were comparatively weak in 'l'ver'. ln his opinion, Ibis would

indicate a strong trade union movement99 . Already in March and April

of 1917, factory committees were formed by the workers in the

'l'ver' guberniia100 . Some of the committees acquired graduaLly more

power in 1917, and forced the owners to involve them in the

management of the faclorieslO 1. Just before the Bolsbevik putsch, in

October, a conference of factory committees of the tC'wn of 'l'ver'

brought forward radical political and economic demands102 . [<'or a

while after the October Revolution ar.d the subsequent decree of the

Central Executive Committee on workers' control of NIJve mb et· 14,

1917, the workers' committees were allowed to l'un the

factories103 . Although the argument of Markov is seriously f1awed

(could a Bolshevik majority truly be discernible at the first

conferen.::e of textile workers of the Central Industrial Region in

9?N.N. Markov(ed.) and others, Profso;uz tek!iti!'sbchjkoy Kratkii jstorichesk;;
ll.cherk.,. izdatel'.tvo VTsSPS profizdat, 1963, Moskva, pp.38/39.
98T.A. Il'ina, "Ust~llovlenie sovetskoi vlasti v Tvers!:oi gubernii," pp. 5-41,in:
Tyerskaja gubernillL y peryYLg.ll.d;: soyetskoj ylasti(l91?-1220 gg Sbomjk statej i
dokumeotoy. Kalinin: Kll1ioioskoe knizhnoe izdatel'stvo, 1958, p.?
99Marc FelTo, October 191? A social hi:stacy of the Russiao Revolutian.. TrMslated br
Nonnan Stone. London, Boston and Hen/ey: Routledge & KegM Paul, 1980, p.1 n.
100Chernrshov, pp.45146.
10lIbid., p.51.
102Ibid.
103Ibid., pp.52/53.

6 1



• 1907, at a time when the split in the RSDLP was hardly pronounced,

least of all within Russia?), it is perhaps true that the Tver' textile

workers may have demonstrated comparatively radical

inclinationsl04 . Their enthusiasm for managing their own factories

after October 1917 would be presently suppressed, when the

Boishevik government could ill afford socialist experiments in the

precarious situation of the Civil War. Instead, the workers would be

disciplined in military manner by the authoritarian command system

of the organization of the economy that has been dubbed "War

Communism. "

In May 1917 elections were held for municipal duma's in Tver'

and Vyshnii Volocheklos. The combined showing of tlte moderate

socialist parties was better than that of the Bolsheviks, yet the

results revealed something of the radicalism among the guberniia's

urban population. In Tver', the Bolsheviks received 30% of the vote

and in Vysl1nii Volochek 25%, while the SR won respectively 28% and

28%, and the Mensheviks 20% and 12.5%. We are not informed about

the support for the other parties, although in Vyshnii Volochek these

received 34.5% of the votes cast. The Kadets were perhaps the

largest recipients. Around 50% of those eligible, however, did not

vote. This indicates a surprising lack of interest in political affairs

in this highly politicized period. And while the Bolsheviks

supposedly made a strong showiDg in those elections, they were
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.• unable to publish a newspaper in the gubernüa, in contrast to the

Kadets, the SRs, and the Mensheviks l06.

Demonstrations of workers took place in June, but at the time

of the restless "July Days" in Petrograd it remained quiet in Tver'107.

Then, in August, political engagement re-emerged when the soviet of

Tver' sent its representatives with troops to Rologoe --in the north

of the guberniia-- to thwart Kornilov's advance on St. Petersburg 10a.

Around this time, the first signs of starvation among the

population became evident. Extreme deprivation wouId continue to

plague the guberniia untit the introduction of tbe NEP in 1921 109. The

worst hunger descended upon the towns, where food sboltages

started to occur at the end of 1917; according to one source, more

than half of the population of the guberniia was starving in

December 1917110. Since 1913, priees had increased four to ten

times and more. As in the rest of the country, the industrial

production during 1917 dropped drastically, the aanual output

decreasing 28% compared to the output of 1913 111 . Recause of this,

the workers' wages feU as weU Il2. Raw materials and fuel became
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I06AJtricbter, p.30.
101Trukan, p.138 and p.153. Perbaps proviDg tbe point of sorne of tbe Bolsbevik
leaders in Petrograd tbat it was tao carly to mate a grab for power, since tbe rest of tbe
country was not yet ready for it.
108Trukan. p.178.
10~rukllJl, pp.I88-190: (A. 1. Moiseev et al. (eds.» Podggtoykg i lI"ove!leaie YeHkoi
0ktiabrakoj Soujalisticbeskoi Reyoliyrsii y Tyeakoi guberoii, Sbomjk dotumegtoy i
mM1erja1ov, Kalinin: Artbivnyi otdel UVD Kalininskogo oblispolkoma. 1960, pp. 21122:
A1tricbter. pp. 33/34.
110Cbernysbov, pA8.
111Ibid.• p.47.
112lbid., pA8.



• short in supply, and unemployment grew with the decrease of

production.

Marc Ferro relates a quick victory of the BolshevilCs in Tver'

province in October 1917113. It appears that the Tver' soviet of

workers' deputies had gone over to the Bolshevik side on October 16,

and was calling for the immediate transfer of power to the

sovietsll4. Still, the Bolshevik Party had earned genuine popularity

ontY in the towns of Rzhev, Tver', Kimty, and perhaps in Vyshnii

Volochek; not one Bolshevik was active in the small town of

Bezhetsk, and the Bolsheviks were u.nk.nown in the countryside

sometimes as late as OCtober and November 1917115. It would seem

that the o.n1y truly active radical organ of revolutionary fervor was

the soviet of soldiers' deputies in Tver'1I6. There is some further

evidence in the literature of the Bolsheviks' limited success in Tver'

guberniia before the October coupll7. From September 30 to October

5, 1917, the second congress of soviets of the Moscow region, in

which Tver' guberniia was included, took place. About one third of

the delegates were Bolsheviks. The soldiers' and workers' soviets of

Tver' guberniia were represented by eight delegates, on behalf of

seven soviets. O.niy two of the delegates were Bolsheviks, one was a
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Il3Fell'O, Octgber 1917, . p.132: aiso, John L. H. Keep, The RuMÏao ReyolJltjOA, A
Study jn M... MobjljzetjQll. New yarlt, 1976: W.W. NllI'ton & Comp8llY Ille..
pp. 361/362.
114Cbetllysbov. pp.51/52.
115A1trichter. p.30. Apart from tb•• one lias to doubt thlt tbe people even ÎJl the Jarger
toWllli UIIderstood wblt exaetly wu sOÏlJB 011. One docomellt of the lspoltom of the soviet of
solcliers' ud worters' depulies of Vyshnii Volocbet shows thllt it felt oblised to wam the
town' s populltiOO DOt to q.,e ÎJl riotiaB aJId posroms in ce1ebratiOII of the Oetober
revolutioJl (Kllima,t,;, obll.o';. orraoizcsii'" 1 p. 142).
116A1trichter, p.31.
II1Trubll. pp.193/194, III.d tbe tables on pp. 195 III.d 196.



• Socialist Revolutionary, one a social-democrat who did not belong to

either party faction, and four delegates were not committed to any

party. Thus, on the verge of the October Revolution, the gubemiia's

soviets were still far from supporting the Bolshevik faction.

1. 3 October 1917

It took a few days after the coup of Oetober 25-26, 1911,

before the two town soviets --reinforced by the return from

Petrograd of delegates to the Second Ali-Russian Congres! of

Soviets-- declared themselves, on October 28, 1911, as the sole

representatives of the new government in Petrograd118. The soldiers

and Red Guards seem to have given the signal for the revoit; the

garrison soldiers were instrumental in tilting the balance of power

in the soviets against the "counter-revolutionaries" 119. Troops from

Tver' gubemiia assisted in the Bolshevik coup d'état in Moscowl20. In

Oetober and November 1911, we are told by Soviet sources, in

almost every uezd of the guberniia, agitators, dispatched by the

Central Committee, helped to establish 'Soviet power'121.

Thereafter, before the end of the year, the executive commiUee of

the soviets of workers' and of soldiers' deputies of Tver' --now

united-- had to deal witb palitical oppanents to the coUpl22. In the
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118Podsatoyka. p.25; n'ina, p.8; Trultan, pp.3311332.
119n'ina, p.6; p.8. Just before the October putsch, 95'J5 of the local sanison voced for
the Bolsheviks in elewoDS for the municipal Duma, accordiDI ta Trukan, p.225.
120Il'ina, pp. 8/9.
1211l'ina, p. 6; Trukan. p.293.
122A1trichter, p.30, PodlotoyU, p.26: the unification took place in the middle of
November: ten out or fifteen members lI'ere Bolsbeviks, see D'ina, p.9.



• November eleetions for the Constituent Assembly in Tver' guberniia,

the Boisheviks received 54% of the votes ClYt, and the SR 39%123, On

December 2, 1917, the executive committee of the soviet decided io

dissolve the municipal dumal24. It, together with the guberniia land

office (zemskaia upnrr'a). continued to resist the new authorities

until the end of January 1918125.

From the beginning of Boishevik role, a new government

apparatus was created by the Tver' soviet, while the old one was

dismantledl26. Soon, starting with the forced closure of the local

Kadet newspaper, censorship was reinstatedl27. The Cheka was

organized on December 7, 1917. Already on December 20, 1917, the

valuables --gold. silver and copper-- of at least one of the

monasteries, a popular place of pilgrimage before 1917, were

confiscated by the new regimel28. This was the beginning of a series

of dramatic transformations of this monastery: it would become the

stage for several of the Soviet state's experiments, some of them

performed by the Cheka and its successorsl29. In 1920, for example,

the iron fence of the complex was dismantied and subsequently

reassembled for a cemetery for victims of the revolutionl30.
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123Kgljnjn.keja Oblgotnaia Û!J1D;zgt:lj;a .. p.149. This tnuts1l11ed into five Bolshevik
and three SR delegaleS in tbe Assembly; curiously ellO\lgh, tbere were mne vacancles
(BoI'shaltov, p.75). In the latter case, in JIÏIIe differell1 districts. none of tbe candidll1es
had received sufficlent votes 10 gain a mandllle for the Assembly.
12ofPodgotoyka, p.27.

I2SIbid.: R'ina, p.12. In ûoritsy RI/OJt'tbe soviet exec:lltive coDllllïltee defuûtively lOok
over aU atraits of tbe vu/ost' zemsblill If/Il"" on Februaty 3, 1918 (BoI'shaltov, p.75).
126I1'ina, pp.IO/1I and p.13.
127n'ina, p.13.
1280f the Nilova Hermitage neer Ostllshkov (Vladilttir Abarinov, Kgyn.kii l.ab;dgt
Moskva: Novosti, 1991, p.4S).
12%ee II1.2 for a description of sOIIIe of subsequent metamorphoses of the monastery.
130Abarinov, p.4S.
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ln December 1911, too, the soviet of peasant' deputies merged

with the soldiers' and workers' soviet, creating one united gubemiia

executive committee131. Around this time, Soviet power had been

established in aU of the guberniia's towns. The soviets were led by

Holsheviks and "left"-SRs, with the exception of 'Ies'egonsk, where

"right" -SRs temporarily assumed the political leadership in the local

soviet132. The pattern of the Bolshevik take-over in 'Iyshnii

Volochek, Torzhok, and Rzhev basically followed that of Tver'133. Il

can be suspected that the presence of representatives of the "lefl"

SRs in many of the new local governments made people accept the

new regime without too much protest. AI'ter a few months, when

most of the SRs left the government as a protest against the Peace

of Brest-Litovsk, the Bolsheviks were comparatively firm in the

saddle, and could do without the SRs. Nevertheless, the "left" -SRs in

'Iyshnii Volochek held on and would oilly leave the ispolkom of the

uezdon July 8, 1918134.

Almost everywhere in the countryside, the Boisheviks

experienced difficu1ties in establishing their power135 . This

---------
131Altricher, p.32; Il'ina, p.12.
132A1trichter, p.32; Il'ina, p.6; and see the map of Kaljnjnskoja OblailllDÏ.ll
QrgMjzatsiia ,p. 151.
133See: Il'ina, pp. 15-21; aise, on Rzhev, Keep, p.196.
134Kaljnjnskaja Qblastna;a"" p.169.
135In Bezhetsk ueze/, the SR. had the support of the "backward" peosantry. In Zubt~ov
uezd, the soviet of pellSants' deputies, formed Ils late Ils December 1917, WllS initially
controlled by the SRs. In Kashin ueztl. no Bolshevik organization eKisted ul".til the spring
of 1918. In Kaliazin ueztl, no Boishevik organization eKisted in Oetober 1917, and in
Ves'egonsk ue.e.:( the most remote district of the gubemiia, ooly in the second half of
January 1918 did soviet power (read Boishevik power, .Ithough the situation WIIS

rather muddled, because of the temporary collaboration at the time with lhe "lefl"-SRs)
become established. See Il'ina, p.27; p. 29; p.30; pp.31132; and, .gan, see the map of
K.ljnjnskai. Obla51naja Organjzaujja '" p.ISI, which seems 10 ïndicate that the
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reluctance of the peasants to declare themselves for the Boisheviks

is interpreted by a Soviet author as a sign of "backwardness" of the

Bezhetsk and Zubtsov uezdy. However, it should be understood that

they were "backward" only in the eyes of the new rulers. Before

October, compared with other uezdy, the militsiia had recorded more

incidents involving revolutionary activity among the peasantry

precisely in these Mo districts136. In Bezhetsk uezd, the Decree on

Land probably persuaded the population to agree to the

establishment of the new government, but full victory for the

Boisheviks would not be attained without bloodshed13'.

On the other hand, in Kashin ueztl, where it had been difficult

to establish Soviet power, the people showed a remarkably large

support for the Bolsheviks in the elections for the Constituent

Assembly (24,463 of the voters voted for them out of a total of

45,207 votes cast)13S. In this instance, an explanation for this

ambiguous behaviour could stem from the popularity of the first

Decrees of the Bolshevik government13g. Lenin himself deemed an

account of the takeover in Ves'egonsk uezd interesting enough to

dedicate a short review to it140.

Bobhevik lake-over in the other uezdy came severa! weeks or even months later than in
the luger towns.
136Keep, p. 195.
13'I1'ina, p.29.
13SU'ina, p.30.
13gThe panicipltion in the elections was relltively high in the uezo. since in 1916
24.000 peasant households were coWlted. and the town of Kashin probably had no more
than 8.000 inhabitants (Versbinskii, Goroda. p.53; see Table 3). Even though these
population nwnbers are Ilot complete. it seems that, if in lhe coulltryside per household
two adults had the rigbt to Vote. and perhaps three fourths of the tOWII's population. omy
a few lho\lsand in the uezddid not exert tlteir right to vole.
140n'ina, p.33: Lenin, "M&1en' wa tartina... ,": titis was the above mentiolled treltise of
Todorskü (Todorskji. God-s vinr,gY\Coj i plvgom).
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ln the case of Ves'egonsk, the ut'zt1soviet of workers',

soldiers', and peasants' deputies, apparently of "right" -SR

inclination, organized the opposition against the new government,

after having taken sole possession of power in the district. The

soviet defended the Constituent Assembly141. It armed three hundred

of its followers for this purpose. The vice-people's commissar of

intemal affairs, Latsis, embroill:!d himself in the affair, disratching

troops to Ves'egonsk to suppress the soviet; thus, the "revoit" was

quickly suppressed 142 .

Ves' egonsk' s resiSlance serves as an illustration of the fact

that residents of certain rural areas were most determined against

Boishevik rule. By comparison, the towns witnessed a relatively

smooth transition of power by virtue of severa! factors: the prior

existence of Bolshevik organizations; the presence of so!diers'

garrisons , generally inclined to support the new government due to

tbe promise of peace, and perhaps of land, too; and the superior

systems of communication, such as telegraph, telepbone, and

raUroads, linking them to news and information from Tver',

Petrograd, and Moscow.

The countryside was won with more difficulty, but the lack. of

organization among anti-Boishevik groups, the general confusion

caused by inadequate and obsolete information, tbe collaboration of

tbe left SR with the new rulers, and the promises of peace and land

made the initial establishment of Boishevik. rule still relatively

simple --except in the remote Ves'egonsk uezd. Nevertheless, Tver'

141I1'ina, p.35.
142I1'ina, pp.35136; Keep, pp.4551456.
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guberniia was apparent1y far from "Bolshevized" on the eve of the

October Revo1utionl43 . The possibly negative consequences of the

October Revolution only began to dawn upon the peasants, when

forced grain requisitions began in the countryside in 1918.

1.4 The Harly Years of Bolshevik Power and the

Civil War

The first guberniia Congress of Soviets took place on January

8, 1918144. The new regime was still not uncontested in the

province: it appears to have been rather dangerous even in Tver' for

the members of the executive committee of the guberniia soviet

(ispo/kom) to show themselves on the streets after darkl45 .

The officia! view of this period describes the Tver' peasantry as

being remarkably supportive of the new regime. At the Second All

Russian Congress of Soviets, the peasant Zhegunov. a native of the

'l'ver' guberniia (from Rzhev uez~, greeted Lenin with great

enthusiasm. Zhegunov appears in the Soviet literature to confirm the

popularity of the new regime among the peasantsl46. However, this

entbusiasm was either an anomaly or at best temporary. even though

it can be argued that many peasants welcomed the new regime

because of its promises of peace and land.

-----------
143See 1.2.
144U'jna. p.l'!.
14511'ioa, p.l'!; see as weil Kaljpjoskaja ohl"lpa;a, '" p.152.
146U'ioa, p.12; Ocberkj, pp.320/321.
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There is some evidence for this argument, if it is true, as the

Soviet historian G. A. Trukan maintains, that in elections held fOl'

peasants' soviets directly after the October putsch, the I:lolsheviks

became the largest party in twenty-five out of thirty-nine

councils I4? ln contrast one Western author maintains, that the

Decree on Land of the new regime was more instrumental in bringing

about the land redistribution than the personal initiative of the

peasants; yet, the redistribution must have been welcomed by the

land-hungry local peasantsl48 . There is evidence as we11 that the

peasants' expropriation of large landowners had started in the

summer of 1911, which would disprove the view that they were

socio-politically conservative. The peasantry's conservatism in this

matter strikes one ail the more as incongruous because, if Trukan's

account is to be accepted, in ail the gubemiia's ul!zdy. soviets of

peasants' deputies were active already in early July 1917149 . Trukan

sees the existence of these soviets as proof of the political

radicalism of the peasantry before October 1917. This lan argument

is not convincing, however, since the r'oJosl~committees had much

more political clout than the rural soviets before October. The latter

were few in number, and both urban and rural soviets displayed

little activity l50.

14?Trukan, p.324.
148Ferro, p.133.
149Trukan, p.46.
150A r'olosr'is an administrarive subdivision of an lIezd Altricbter, pp. 25/26; on the
volosrJcommittees, Altrichter, pp.28/29; on the soviets, Altrichter, p.30; also Keep,

p.195.
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• At least ail authors seem to agree that the redistribution

proceeded in a relatively peaceful fashionisi . Altrichter points out

that events in the countryside far from resembled something like

class war, but rather reflected an implementation of the peasants'

sense of justice:

However, the expropriations concerned --in the estimate
of the peasants-- in any case oaly the people, who did not work
the land with their own hands; those, who had in abundance,
while others were famished or froze; and those, wbo sold
surplus ta the outside world, although the supplies in the
village itself were not enough. After all, the local demand
should be satisfied first. The peasants did not see a difference
between the ownership of the land by either a large landowner
or the church, as they took it regardless; nor between either a
private person or the state allowing "their forest" to be felled
and taken away, as they tried to stop it; nor between either tbe
labour of Russian labourers or that of prisoners of war on the
lands of the estate owner, as they expelled both. IS2

The actual introduction of a systematized network of soviets

in the countryside, as distinct from the activity of some scattered

soviets as described by Trukan. happens rather late, during the first

balf of 1918 in the va/asti of the gubernHalS3. Subsequently, soviets

were created in the villageslS4• Here, the soviets' authority was

invested in the same people who held sway in the traditional village

meeting (skllod) in pre-revolutionary times. These meetings would

continue to govern village lire. At least until collectivization, the

villagers would ignore the soviets as much as possible. The outbreak

of the Civil War would speU the end of the villages' temporary

ISlE.,. feITo. p.132; Altrichter. p.27.
IS2A1trichter, p.28.
IS31bid., p.3S.
lS4lbid., p.36.
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autonomy from the centre, a freedom prevailing throughout the

confusion of 1917 and early 1918155 .

ln arder to mobilize forces for the war effort, a centralization

policy was introduced by the regime. This was expressed by the

introduction of the state monopoly of the grain trade in May 1918,

and in the committees of the rural poor156. Their purpose was ta

facilitate grain requisitioning by the state, which started in June of

the same year.

Dnly then did peasant opposition against the new regime begin

ta emerge. Several instances of villages revolti ng agai nst the

practice of grain requisitioning are recorded15? The government' s

effort ta create a chasm in the villages between "rich" and "poor"

peasants --by trying ta recruit the latter for the committees of the

rural poor and thus make them the executors of its policy.- had

failed long before the Soviet government's decision ta disband the

committees of rural poor in the winter of 1918·1919. The

organization of collective farms in this period resulted in simiJal'

failure 158 . Meanwhile, by 1920, almost all ioodstuffs were

requisitioned in the countryside159 .

ln urban areas, the supply of fuel and raw materials did not

improve aCter Dctober 1917, no matter how hard the factory

committees or the economic departments of the town·soviets

155Ibid., pp.36137.
156Ibid., p.37.
15?Ibid., p.39.
158Ibid., pp.39140.
159Ibid., p.37.
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atlempted ta rectify the shol'tages1M . Factories started ta barter

their products for foodstuffs in the countl'yside. ln the spring of

1918, the daily ration of a workel' in Tver' amounted to no more than

half a pound of bread a daylÔ1. Se\l<!ral groups of workers in the town

walked out. Such was the case at the raitroad-car construction

factory, where in May 191~ workers left their job because they did

not receive any food in return for their labour. High taxes were

imposed on the local "bourgeoisie" in the first half of 1~18 in order

ta cape with the expense of the growing unemployment benefits162.

From early 1918 onwards, trade unions and factory committees

attempted ta improve labour discipline in industry163. During the

second half of 1918, it became neeessary ta defend the faetories

from the frequent occurrence of thefts164.

Nationalization of factories began as early as January 1918;

however, on the whole, the larger factories were nationalized oruy

artel' the Deeree on Nationalization of the Council of People's

Commissars on June 28, 1918165. From that point onward, the

guberniia's industry would be controlled by Economie Councils, that

were organized within different sectors of industry166. By the end of

1920, the nationali zation of the guberniia' 5 industry had practieally

reached eompletion: 183 --out of 232-- factories had been

160Chernyshov, p.SS.
161Ibid., p.S6.
162 Chernyshov , pp.S7/SS.
163Ibid., pp.SS/59.
164Chernyshov, p.60.
165Chernyshov, p.60/61.
166Cherllyshov, p.62.
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nationalized, in which 93 % of a11 guberniia workers were

employed167.

Tbe Soviet state genuinely endeavoured to "civilize" the

masses during the initial post-revolutionary fervor, aLtbough tbis

was partially intended to serve immediate political purposes168. One

of these aims was to mobilize the popula1ion's support for the Red

Army. The effectiveness of these first efforts, whicb included anti

religious propaganda, tbe attempted Iiq uidation of illiteracy, and the

introduction of more modern farming practices, remains dubious169 .

It seems that the educational programs --workers' colleges

(nlbÎ.1kl) , courses taught at the factories, clubs in wbich communist

propaganda was conducted, tbe opening of more Iibraries-- had sorne

impact in the towns170.

There is no single explanation that can explain the new

regime's ability to stay in power in 'T'ver' guberniia. Different

elements played a râle. ln the Cirst place, an explanation should be

sought in the disorganization of the resistance against the

Bolsheviks.

Secondly, one can point to the satisfaction of the peasants

with the newly acquired lands, officially granted ta them in October

1917 by Lenin's government. In the final analysis, this factor might

have rallied the peasants more than the threats to political rights

167Qcherki, p.237.
168See Stepanskaia, pp.96/97.
169Stepanskaia on p.97 gives us a ratber glowing repOl't of these aetivities; see oIso her
conclusion on p.lll. Altrichtl!r shows that the success of thesl! actions WllY eKtremely
Iimited in the countl)'side, at least up to 1929, when terror was introduced on Il massive
scale to coatmllJld the obedience and attention of the people. See Altrichter, p.134, and
especial1y pp.167-174 .
170 Stepanskaia, pp.1 02-1 06.
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and freedoms proclaimed by the Provisonal Government. Such

concepts were largely alien to the peasantry anyhow. The peasants'

life took place in the village. where their families had lived for

many generations. As long as the central government did not

interfere in their daily life, they were not inclined ta aetively

oppose the statel71 . But because of compulsory grain requisitioning.

the state almost did lose the passive credit it enjoyed among the

peasantry. Scattered and uncoordinated rebellions occurred, lacking

political leadership and determination to hold out against the

Bolshevik forces; but if they were therefore unsuccessful, the fear

of more jacqueries did lead in 1921 ta the proclamation of the New

Economie Policy.

Thirdly, the enormous degree of physical and mental

exhaustion over a period of many years of war and upheaval would be

difficult to quantify. Not only were many people killed in combat,

but a large number in the guberniia lost their lives due to epidemics,

including the infamous Spanish influenzal72. In bath the cauntryside

and the towns prevlli1ed a tremendous desire to return ta "normal"

17lMaJchno's remark to Lenin in June 1918 shows that the "Green" leader mew muçh
bel1er than the self-styled leader of the proletariat how the peasants viewed the
revolution: the pellWllr)' saw it as a means to get rid of any intrusion by the outside
world in Jaça! affairs (Heller and Nekriçh, p.I07).
1720.S. Mazanov. N.A. Frolova. "ZdravooJlhranenie Tverskoi gubemü-Ka1ininskoi
oblasti za SO Jet Sovetskoi v1l15ti," in: Zdrayookhrancn;e 'Kaljgjpsltoj oblaljti zg SO let,
Moskva: Mt'Skl.lvskii raboçhii, 1967, pp.S-24. pp.9110. A œoJera epidem5ç Jtilled 155
inhabitants 01' 'j'ver' between July 13 and August 15, 1918. When this epidemiç hall
more or less subsided, the Spanish fiu toolt its place. In the seçond half of September
1918 in Bezhetslt uezd8.476 çases of infedion were registered. while 14,787 çases
were found in Tver' alone in Oc:tober 1918. FlII1hermore, eruptions of typhoid and
sma!lpox suççeeded or were çonçomitallt with these epidemiçs. In May 1919, 3.418
çases of people infeŒed with sma1lpox were registered in Tver'; typhus (spotted fever)
was registered amOllI 15,867 inhabitallts of the gllbetlliia in Cive and a half months in
1919, while typhoid (enteriç fever) infee:ted 1,990 people within the same timespan.
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life after seven years of constant battle; after al1, by the time the

Civil War had more or less ended in 1910, mil1ions of people had

sacrificed their Iives173 .

Lastly, the guberniia's geographical position was ~"lIch that it

never l'el! into the hands of the anti-Bolshevik forces; those who

chose ta revoit could only rely on their own Iimited l'orees. And

revolts did ocCUl'. at first immediately at the time of the Octobel'

Revolution, as well as later in the same, or other, areas. Al'ter il

became clear that the Boisheviks were less than supportive 01' the

peasants' plight, peasants decided ta try ta throw off the Bolshevik

yoke. In Bezhetsk ut'z~ we are told that "... the building of Soviet

power... was accompanied also later on --al'ter January 1918-- by a

very sharp struggle, armed clashes, and kulak revolts. "174

Armed revolts occured in Zubtsov ut'zd where not ooly the SRs.

but also anarchists enjoyed popular support175 . In Kaliazin ut'zd, the

"cluster of counterrevolution" was liquidated only by the summer of

1918176 .

A few other factors Explain the relative ease with which the

Bolsheviks held on to power in 'l'ver' guberniia. Particularly the

workers, but perhaps sorne peasants as weil. welcomed the new

regime's repression of the old ruling c1assesl77 . Although the

"toHers" were living in abysmal poverty. al Il:!ast the former elite,

173!t is not cleer how many of the loc::! population were killed in the First World Wor
and Civil Wtu: and the COocoAütant deprivotions, but some estimotes are os high as
twenty-five million for the territor;' of the Russioo empire (see 1.5).
1:'411'ioo, p.29.
17511'ioo, p.30.
17611'ill8, p.33.
177See Helier and Nekrich, p.85.
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sucb as tbe landowners in Vyshnii Volocbek uez~ suffered even

worse hardships l78. Keep identifies tbe factor of Moscow' s

proximity and consequent influence, as weB as tbe tradition of

militancy and social homogeneity among the factory workers, as

other elements that contributed to the support for the Boishevik

causel79 .

The Civil War was a precarious period for the Communists of

'l'ver guberniia, in spite of the fact that the territory WotS never

invaded by any Wbite Army units. By the summer of 1919, because of

the Communists' extensive mobilization for the Red Army, the

guberniia Party organization had decreased by roughly two-tbirds,

and many Party cel1s in the volasr! had been liquidatedl80 . This, and

probably the general dissatisfaction with tbe government's Civil War

polides, led to the growtb of tbe inUuence of "kulaks' in local

soviets --"kulaks" being peasants opposing the regime's policyl81.

Desertion from the Red Army became rampant around May and

June 1919; revolts against the government flared up in severa! uezt!.y

arou!'\d this time. The destitution must have been great in tbe

countryside, wbere the following :tnecdote is recorded by a

Brezhnevite sourcel82 . The head of a volosc' executive committee in

178Soo Keep, p.399.
179Keep, pp.361/362.
180Qçberk;, pp. 228/229.
181Qçberk;, p.229.

182Qçberki. pp.229/230. 'l'he testimony of M.A. Sysoe " .Jl the survey corroborated the
story; in her village. a monument was placed to commemorate these heroic fighters for
Soviet power (testimony of M.A. Sypoeva in the survey). However, she said lbat the
cause of the l:illings was to be sougllt in the requisitioning by the soviet worlters lIlDong
lbe village population. which had led to desperate poverty in lbe village. adding "What
kind of righters were lbese? People say they were monsters."
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1 Vyshnii Volochëk uezd, a certain Antonov, who had taken part in the

storming of the Winter Palace in 1917, was detained by a group of

deserters, because he refused to open up the gr-cl.nary in which bread

and salt were kept. He and Cive soviet workers were brutally beaten

up. FoUowing the death of two of them, the "bandits" proceeded to

torture the other four the next day. Mter this, the viUagers brought

all six, dead or alive. to the cemetery: the mutilated survivors were

ordert!d to dig a grave, and all were buried in it together.

It is quite likely that SR-supporters Were still involved in

stirriog up people against the regime in 1919183. Bllt these

activities hardly mattered since the revolts were the result of pure

despair among the peasantry. The authorities resorted to hard

measures: the Cheka was sent in. It divided the gubemiia into four

parts llnd allotted an armed detachment to each. Meanwhile, an

effort was mede to invülve the local peasants in political work and

to gain their SIlpport by means of propaganda. Even Kalinin bimseif

delivered a speech in the uezdof Kimry.

The regime's precarious situation in 1919 can be deduced from

the events at the fifth guberniia Congress of Soviets that opened on

June IS: only 143 communists and S4 "sympathizers"

(soc1Ji'lStvuiuslJcllJ'è), representing 42% of the total number of

delegates, were elected among the 465 voting crélegates of the

congressl84. A Soviet source teUs Ils that
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partyless delegates, tried to persuade [the peasants] to foUow

183Qcberki , p.230.
I84Qcberk;, p.2301231.
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them [the enemies), and used the fact, that mallY peasant
delegates poorly understood politics. On behalf of the fraction
of "partyless," whiGh they [the enemies) organized against the
communhts, and in which, as a matter of fact, left and right
SRs, as weil as anarchists and mensheviks apparently could be
l'ound, they insinuated counterrevolutionary resolutions on
the question of supplies and the current moment. 185

However, this moment probably represented the nadir of

Boishevik. success. ln the end, at this perhaps crucial meeting of the

Iïl'th Congress of Soviets of 'l'ver' gubernüa, the Bolsheviks were

victorious. AU Boishevik. candidates were elected in the gubispolkom

(Guberniia Executive Commitlee of th ~ soviets)186. After the

meeting, ;(llllprop groups were assigned to counter fhe desertior. in

the countryside. Concomitantly, the aid to the families of Red Army

soldiers was increased. 'l'ogether with the above mentioned Cheka

activities, these measures appear to have stopped the desertion

l'rom service in the Red Army181.

When, in October 1919, the Bolshevik Part; organized a "Party

week:" to enlarge ils membership at the height of Denikin's

offensive, 2,557 people became members in Tver' guberniia, 1,303 of

whom were inhabitants of the town of Tver'188. Although Red Army

soldiers and workers together accounted for 80% of the new

memberships, more than 16% were peasants. This was a very good

sÎi(lwing in comparison to the t'est of the Bobhevik territory in

185 Ibid., pp.230/231.
186 Ibid., p.231.
181According to BoI'shnk:ov, in July 1919, there w~re on average .ix de.erters pel'
village in Gorit.y .11/....sr'(Bol'shakov, pp.76n7). A revoit broke out when some of them
wcre arrested by lhe military commis.sr. Thirty-five Red Al'my .oldiers were
dispnlched 10 tlle di.trict to suppre.s the revoit: !Wo of the leaders of the de.erters were
executed arter its s~·,.ppre••ion.
188Qçherki.. p.232.
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Russia, where on tbe aver-age peasants represented only 7% of the

new members. The Boisbeviks' situation might have improved, hm

the population in genera1 continued to su t'fer: during the following

winter of 1919-1920, t'amine, cold, and epidemics plagued the

guberniia189.

III March 1920, the Ilumber of Party members in the guberniia

had surpassed 10,000; it sent ten delegates to the Ninth IlarlY

Congress, one of whom was A.A. Zhdanov190. Although political

opposition outside the Party had been erfectively repressed bet'ore

1921, up to the Tenth Party Congress oppositionists lo the Parly's

policies within the Party still made themsel ves heard, including in

Tver' guberniia191. Perhaps this was owing ta the Party's large

number of peasants, artisans, and employees, who tagelher t'ormed

63% of its membet·ship. Yet there is reason to doubl that lhey were

specifically respansib1e for tbe calls against bureaucracy and

inequality '",ithin the Party 192. Evidence of the warkers' more radical

attitude in comparison to that of the full-time Comm unist Parly

workers can be found in the tough baule that took place al a Itarty

conference in vyshnii Valochek in February 1921 with a group (or

groups) that defendecl the "anarchO-S)'dUicalisl platforms"193.

Vyshnii Volochek was o'ne of the most industrialized towns of the

189Particularly typhoid; Ocherki, p.243.
1900cherki. p.234.
1910cherki,. p.251.
192Ibid. One of the few "gonuine" workers in the P1lrty leudership, Shliupnikoy, WU" ut
this lime a/so subscribing to an opposition platform.
1930cherkj . p. 253. The~e platforms were probably those oC Shliapnikoy's and
Kollontai's "Workers' Opposition," and of that of the "Democratie Centralists" (Cor
these, see for example Fitzpatrick, The Cultural Front, pp.26-30).
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, Tver' guberniia, in which textile factories had already appeared

around 1860.

Regardless of this, the decr~e on Party unitY at the Tenth

Party Congress made a.on inner-Party opposition virtually

impossible after March 192P94. Concurrently, the New Economie

Policy (NEP) was announced at this Congressl95. The government had

been forced to abandon its oppressive policy towards the

countryside as enforced under War Communism, because of growing

peasant resistance. In Central Russia the most outspoken example of

thi:: was the celebrated Antonov "ebeUion in Tambov province.

Peasant rebellions also erupted in Tver' guberniia: at least one such

"green" revoit occurred in the uezd of Novotorzhokl96.

1.5. The NEP Period

Recently some demographers estimated that perhaps more

than twenty-five million people died ~s a result of, World War l, the

Civil War, and the subsequent famine in the Sc.viet Union between
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194Mosbe Lewin. Lenio's Lut S!rJIggk. Translated from the frencb by A.M. Sheridan
Smith. London: Pluto Press, 1975(1968 1), pp. 12/13. p.32.
19SHeller. Netricb. p.1I4.
1965ee Helier and Netricb. pp. 1051106; Ocherkï, pp.25!lil.51: PUo. 147/11527.
1.129. A Suslovand A.fomlJl note that in the villlge of Kovsbinovo a ".kulak" revolt look
place in July 1919, whicb might be another revoit or thl) same one (ASusiov. A l'omm,
Torzbok j ego okresQOlti. Moskva: Mostovskü rabochü. 1983. p.7!) According to ~.A.

Altbov. in 1923 or 1924 a revoit eropted in the town of Korcheva. wben de-kulakization
was takïlli place (•.estimony of N.A. Altbov in the survey). It is likely that he melUlt
19331934. because no de-kulakization. accordilli to ail evidence. was condue:ted in
1923-1924. Korcheva. by the way. would be flooded in 1936, when the Volga-Mos1tva
canal wu being built. and its inhahitants moved tu Konaltovo (testimony of N.A. Altbov in
the survey).
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1917 and 1922197. Economically, the Civil War had left the gubcmiia

prostrate: there were shortages of grain, salt, and matchesl98.

Bartering had established itself as the preponderant way of trading.

The announcement of the NEP led to a temporary re-emergence

in the Tver' gubemiia of the SR party. and possibly of the Mensheviks

and the anarchists; around this time, the "left" -SRs were even able

to publish the journal "Tl1Ido~'lIill mysJ" for a while l99 .

Although the use of terrer was largely absent from the life of

Tver' guberniia until collectivization, Solzhenitsyn has pointed out

that in Tver' during the early 1920s a trial took place against

Orthodox priests200. Since 1917. the Church experienced a relentless

assault by the Boisheviks. The plunder of the Nilova Hermitage in

1917 has already been described. It is unc1ear whether Solzhenitsyn

refe-v specifically ta the trial of twelve monks of the Nilova

Hermitage near Ostashkov, occuring probably in 1928, just after the

state had closed the monastery. or another earlier tria12ûl . The

transformation of the Boris and Gleb moo.astery in Torzhok inta a

transit camp appareutly occurred during or soon after the Civil

War202.

197y.Z. Drobizhev, lu. A. Poliakov, "htoricbesltaia demografiia-vazhnoe napravlenie
JIlIucbnyltb issledovanii," in: {v.s. LeJ'cbuk(ed.)}, Istorlki "poriat, TrioadtSlll' besed.
Mosltva: Politizdat. 1988. ppA61 ·480, pp.468/469.
1980cberti. p.250.
1990cberk j, p.25S.
200A.I. SolzhenitSYll. The Gu1ae Arcbipelago 1918-1956, An ExperjmeDt jn Li!eraQ'
Investigation. P8l't 1-11. New York, Evanstoll, San Francisco, London: H.-per & Row,
1973. p.32S.
20lVladimir Abarinov. KlII:"oskii I.abjrint, pAS.
202See Solzbenitsyn. Tbe Oullg" , Palt IIFIV, p.74.
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• Indeed, organized religion seemed to have been one area that

was never Left alone by the authorities in the 1920s. Anti-religious

propaganda increased during the NEP period. In 1921 in the town of

'l'ver', forty-Cive places of worship still operated: forty-one

Orthodox and two Catholic churches, one synagogue, and one

mosque203 . In the guberniia a further twenty diverse sects were

active. But these houses of worship and religious groups began to

disappear rapidLy in the 1920s. Chapters of the Union of the God1ess

were created at this time204. Church valuables were confiscated on ?

large scale once again ;n 1921, in connection with the efforts to

bring relief to the famine sufferers along the Volga20S. This famine

itself seems to have bypassed Tver' guberniia206 •

Even in the towns, religious feelings had not disappeared

overnight arter the Boishevik takeover: in 1925 the Central Councit

01' the Trade Unions in Moscow felt obliged to criticize the religious

sentiment among factory workers207 . The local trade un;ons

promised to increase the level of anti-religious propaganda.

84

attacks on the Church were persistent, it would

Nevertheless, at the end of the 1920s

in Vyshnii Volochek

Although these

still disturbed the

proselytizing

Party20S.

Protestant sects

•

be wrong to condude tbat tbey automatically further antagonized

the population's view of the regime. In all likelihood, the.
2030cherkj, p.258.

204Ibid., p.259.
20SIbid.• p.267.
206Bol'shakov, pAl, footnote 2.
207Chris Ward. Russja's CQtloQ-Workers and the NeW Econom;c Poliçy: Shqp-Floor
Culture and Stote Poli,)' 1221-1229, New York: Cambridge UP, 1990, p.118.
20SWl\rd. pp. 1221123.
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institutionalized church Liid not enjoy strong popuhr-ity among the

OIUrJt{ ant' the destruction of the OrthOdOlC Church's organization

after 1917 did not lead to significant protest in the gubernüa209.

Altrichter describes the Church's weak position in the

countryside2IO• Previouuy, the Church's hierarchy had functioned as

a branch of the tsarist bureaucracy, and the image of the priesthood

was rather tainted by 1917. Also, popular religion in the countryside

had retained many semi-pagan traditions that were unfavourably

judged by official Orthodoxy. The peasants' religion could be deemed

a hybrid of Russian Orthodoxy and popular magic21t . A female

activist relates how women in the countryside fell under the

influence of anti-soviet "preachers", sectarians, and witch doctors

during the 1920s212. Russia had never undergone a proselytizing

renewal of its religion such as the Reformation or Counter

Reformation elsewhere in Europe. which caused some elements of

popular religion to survive long after they had disappeared in the

West.

Still, the village priests retained a role in the rural

communities during the 1920s213. Because of the disappearance of

the Church's organization, these priests were elected at the village

meetings. The village community accorded an elected priest some

land, foHowing the local custom of land distribution. He augmented

209Altrichter. p.112.
210AltrichtP.i·, p.91.
2ltSee Alltichter, pp.116/t17 for instance.
212Sçhyt'e 1 n,mi. p.36.

213Altrichter, p.112.
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his income by charging fees for the performance of certain religious

ceremonies214 .

Although the regime engaged in atheist propaganda in the

19205, 5uch a program was not very effective in the countryside.

since it relied heavily on literary means and the readership of the

guberniia rural newspaper was small in the countryside2 15 .

Moreover, the rather sophisticated character of the religious

criticism on its pages was too far removed l'rom the peasants'

reality. In the villages, women persisted in relying on traditional

religion rather than accepting the vision propagated by urban

Communist emissaries216 . It seems that Communist criticism

completely failed to understand the unorthodox elements of popular

religion, and the seminal stature of traditional rites; the peasantry

did Ilot worship dogma and the Bible217. The ceremonies maintained

their traditional position in the community's life: in the south-east

of the guberniia --on the whole, the m'Jst modernized area of the

province-- almost ail births, weddings, and deaths were

accompanied by the appropriate Church ceremony218. Popular magic

and natural healing methods continued to be practised, also because

there was a shortage of doctors in the countryside219 . The

proliferation of these traditions in the councryside often undermined

the authorities' combat against epidemics, in particular syphilis220 .

214Ibid., p.116.
215 Ibid.. pp. 115/116.
216Scbust'e S Dami, p.37.
217Altrichter, p.118.
218Bol'shakov, p.142.
219Altrichter. pp. 118-122: Anokhinll, Shmelevll, p.250.
220Altrichter. p. 122.
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Besides the attack on the Church, the Soviet ~"tate exiled in the

NEP period most of the remaining former landowners, who had

already lost their estates in 1918. In 1925, 181 of them still

resided in the guberniia, on a fraction of their property which they

had been a110wed to keep221. Their number diminished even more in

that year:

As a result of the work of the commission on the
banishment of former pomesbclu1::s, a part of the pomesbdJJ1::s,
who had remained on their property in 1918, were exiled in
1925. The use of hired labour on their farm and anti-soviel
conduct served as motives for their banishment.

In several cases the commission acknowledged the right
of pomes1Jcbiks ta continue ta use the land and property.222

Apart from these ominous events, the state's interference in

the life of its citizens generally l~sened aft~r 1921, and a certain

tranquillity reigned in the guberniia during the 1920s. The last

tremor for a while of the revolutionary events was felt with the

influx of refugees from the famine in the south and soutb-east into

the guberniia in the second half of 1921223.

As before 1917, the eastern part of the guberniia remained

substantially more industrialized than the west in the 1920s224. In

this respect, the gap between the province's east and west would

remain a permanent feature of the territory's economic geography,

and would become furtber emphasized by the devastation inflicted

upon the western part during World War II. In sorne ways, tbis

221See N. S. Zhuravleva, "Kon!iskatsüa pome5bçhiçh'ikh imeDÜ v Tverskoi gubemii v
1917-1918 gg.", IstoricbeskH Z'pjski. 29(1949), pp.48-64, p.58.
222Ibid., p.59.
223A1triçhter, p.41.
224see A1ampiev, pA
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everywhere with misunderstanding. lack of interest. scepticislll. :\11(1

rejection230 .

Throughout this dissertation. the term ·pt.>asant· is being

applied to a person who cultivates the land231 . 'Peasant' corresponds

to 'kolkhoznik' and the Iike l'or the post-I929 era...... IPleasallls

dil'fer chiefly from l'armers in that they have the;,' own distinctive

'part culture' or sub-culture and regard agliculture :tS a way of life

rather than a business. "232 In George Jackson's opinion. in l'urther

distinction to farmers, peasants are a1I0tted a low socio-econom ic

status; they live in a famiJy household closely connected with their

neighbours in the village; they comprise the most numerous social

group ("c1ass"); and others dispossess them of the bulk of their

produce233. The last distinction, however, does not apply ta the Tver'

peasantry during NEP: in the 1920s, the peasants consumed most of

their agricultural output themselves234 . Only al'ter collectivization

would the largest share of the peasantry's produce be appl'Opriated

by the state. According to Jackson's terms, until Stalin's death :\lHI

even al'ter , the cultivators of the soil undoubtedly remained

peasants.

During the 1920s, these peasants had an almost diametrically

opposed view of al'fairs l'rom the Holsheviks:

230A1trichter. pA8.
231George D. Jackson, Jr., "Pensant Politicnl Movements in ElISlern Europ.... in: H.nry
Lnndsberg.r (ed.), 1!.Y.rnJ.....erolest: PeasllDt Movemen1LMd Social ChllDgJ:. London. N. Y.:
Macmillnn, 1974, pp.259-315. p.273.
2321bid.
233Ibid.
234See 1.6.



•

•

For the Boishevik policy and propaganda, Party cells and
village soviets were the main focus, [but] in the everyday life
of the village they were ephemeral phenomena, in the same
way as the village paper, the agitator l'rom the city, or the
isolated collective farms. 235

The mentality of the peasant was based on a system of norms

and rules that had nothing to do with the idea of social classes, but

were rather grounded in the idea of the homestead (dvol) and the

family236. Life did not centre around the state, but around the village

community. LInder Khrushchev, one female activist, employed in the

g uherniia women' s department in the 1920s (gubzûenotdel) ,

described the difJïculties shI" experienced in bringing the message

ta the women in the villages:

The work among the peasant women was di ffi cult. The
men did not let the women go ta the meetings. The kulaks, for
fun, bothered and threatened the more advanced women with
punishments. The following situation cames to mind. When in
the Trestenskaia FO/ost' of Bezhetsk uezd one peasant woman
was elected ta the soviet, her husband became abusive, waved
with his hands and screamed that she would regret it.... The
kulak agitation and the backwardness of the peasant women
strongly hindered our work.23?

Some effort was certainly made to combat iUiteracy during

the 1910s: in 1914-15, 17,000 iIliterate people were taught ta read

and write, and in 1915-26, 46,000238. How effective this teaching

was remains ta be seen. A Soviet source cites the level of literacy

235Altrichter, p.'l9.
2361bid., p.49.
23?5.dJast'e s pami, p.33.

2380cberki. p.258.
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.. in 1920 to be 46% for the guberniia, and in 1926 at 52.6%: in the

Tver' o1Tugin 1929, 56% of the people were literate239.

Illiteracy was widespread, and the contents of the literate

population's reading material must have upset the Communist

authorities. In most families in whieh someone managed to read, he

(or less often, she) read the gospel, prayer books, or saints' lives

aloud to the other family members240. In this eonneetion, Altriehter

points again to the state's weak influence over the village, and the

reluctanee to use force to make the population comply with its

polleies in the 1920s241. Around 1923, only every seventh

eommunity in the eountryside had a primary school. less than in the

last pre-World War 1 school year. The number of primary

schoolteaehers was also less in the early 19205. It and the number

of schools Ooly would reach prewar levels at the end of the decade.

It is possible that, in the first half of the 1920s, the number of

illiterates was higher than before the war242. Through the fait ure to

oblige school-age ehitdren to attend classes, even towards the end

of the NEP period, perhaps more illiterates proliferated annually

than people edueated by the special literacy projects243. In the

survey, quite a few respondents tumed out to be semi- or even fully

9 1

,
239Korzun, Pl!OlY" '" p.95.
240Anokhina, Shme1eva, p.183.
241Allrichter, p. 169: a recent Soviet publication confirms the low leve1 of education in
the countryside (M. G. Pankratova, Sel'skai. zbeMbchiog v SSSR, Moskv.: "MY!l1' " ,
1990, pAO). Towards 1940 the majority of the rural population had about three ta
four years of elementary scbaol at most, according to Pankratova.
242Altricbter, p.170. Bo1'shakov warned in 1924 that illiteracy among cbildren of
school-going age in Goritsy volost' was on the increase (Bo1'sbakov, p.8).
243A1trichter, p.171.
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illilerale if lhey were barn befare roughly 19252~~. Most village

schaal s were slill composed of only lhree or four grade levels; lhere

was a lack of malerials such as nOlebooks and lextbaaks2~5. Many

pupUs did nol acquire more lhan a mther 'dementary knowledge:

q uite a few girls --as was canfirmed in the interviews-- attended

schoal for only one or two years, and "... even thase who left after

third grade, were of~.r.n still hall' -literate. "246

Consequently, women tended ta be less literate than men2~1.

Literacy was further impeded awing ta the rather short schoal year

in the countryside, because the children were obliged ta help with

the work in the fields248. Many peasants were reluctant ta expose

their children ta an education, since they were unsure of the

benefits that would derive from it, and feared the inlluence of the

regime's ungodly ideas. [n the census of [926, 122,000 illiterates

between the ages of fifteen and thirty-four were found in the

guberniia: [9,000 men and 103,000 women, translating into more

than 5% of the total population249. This c1early illustrates the

traditional Jack of interest of a large part of the population ta send

specifically their daughtel's ta school. In tbis respect, the results of

my survey of 1992 confirmed, on the one hand, the deficiency of the

education of many of the respondents. On the other hand, these

iIIiterate or semi-Iiterate people, sons and daughters of peasants

2448cc VIII. 6.
245 AIlrichtcr, p. 170.
2461bid.. p.170.
2411.D. KorzuD, ~~, p.95.
248Altrichtcr, p. 170.
249Korzun, PerY)'e ,p.96. Of course, most of those above thirty-four wcre illiterale.
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suspicioüs of the state, would acquirt! a view of educ'Ilion that was

completely the opposite to that of their parents: the)' woulcl <llmost

ail praise the "free" Soviet educational system, <lnd the possibilities

it had offered their own children250. Inevitably. in the towns and

"urban type settlements" school <lltendance was more strictly

observed and literacy was higher, e>'en before 1917; in 1926.

however, only 286,305 people out of a total of 2,242.350

inhabitants (13%) Iived in these (semi- )urban surroundings according

to the census251 .

Economically, the rural dwellers' highest priority was ta

secure their own and their family's existence, rather than to proc\uce

the largest possible surplus and reap the highest possible profits by

selling the produce on the market252 . Among the peasal1lry . the

persistance of a pre-industrial mentality can be discerned. with a

strong dislike for any change253 . Still. caution should be exercised in

summarily assessing the peasants' economic menta!ity in the 1920s,

since insufficient research has been done in the archives on the

subject. Certainly. much of l'ver' guberniia's male population hac!

become somewhat politicized through their army service in the First

Wortd War and the Civil War. These men must have intluenced the

way of thinking in the villages upon their return l'rom the army.

--------_._.-
250See VIII. 6.
251Vershinskii, A., Zolotarev, D., Nase!enie Tyerskogo kraia, Tvec' , 1929, pp. 12/13;
Koczun, brvy~, p.95.
252Altrichter. p. 100.
253Compare C. G.A. Clay's description of the mentality of the English peasanlry in the
early 16th cenlury, C. G. A. Clay, Economjc Expansion and Social çhan~glaod 1500
1700 Volume 1 People....LlII1ll..lIwI.... Cambridge: Cambridge ur, 1984. pp.60-67.
and particularly pp.63 and 64 on their conservatism.
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Aparl l'rom lhe produce l'rom lheir lands, many peasanls

derived a large part of lheir income l'rom non-agricullural pursuits.

One sourct' goes as far tG say tbat, in general, tbe basic income of

lhe peasanlry in this area was formed not by agriculture, but by

olher employment254. This c1aim carulOt be taken at face value, as no

numbers are given to prove the point, and Sergeev tries ta justify

collecl.ivization --supposedly introducing a more modern and

rali:mal metbod of agricultural production-- with tbe help of tbis

stalement. It is unclear whether Sergeev tried to account for the

peasants' moneyed incarne alone, It is obvious that the peasants did

not generale much money l'rom the sale of agricultural production on

the market, because they consumed the largest sbare of tbeir

produce themselves. 'l'herefore, Sergeev's argument might hold if be

looked strictly at tbe cash incarne of tbe peasants' housebolds, but it

would seem to be a rather weak premise for defendin,;;

coll ectivi zatioll.

He tbat as il may, t1le number of migrant 01' seasonal labourers

and of people engaged i'l cottage industries swelled in the course of

lhe 1920s255 . Tbese workers came into contact with the world

beyond the village. This surely must have influenced their

We/(;/nsch;wun",11 and habits and, indirectly, those of their neigllbours

in the village. For example , in the 1900s, the lure of urban taste had

254Sce G.S. Sergeev, "Sel'skoe khoziaistvo tsenlral'no-promyshlennogo raiona v 1921
1929 gg.", pp. 239·274, in: J.z....pmilil.llgo i naslojasbcbego KaHnjnskoj oblasti
(llltmiko- kraevedcheskii sbornjk), Vyp. l, Moskva: "Moskovsltii rabocbii", 1965,
p.267. Allricbler denies this: in bis opinion, tbis was the case before 1914, but
certainly nol in lhe 1920s (A1trichler, p.79). Sergeev seems to have been trying to find
anolher justification for col1eclivization in exaggerating the lack of economic viability of
thc small subsislcnce-Ievel farm.
255Scc 1. 6 as weIl.
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become alre<1dy strong enough to awaken an interest among the

peasantry to acquire wooden beds, divans, and so on256 Postcards

and prints were displayed on the walls, and colton curtains were

hung in front of shelves, the stave, and the beds.

During the Civil War, lhe sown area had undergone .1 dnlslic

reduction t'rom 753 )30 hectares (691 ,039 desùllùJ:~ in 1916

which already was significamly smaller than in 1913-- 10 595,R70

hectares in 192oa5? The relative prosperity 01' the peasanlry cornes

to light through the fact that in 1925 the sown area reachetl

961,270 hectares, exceetling the size of the sown area in 1913 by

4%. In 1928, the sown area had grown once more, this time by 20%

compared to 1924, or 10% compared to 1925258 . 86% of the peasanls'

l'arms remainetl small during the 1920s: they had l'rom one lo l'our

and a half hectares 01' crop land at their disposaI, depending as li rule

on their family's size259 . Furthermore, the peasants used sorne

meadows and sometimes a patch of forest. Grain crops represented

by far the most frequently sown crops, even more 50 than before

1917, covering 80% of the sown area in 1923260 . Rye rdtetl as the

most important crop. followed by barley and oats. Flax, a widely

sown industrial crop in the guberniia before 1917, ollly accounted

for 9% of the cultivated lands in 1923. Nevertheless, the cultivation

of flax during the 1920s did ri se to 12% of the sown area in 1927

256Anokhil1a, Shmeleva, p.113,
25?Qcberki, p.250 and p,291; compare ta A1trichter, Tabelle XXII[, p.222, who give~ u
slightly smaller sown area for 1916 and a sligbtly larger one for 1925 (the difference
is less than 2'1b in both cases),
2S8A1trichtcr, p.78 and Tabelle XXIII, p.222,
259Ibid., p.74,
260Ibid., p.77.
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and 1928261. The 1920s also witnessed a significant increase in the

farming of potatoes, vetch, and clover. During the period, potato

cultivation doubled; the sowing of vetch and clover taken together

even increased l'ive times. The tilling of the land was hampered by

the fact that most peasants still held many small-sized plots,

distributed ail around the village's lands. Stolypin's refOlms of 1907

to consolidate the strips had but tiule effect262. Even if the

consolidation had been executed in some areas before 1917, then

l'rom February 1917 onwards it was largely undone during the

redistribution period --in particular after the October Revolution.

Gr:tdually, ululer pressure from the authorities, the lands were again

surveyed, regulated, and consolidated in the 1920s, and the splitting

up came to a hait: at the end of 1928, 46.1 % of a11 lands were

consolidated263 .

Notwithstanding this rationalization, peasants still practised

the three-course crop rotation system on their consolidated

lands264. One-third of crop lands was lying fallow every year. At

least 75% of the Tver' peasantry still followed the traditional

rotation system of tillage at the end of the 1920s. The harvest

yields were extremely low on average: about five times the amount

of grain sown was collected at harvest time265 . This is about the

same yield as in Germany in the second hall' of the 18th century266.

261lbid., p.78.
2621bid., pp.74175.
263Ibid., p.75.
2641bid., p.76.
26S1bid., p.77.
266See Jan De Vries, The Economy. of Europe in an Age of Cri.i" 1600-1750.
Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1976, p.35.
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.. Clover and vetch began to be sown on the fallow during the 1920s,

thus reducing its total size, and making a first step toward an

improved form of the three-course rotation system --a system

called "alternate husbandry" in the 17th century, when it. already

was practised in Flanders267.

In the 1920s the livestock in the guberniia grew: fl'om 1920 to

1928 the number of horses increased from about 360,000 to

480,000, of "strong homed cattle" (bovines) from 795,000 to

991,000, and of goats and sheep from 1.1 to 1.5 million268. On

average, in 1928, ninety-five draught horses were counted per

hundred households, less than the 110 of 1913269. The graduai

increase of the livestock was interrupted at times, since the size of

the herd was dependent on the harvest results each year. In case of a

bad hay harvest, the number of cattle iell. Peasants were forced to

seH off some of their animais due to a shortage of fodder crops.

As late as 1920, only sixty-six ploughs per hundred households

were counted in the countryside270. Seasonal work was widespread

during NEP, altbough its incidence was less than before the First

World War: in 1920, 10 l,079 permissions for departures outside the

guberniia were issued by the administration; in 1925, 6% of the

rural population worked seasonaHy in the cities271. ln general, in

spite of the addition of the land of the former large landowners, the

sown area of many a peasant l'emained too small to provide for an

97
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267A1trichter, p.78; De Vries, pAO.
268A1trichter, p.72.
2691bid., p.73.
2700cberki. p.264.
2711bid., p.26S; p.292.



strips of land, the narrowness of the strips, and the remoteness of

the lands, "272

• existence much above subsistence level, because of " the many
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The rractice of recJivision of lands among members of the

family could lead 10 a tense situation, especially if the small

amount of land that barely supported one household was split into

two, al'ter which neilher part was able to support a household273 .

Agriculture remained largely at subsistellce levels: animal

husbandry and crop cultivatioll mainly supplied the peasallt's OWll

household with foodstuffs274 , [11ax and dairy products were sold on

the market in fairly substantial amounts. However, around 1915 only

10% of ail gross agricultural production was sold on the market.

Certain individuals in the countryside prospered under NEP275. They

are dubbed "kulaks" in official Soviet historiography in order ta

justify the subsequent events, specifically the "liquidation of the

kulaks as a cl ass".

They [ulose "kulaks"], together with former
pOFnt'sncniki, impeded the execution of land-tenure
regulations, rented out land at debt-slavery terms ta the
bedniaks, created l'aIse cooperatives, traded in stalls and at
markets .276

2?2Ib'd '651 ., p._ .
2?3Altricbler, pp. 128/129.
2?4Ibid., p.78.
2750ne eal'1y perestroika publication on lhe Tv"r' oblast' undennined the thesis of the
incrcuse of the kulaks, by stuting thut during NEP the number of bedniok households
sytematicall)' deereosed, ."hile the number of seredniok households wos on the
increase(Kaljnioskaia obln5!M;1! ol:glloizatsiil! ,p.2IS). This opinion is c10ser to that
of Altricbler(see below).
27600eclù, p.265.
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This seems ta be an extreme distOLtion of the truth, when 0.4%

of ail households had mOL'e than two draught horses, ancl 85% of ail

households had just one or two cow~:Z?7. The guberniia neilher hall

man}' "Iandless labourprs"( b:lfmk}j: 53,000 in 1928, or "bout 2.5 to

3% of the total population in the coumryside2?8. Most of the batr.tks

eitller worked as village herdsmen or, in the case of "dolescent

women. as nanllies279. In the same }'ear 25.000 people workecl as clay

labourers at harvest time280 . It is hard to equate these 78.000

peor-Ie in ail as some kind of a "rural proletariat," bec.tuse a

systematic use of hired hands in agriculture was almost non·

existent. The Sùviet image of collecti vization as a l'orm of c1ass

nruggle, in which village proletal'ians and haH-proletarians uni~ecl

against the "kulaks", in the wake of '.vhich the middle peasants

joilled the poor, was entirely false281. The organizalions of the

landless labourers and of the poor peasants remained m;trginal in the

1920s. Most households even had a surplus of labour: there was

sim ply not enough wade for ail family members during long peri,)ds

of the yeal'.

Agriculture seemed ta have quickly recovered l'rom the trials

and tribulations of the previous period: the average harvest results

of Iye, oats, barley, flax, and potatoes, the basic crops of the

guberniia, were markedly higher in 1924 than the annual average

277 Altrichter, p.73.
278Ibid., p.81.
279Ibid., pp.81/S2.
280lbid., p.82.
281Ibid., p.159.
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yields of the fiveyear period l'rom 1910 to 1915282. There were

almost 150,000 more cows, and more than 50,000 more horses in

1924 compared ta 1916. IL is clear that agriculLure recuperated

l'rom the devastation of the Civil War 'nuch ear1ier than industry. In

the 19205, the former se CLar pelformed economicatly much better

than the latter: while in t 924-1925 facLary output was at 80% of

its prewar level, the total prllduction of agriculture in 1925 had

already reached 93% of that level283 .

The enthusiasm for the new regime was not large in the

countryside, especially if one measures by the yardstick of

panici pati on in the dections for the local soviets in the

countryside: in 1922, ontY 24.8% of the voters took part, in 1923,

41.8%, and in 1925, 51. 1%, indicating that nevertheless participation

was on the rise284 .

1.6 Sorne Aspects of Daily LiCe in the Countryside

Life in the Russian village in the 1920s was based on

traditions and customs which had been forged over an extremely long

period. Only recently certain aspects of it had begun ta change as a

consequence of the intensified acquaintance of the rural population

with a mOl'e modem, urban society.

2820cherki, p.271.
283Ibid., p.291.
2841bid., p.263.
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.. The peasants Iived in wooden houses with straw or shingled

roofs constructed by the villagers themselves28s. Through the

abundance of wood in the forests of the north of the guberniia, the

houses tended to be somewhat targer there than in the south. The

villages were comparatively sma!! in size286. The small village of

about thirty to fortY houses, sometimes less, remained preponderant

in the province long after collectivization287. The lay-out of the

village was typical for settlements of the East Slavs since ancient

times: the houses were placed in a single row. facing a lake, river.

or road288. Recause of the rural overpopulation, the peasants were in

the habit of building tbeir bouses very close to eacb otber, as it was

hard to fiad a plot of free land289. Adult children were incliaed to

erect a bouse on the plot where their parents' house was located. As

t 0 t

,

28SSee Altricbter, pp. SI-72 and 92-95. One of Altricbter's sources is the work of
A. M. Bol'shakov. Bol'sbakov conducted in tbe 1920s field-resean:h in an anthropologica/
manner --be actual1y lived for severa! years as a pensant among the peasantty of
Goritsy J'Dlost'of Kimry uezd His work is a/so used in a recent work by a Soviet author
(pankratova. Sel'stgj, zbensbcbjo,.. " e.g.• p.35ff). Bol'sbakov, Soyetskaja dereyoia, is
the first publication in wbicb the autbor gave a description of peasant life on the basis of
bis "anthropological" resean:h in Tver' guberoiia. Kerblay gives a similor desçription
for the peasants' bouses in the 19th century in Smolensk guberoiia (Kerblay,
pp.38/39).
286Anolthina, Sbmeleva, p.78.
287Anokhina, Sbmeleva, p.78. Around 1960. tbese authors noticed that the size of the
villages bad remained basicaUy uncbanged. even after the two waves of amalgamation of
collective famlS into larger ones --in 1950 and in Khrusbcbev's time; the small siZl:
was appareDtly typical for Tver' guberoiia (ibid.. p.80). Compare also to Altricbter,
Tabelle Ill, p.202. Kalinin oblast' seemed ta bave beeo rllther exceptional in preserving
the typical small village even after collectivization (see Anoltbina. Sbmeleva. p. 80). ln
1960. stiJl aroum! two-tbirds of the villages in the Kalioin oblllllt' bad less tban 100
inhabitants (Tseatrg!'pyi RgiDA, p.S26).
288Anokhina, Sbmeleva. pp. 82/83. Again. in tbe early 19605 the s&me grouping of
houses could still be found in the Kalinin obllSl' along tbe Volga or on Lake Seliger.
289Anokhina. Shmeleva, pp. 83/84.
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a consequence, once fire broke out in a village it frequently meant

the destruction of ail the buildingsl90.

Typically, the houses were graced with small windows in the

frontl91 . The floor was raised from the ground: one reached the

living, eating, and dining room --all in one-- by ascending the steps

outside, turning a corner, crossing a roofed landing, and turning

another corner, before arriving at the entrance of this communal

room. The room was thus sheltered from direct exposure to the cold

winter winds. In the room the all important stove was located: on it,

the coolting was done, and along it, the members of the household

slept on benches. Some even made their bed on the top of the

stovel9l . In the coldest winter period, the young cattle were kept

often for several weeks in the same room as its owners.

There was not much furniture in the "living" room: a table, a

cupboard, a pair of chests, a small mirrorl93. Most windows did not

have curtains. Along the sides of the room benches were placed. A

little shelf hung on the stove with pots, plates, and cutlery.

Sometimes an area next to the stave was separated ta make it

funcLion as a distinct ltitchen area. People slept on straw

mattresses, on the floor, on the stave, or on the benches. Most

peasants owned hanlly any bedding at aIl. As late as the 1920s the

peasants took the greatest pride in the icon corner, located in the

front of the room, next ta the windows. In notthern areas people

190Anokhioa, Shmeleva, p. 84.
19lAltrichter. p.Sler.
19lRicbcd Pipes, RUDi' Uoder the O!d Regime. New York: Cbartes Scribner's Sons.
1974. p.143.
293Altricbter. p.Slff.
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• often had two rooms; however, one of them was mainly used ln

summertime, and then mostly to receive guests.

Behind the living room the courtyard and stables could be

found, both covered by a roof: here the cattle was staUed and the

agriculturat tools were kept294. A small granary and a haystack, and

sometimes a threshing fioor, or perhaps a bathhouse, were located

between 50 to 250 meters to the back of the house and stables. For

fear of fire. in between was the uSlJd'ha, the plot, where

horticultural crops were cultivated. Traditionally, almost every

generation witnessed the family house burn to the ground29S.

In the post-1917 years much construction took place in the

countryside296. No restrictions were enforced --although the state

continuously threatened to do 50-- with respect ta the cutting of

wood in the forests. The peasants built up a reserve for the time

that the free lumbering wauld be brought ta an end by the

autharities, which was apparently expected. A lack of iron nails,

clamps. and other Metal building matenals was nat a prablem, as

the peasants knew haw to manufacture waaden substitutes for

these. The villagers were just as self-sufficient in the manufacture

of ather consumer gaods, sueh as elathes, tablewear, and eeramic

pots297.
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294Altricbter, p.S6ff.
29SIbid., p.S7.
296A1tricbter, p.S9: compare to Anoltbina. Sbmeleva, p.79.
297Trac1itionall)', cJotbes were made from flu in the Tver' province (Bol'shaJrov, p.18).
Wooi and leatber from the household' 5 cattle could be used to malte boots and warm outer
clothiag (ibid., pp. 18/19). In 1920, wben the imernal ma-tet hall almost completel)'
coUapsed in Tver' gubemiia as a result of the Civil War. most Gorits)' ",'oJt'peasaDts
bad no c1ifficulty in returlling ta bome-manufaeturing of clothes. etc.
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Initially, collectivization would not change the physica1

appearance of the villages very much: even a Soviet source had to

admit that the possibilities of improving one's homestead only

emerged after the amalgamation of the kolkhozy in the 1950s298. In

dress, the turmoil since 1917 was reflected in the habit of Many

men to wear their Red Anny clothing, which was emulatOO by the

youth299. Some women showed their solidarity with the Communist

regime by donning a red kerchiepoo.

A peasant household sheltered, as a rule, f1ve to six members.

Around 50% of the households were of this size in 1920, while 20%

consisted of one to three persons, and approximately 30% from seven

ta ten persons301 . In the north of the guberniia, the average

household accounted for one head less than in the southern uezf{Y.

The standard household was made up of the nuclear family: parents

with two or three children. Sometimes another relative or a nanny

was part of it. Young couples, either without children, or with only

one child, regularly lived for a while after their wedding in the

house of one of their parents.

The household was almost without exception patriarchal: the

husband av.d father was its head302. However, the loss of Many males

in the period prior to NEP 100 to women's further involvement in

field work, which, even before 1914, had been a not uncommon

phenomenon in certain parts of the guberniia. A lot of women had

298Anokhina, Shmeleva. p.116.
299Ibid., p.145.
3oolbid., p.146.
301Allrichter, pp.S9U.: Bol's1Iakov, p.16.
302Allricbter. p.67ff.
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, been taking care of the farming, white their husbands worked as

itinerant artisans or as seasonal workers in other places. Thus the

economic role of the husband was diminished, and to a certain extent

his authority decreased socially as weIl.

However, in spite of the cracks in the patriarchal
foundation, the head of the family tried with ail his might
to maintain power over the family members in his own hands,
aIl the more 50. because at the occurrence of conflicts, law,
religion, and custom were ail on his side303 .

Aiter the revolution, at least the law was not on the side of

the pater fli01Jlias anymore, but Soviet law carried much less weight

in the 19205 than local custom304.

As one Soviet source points out, the practice of seasonal work

(otIdJodJ1icl1estviJj, which returned in the NEP among the male

population, led to a situation in which many women had to shoulder

the agricultural work in the villages:

Men, as a rule. only ploughed and sowed the land. Even in
the busy period a preponderance of old people and women
remained [to do the work] at home. Women were doing bath
the hayiog. the reaping, and the thresbiug, and dealt with the
flu:, as well as tended to the livestock. In the Russian
countryside. labour in flu: cultivation and animal husbandry
were since primordial times considered female worlc.. 30s
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303Anokhina. Shmeleva. p.ln.
304Allrichter, pp.62/63. See for the legal changes of the status of women in 1918
Barbara A1pem Engel. "Engenc:ering Russia's HiSlory: Women in Post-Emancipation
Russia and the Soviet Union," in: Slavie Revin. Volume SI, Number 2, Summer 1992.
pp.309-321. p.317. Abortion by a physician was lellalized in 1920. Further changes to
family Iaw easued in 1926, when common-Iaw unions were legally equated with
registered marriages (Engel, p.318).
3OSAnokhina, Shmeleva, p.2S: compare as wel1 to A1trichter, p.67.



, Literacy among women was on the rise in the 19205. and they

became more politically involved306. In the final analysis. their

position in rural society can be considered as largely marginal in

this period. although some inroads on the way to gender equality

were being made:

If the [male] head of the family in the 18805 and
18905 was still ful1y in charge of the fate of the sons, and
ordered them to matT)' according to his wishes. then in the
1900s, in general. only girls were subject to comply with a
wedding according to the wishes of the parents and even then
not always. 307

Despite the change noticed in the above quote. marriages were

concluded all the same frequently for economic reasons in the

19205: the household and its economic future, and not the spouses

and their feelings, were the decisive criteria for marriage30S. The

parents of the future spouses traditionaUy played a crucial role in

selecting the partner-to-be. They visited the parents of the

prospective spouse of their child in a neighbouring village, a return

visit fol1owed. and if everyone liked each other, and more

particularly eacb other's material situation, the marriage was a fait

accompl}09.

When agreeing to the wedding of his daughter or son, the father

sometimes behaved as if standing on the market. which illustrates

the quintessential economic quality of the marriage3lO. The actual

wedding foUowed only a few weelts after the first meeting. These
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306Altricbter. p.67.
307Anokhina. Sbmeleva, p.l72.
308Altrichter. pp.62-67: see u weil PllJlkratova, p.SS.
309Compare 10 Panllr8tova. p.34. who describes the seme praetice.
310Altricbter. pp.62-67.



, practices were not changed by the liberal family laws that were

promulgated in 1917 and 1926, which established the legal principle

of an individual's free choice of a spouse. The influence of urban life

in previous decades was probably more important for the graduaI

change of traditional marnage habits in the countryside. The

introduction of alimony by the family laws of 1917 and 1926 led

sometimes to difficulties, as some unmarried older women lured

"innocent" young lads into making them pregnant, and then hoped lo

be able ta enjoy the alimony for their child.

As opposed to the "improvement" of the rights of unmarried

mothers, it is important to point out that the custom of bringing a

dowry into a marnage was still in force in the 1920s. Dowry size

was crucial, and, in Khrushchev's time, one former rural activist

lamented the fate of poor peasant girls311 . In the 1920s, if they

became pregnant, they were unable to marry the father in the

absence of a sufficient dowry. The poer women were left to take

care of the child on their own. Weddings were held in the

agricultural low season: in autumn and winter, after January 6 and

before Lent, because the Church did not marry people during Advent

or after Ash Wednesday312.

Childhood was hardly recognized as distinct, and was

considered to be over before a child had reached the age of ten313.

The rearing of children was not understood as a dutY needing much

special attention. Children started to work early, helping out with
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31 tScbut'e !I D,m;, p.34.

312Altricher. p.64, KerbJay. p.SS.
313AnokhillB, Shmeleva, pp. 177-179. Kemlay notice tbat chUdrea on from tbe -se of
six lX' sevea were empJoyed as vill-se herds.



, agriculturaJ tasks, working as nannies, messenger boys. and so on.

The mortality of newbom children was still quite high, around 30%

of ail babies dying before reaching the age' of one314.

Roughly three-quarters of a11 households had the fo11owing

amount of cattle and equipment at its disposai: one horse (in some

exceptionaJ cases two) , two cows or calves, three sheep, an iron or

wooden plougb, a wooden or iron barrow, one ta two scythes, and the

same number of sickles; there was no macbinery31S.

Tbe agricultural year in tbis area of Russia is relatively sbort,

because of climatic circumstances. Annually, tbere are only between

140 and 150 days without frost, winters being normaJly long and

cold; in January tbe average temperature hovers around minus eight

to minus ten degrees Celsius316. Only in the middle of April the

peasantry could begin with their field work, when tbe land finally

was free of frost317. Even in May the work was sometimes

interrupted because of a temporary retum of cold weather. Real

summer weather commenced in tbe middle of May. lasting until

halfway September, wben tbe average temperature dropped again

below ten degrees Celsius. Spring and autumn were short, the latter

over around the first of November in the Tver' territories318. Apart

from the unpredictable cold spells, agriculture also suffered from

excessive rainfall at the time of the grain harvest and of haying319.
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314compare to VII.2.
31SAltricbter, pp.51-72 8Jld 92-95.
316TseDtral'D)'i Rai0D, pp.27/28.
3t7Ibid., p.29.
318Ibid., p.30.
3t9lbid., p.206: botb problems still plapOO a&ricultllre in 1959, and, no doubt, tod.y.



, Because of the excessive humidity, most peasant villages were

located at elevated areas in the landscape320. The slopes of the hills

were ploughed, while hay was grown on the excessively wet lower

land in between the higher points.

The months of April and May brought the sowing of oats,

summer rye, flax, summer wheat, barley. and buckwheat321, At the

end of June the meadows were mown with the scythe. The grain

crops were harvested in July and August with the sickle lo avoid

losing ripe grains or ears. The grain was subsequently dried in the

kiln or dryer, and in tbe fall, lifter the conclusion of the fieldwork,

tbreshed with the aid of a flail, although simple "threshing

machines" were sometimes used in the north. The fields were

ploughed for the coming spring sowing at this lime of the year, and

some were sown immediately with winter grains.

Peasants reserved Iivestock mainly for personal use322. In the

summer cattle grazed together under supervision of a village-herd.

Already in the 1920s a shortage existed of fodder crops in the

guberniia, a problem which would continue to plague the authorities

in the next decade, as well as after the Second World War. Because

of thiil, the average yield per milk cow was only six ta eight litres

of milk per day --a much better result, however, than the average

yield after collectivization, when on average in the oblast' cows

gave frequently less than 1000 litres per year! The introduction of

claver and veteh gave a Iittle more room ta manoeuvre with respect
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320Isegtral'o,yi BaioD, p.S2S.
321A1trichter, pp. 68ft.
322Ibid.. pp. 71ft.



1 to cattle holding for the peasant. The increase in potato growing had

a similarly beneficial effect, for potatoes were used as fodder.

Animal manure was used as fertilizer, and horses did the ploughing.

The peasants' farms boasted more cattle on average than in the

pre-revolutionary period: the practice of handicrafts dwindled in the

chaos of revolution and Civil War, and the peasant's income began to

derive more exclusively from agriculture alone323. For this reason

the household acquired additional cattle, as much as their lands

allowed for it.

The village was largely a self-sufficient society, even in the

1920s, and was ruled by the village meeting, the skiJo{}24. Ail

village household heads participated in these meetings, and they

were dominated by the males. Here matters were settled: the village

mill, the purchase of a communal bull, or Cire prevention. Most

importantly, issues were discussed concerning the village lands. In

practice, the skiJod was far more important than the village soviet,

which W3S perceived merely as a marginal administrative-fiscal

institute, and was frequently at the mercy of the community leaders

of the skho{}2S.

The skhod 's attitude can be traced in the Party archive's

records about events in the village of Metitskaia in the 1920s326.

Both the conflict between the priorities of village communities and

state and the peasants' independent mood before collectivization are
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323Ibid.. pp.71ff.
324Altricblel"s IIÇcount of tbe functiollÎllg of tbe Jlthud(A1tricbter. pp.92ff.) is
coofirmed by AIIoltbÙII, Sbme1eva, pp. 233-248.
3~be vil111ie cDmmunity aided tbe e1der1y lIIIlI indigel1lS of local society as ",eU, lIIIlI tbe
Jlthudmeted out justice in cases of violltiollS of customlll')" la" (Kerblay, pp.53/S4).
326See Pato, 147/11527. 11.104/105.
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evident from these documents. Apparently, Zhukov, a candidate for

the obkom at the Second Party conference of the Kalinin oblast' in

June 1937, had been sentenced in 1922 to one year of imprisonment

for a resolution of the Metitskaia skhod, together with tbe rest of

the "presidium" of the skhod. The resolution had called for a va/ost'

congress of the Tolmachi va/ost' to discuss the prodoaloS' (the tax in

kind requisitioned by the state). It seems tbat tbere had been

sometbing of a bad harvest in that year; the resolution probably was

an attempt to try to lower the level of taxation. Zbukov defended

himself in 1937 by noting that at the time he had not been a Party

member, and that the conviction had been Iifted a month after the

trial. Thus he argued that bis actions had not been deemed a serious

mistake by the authorities in 1922, and did not deserve the attention

they were given in 1937.

Rural youth in the 1920s had very limited ambitions for

themselves in life327. In 1920, in Goritsy v%st' Most boys wanted

to become retail traders or artisans. Shoemaking was the Most

popular future profession. inasmuch as the cobbler was thought to

work in warm surroundings, to eat weil, and to have a decent income

(Stalin would have disagreed).

As in MOst pre-industrial rural communities, no clear

distinction was made between work and leisure-time in the

1920s328. Many religious holidays were observed. dispersed over the

327Pankratova, p.35.
328Altriçhter, pp. lOO-lOS. AnokhiJla and Shmeleva suue5t that the induliençe in
alçohol bec:ame more prooounçed at the beaiDDÏIIi of WOl'ld War 1: from that time
onwards fighls bec:ame mCll'e violent through the diffusion or tniVe5 and d.,ers
(Anothina, Shmeleva. p.245).
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, year ln a pattern that went back ta the pre-Christian era, following

the rhythm of annual agricultural aetivity. A1though most holidays

did not interfere much with the busiest times of the field work,

several did; the state especially targeted these in its anti-religious

propaganda from the early 1920s onwards. Ali together, some

hundred days per year, including Sundays, were non-working days.

Alcohol, mainly home-brewed or -distilled, was widely consumed

during the holidays329. This praetice was prohibited, but the law

against it was rarely enforced for the local militsia joined in the

festivities as we1l330. Some holidays spread out over severa! days.

The copious alcohol consumption often led to crime: hooliganism,

armed and non-armed fights, theft, and rape. Many crimes went

undetected or remained unsolved, since the villagers protected each

other against the authorities. Instead, they sometimes engaged in

private justice according to customary law331 . On holidays, tensions

within the village community or between villages came ta a head,

emotions were expressed and aggression vented332. The state

ordained holidays enjoyed limited popularity in the 19205: at best
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329It is, however, mistakeD to equate the proliferatioD or this practice with a high
iDcidence of a1coholism (see K. B. Litvak, "SamogollovareDJlie i pottebleDie aIkogolia v
rossiiskoi derevlle 1920-kb godov," iD: Oteebestyenn.ja istorija. 4, 1992, pp.74-88,
p.7S). Uatil 1915, accordillB ta Litvak. home-distillatioll l'as vinually UnknowlI ill the
Russian colllltl'ySide (ibid.• p.76). Bol'shakov lIOtes the impOl'lal1Ce or the
diSCODtiDUll&iOD of the sale of a1cohol by the sate iD 1914 for the subsequent emergence
of dome_ic beer-brewing and .-qrODOJIW.a:t'.(Bol'shakov, pp.84-87). The habit only
became widespread aCter Ille Civil War. This had pa1ia1ly an ecollOmiC groUlld: lIllllI)'
peasaDts eqa.ed iD it ta add some money ta their iDcome which had beeD lost as a result
or Ille disappearance or the sale or f1u OD Ille market or because f&mily members. who
bd wo!'ted as «l1Jod.aiJ:iiD Ille pasto could fiad 1I0 emplo)'lllent as seasonal wodter or
artisan iD Ille early 1920s.
330Altricbter. pp. lOO-lOS. III 1927, the private distillatioll of a1cohol was a110wed for
a l'hile (Litvak, p.77).
33lAltrichter. pp. lOS 8lId 108/109.
332Ibid.. p.109.



,

1

they were added ta the traditional holidays on the calendar. and

remained ta replace these333 . Even during the 1940s • as will be

shawn below. people continued ta celebrate many traditional

holidays. enjoying frequent respites from agricultural labour.

In the evening, after the workday. aider women met outside,

weather permitting, ta sit and chat on the zovoli.nKa --a mound of

earth around a peasant hut or house ta serve as protection from the

weather and often used for sitting out. This habit is still common

today in Most Russian tawns, where benches have been placed

outside apartment buildings ta facilitate these meetings334. The

custom of gulilllJ'e --perhaps best translated as strolling--,

traditionally a favourite pastime of the country youth of both sexes,

still fiUs the hours after work of Many in the oblast' capital of Tver'

today33S. Bath habits show something of the influence the country

had on the ways of the city populace. It contradicts the assumption

that cultural influence was oniy exerted in one direction, from the

towns to the villages. Collectivization destroyed much of this pre

industrial, traditional society and its habits, but it proved to be

impossible ta extinguish a11 traces of it.

In sharp contrast ta the succeeding years, political crime was

hardly ever prosecuted by the guberniia's courts in the 1920s336.

Most infringements of justice in the countryside had the character

of defying the administrative order, such as illegal distilling of

333Ibid.. p.1l1.
334scbast'e $ n,mi, p. 36.

33SSee A1tricbler, p.l04 e.g. for a description of Ibis pt'lCtice in the 19205. Compare as
weU ta SUtes, Russjln Populor Culture- p.1l and Bol'shllkov. p.23.
336A1trichter. pp. 1231l24.
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1 alcohol, illegal teee felling, and poaching337. Such acts would have

been prosecuted in a similar way by the judiciary in the Westem

world of the 1920s. The incidence of crime in the countryside was

less than in the towns, although the occurrence of either

manslaughter or molestation was more frequent in the villages338.

Many minor offences must have been settled by the vil1agers among

themselves. In rural areas, a substantial number of unofficial

abortions were performed, which sometimes led to the death of the

mother, and a few cases of infanticide are on record339. Already

then, married women underwent abortions as a means of birth

controP40. Today in the countries that previously formed the USSR,

tbis crude form of birth control is still common among married

women. But in the 1920s, unmarried pregnant women formed the bulk

of abortion-seekers, faced as tbey were with the undesirable

prospect of fending for themselves after the birth of their child.

1. 7 Industry, the Trades, and the

Communists

The cbaracter of industlj' did not change much in the 19205,

remaining geared towards textiles, foodstuffs, and other forms of

114

,
337Ibid., pp. 1241125.
3381bid., p.126.
3391bid.. pp.125-127. The first wife of the rural cobbler V. F. Nepriaev appareDtly died
of a "criminal abanian" in 1927. This terni is nuher ambiguaus, but it probably means
that the abortian had been pelformed by a rural "wise woman" (bl/bktl) (teslimony of
V.F. Nepriaev in the survey; on folk medicine, see Altrichter. pp.1I8-lll). Abortian
was not illegal in the USSR in the 19205.
340Altricbter, p.127.
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light industry (glass, leather, and footwear)341. The number of

industrial workers at the end of 1920 was around 13,000 less than

in 1913: 33,311. or 72% of the number of factory workers in

1913342. In comparison with 1918 the drop in numbers was even

higher, from 52,848 to 33,311343 . Industrial workers represented

onty a fraction of the guberniia labour force: on April 1, 1924,

39,427 were counted, approximately 6,000 more than in late

1920344. More telling about the industrial situation is the fact that

in 1920 its over-al1 production was five times less than that of

1913 in the guberniia34S. Because of the difficult living conditions

in the towns, Many workers had left for the countryside. Factory

output in 1924-25 was still a Mere four-fifths of the value of the

production of 1913346. Only at the end of 1927 did the nu:nber of

industrial workers surpass that of 1913, and in the same year the

industrial output was 23% higher than in 1913347. In early 1929, the

ranks of industrial workers swelled to 58,000, indicating an

acceleration of industrialization in the second half of the 1920s348.

The lot of the factory workers was unenviable: wages were low, and

housing circumstances primitive, Many falling victim to diseases as

a result of the latter349.

34 tAlampiev, pp.4/S.
342Qçberki, p. 237.
343Ibid., p.238.
344Ibid., p.281.
34SIbid., p.2S0.
346Ibid., p.291.
3471bid., p.30S.
348Ibid., p. 31 7.
349Warcl, p.43.
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1 In 1923, 26,000 unemployed people resided in the guberniia350.

By the end of the 19205, before the great changes of 1929 and 1930,

the level of unemployment began to fall: 23,700 people were

registered as unemployed on Oetober l, 1926, and 12,000 on October

l, 1928351 . Workdays were relatively short, possibly because of the

lack of sufficient employment; for example, a working day in the

glass industry amounted to six hours around 1928352. In 1924 and

1925, the fourteenth, fifteenth, and sixteenth guberniia Party

conferences tried ta solve the manifold problems weighing down

industry: shortages of machinery and raw materials, inadequate

planning, slipshod relations among the factories, difficulties with

sales, and so on353. Little mechanization, and much obsolete

machinery burdened industry further354. Another problem was the

lack of specialists (engineers, technical workers) in industrial

fields. Around 1929, one specialist was employed in industry for

every hundred workers355. Some of these skiUed cadres would be

removed upon accusations of wrecking towards the decade's end. In

their stead some new cadres were hired who had matriculated in the

1920s from the workers' faculties, tekhnikums, factory colleges

(FZY: FIIl1richno-zllvodskoe uchi/ishc1Je or FZa· FII!Jric1Jno-zllvodskoe
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350Qcberki, p.271.

351 KOtzun, Peryyc '" p.92.

3S21bid., p.93.
353Qcberki, p.274.
3541bid., p.275.
3SS1bid., p.317.



,

,

otdeienie). and professional courses3S6. In 1929, a workers'

university opened in Tver·3S7.

In the middle of the 1920s the Most important field of large

industry was still textiles, wbich produced 80% of the total

industrial output3S8. In the cotton miUs, the bulk of the labour force

was composed of women workers3S9. The share of "means of

production" (industrial machinery) amounted ta a Mere 1. 1% of total

industrial production360.

Reintroduced by NEP, the Iimited possibility to own privately

small-sca1e firms in local industry did not lead to any remarkable

results. Around 1925. the private industrial enterprises --between

150 to 180-- only employed approximately 2,000 workers and

employees, an average of about twelve people per compllny361. The

private sector owned about 30% of tbe small-scale industry.

yielding about 1% of the total industrial production of tbe

province362.

Handicrafts enjoyed continued prominence: 72,350 people were

employed as artisans in 1924-25363 . These trades accounted for

more than one-tbird of the guberniia's total industrial production in

3S6Ibid.• pp. 3171318.
357Ibid., p.318. The workers faculty (l'IIbflll} was inlended ta prepare industrial
workers for university in a time-span of three ta four years. in arder ta complement
the "bourgeois·specialists" with real "proletarian" specialists (Fitzpatrick, nu:
Cultural front, p.66).
3S8Qcberki. p.318.
359Ward. p.24.
360Qçberki. p.289.
361Qçberti, p.27S.
362KgUohl$tlÎl Obla.aai, Otganjzlltsija . p.2IS.
363Qçberti, p.292.
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1 these years; artisans outnumbered evidently factory workers. The

:lame trades dominated as before 1914364. The Kimry uezd leather

and footwear artisans formed by far the largest group of people

engaged in handicrafts in the guberniia (33% of the total). A

substantial number manufactured felt boots in Kaliazin uezd (10% of

ail artisans thus employed). Furthennore, the traditional net-making

artisanry in Ostashkov uezd and knitted wear manufacturing in

Likhoslavl' and Tver' uezo/remained in force. As before 1914, close

to 90% of the artisans lived in countryside villages. Almost nine

tenths of the handicraft manuracturing belonged in private hands in

1924-25365 .

Despite ail this, handicrafts had undergone an enormous

decline. While before 1914 almost 80% of all rural households

derived additional income from either domesLic manufacturing or

seasonal work in the cilies, in 1922 less than one-fifth did s0366.

Among the rural population, viUagers with a non-agricultural

occupation had decreased from 24% of the total to 4%. In the first

place. this resulted from the fact that by then in the cities there

was neither work nor bread. Secondly, the demand for artisans'

products had drastically declined because of the economic hardships.

Many of the former handicraft workers had returned to agricultural

work; only the few that produced for the small demand of the village

itself remained in business.

1 18
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36-4Ibid.• p.275.
36SIbid.. p.292.
366A1tricbter. p.79.
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Towards the end of the 1920s the habit of working on the side

regained popularity: at least 45,000 people resumed their trade in

the villages, and towards 1926 more than 124,000 inhabitants in the

guberniia were migratory workers (ot.kbodniki)367. In 1927 roughly

one third of ail rural households added to their income because one

or more of its members practiced a non-agricultural occupation. The

source for these numbers is more reliable than the one that

maintained that before collectivization all peasant households were

dependent on work outside agriculture368. In any event, the numbers

confirm that agriculture was incapable of providing adequately for

Many rural dwellers.

My description of the rural population's exodus before 1914

pointed to the fact that the peasants not ooly left for the tawns of

Tver' guberniia. but also for towns outside of it, Moscow and St.

Petersburg in particular369. The troubled times from 1914 to 1921

did temporarily reverse this trend. The nomadic urge retumed in the

1920s. when several tens of thousands of migratory workers chose

to seule down permanently in the towns370. ln this way they

diminished the number of migratory workers who used to be counted

as rural dwellers in the statistics. Country dwellers' migration to

urban areas has persisted until our own time: although the oblast'

had fewer inhabitants in 1991 than in the 1920s (1.67 million

compared ta 2.24 million in 1926). the capital Tver' has more than

367A1trichter, p.81.
368Sergeev, "Sel'sme tboziaistvo...•" p.267; see 1.5.
369See 1.1.
370Altrichter, p.81.
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450,000 inbabitants, four-and-a-half times as many as in 1926371 .

The provincial population dwindled gradually from probably at least

1914 until 1941, dropped dramatically in the war, and underwent a

more gentle decline or stagnation after 1945372. The war,

colleetivization, the EzlJovsbchina, and the exodus ta the Moscow,

Leningrad, and other areas contt~outed to this trend373. The largest

population increase of the city of Tver' occurred after approximately

1950. Obviously, Soviet industrialization and the gruesome

countryside life as a result of collectivization were causes for some

of the urbanization, but migration to towns had startf·.d before 1917

or 1929. The process resembles to a certain extent migratary

movements in other industrialized countries during the 19th and

20th centuries. It is rather remarkable to notice that, in the 19605,

when life in the countryside finally became hospitable again,

migration to urban areas was perhaps stronger than ever before, just

as one would expeet the trend ta slow down. Increased movement ta

the towns probably ensued after the abolition in 1976-78 of the law

that in 1932 had introduced the internal passport system; finally

rural inbabitants aIso got a passport in the second half of the

19705374. In Chapter VII, it will be shawn that a renewed migratory

371See Vershinstii and Zolotarev, Nase!egie ,pp.8/9 and Tables 2 and 4.
3nTsentrw"Q)'i BajoQ, pp. 116-119: see Tables 2 and 4. The losses will be further
eJlamined in VU.I in partieul8t.
373Ibid., p.119: between 1926 and 1939, the population deelined by 6,7% aeçordïng ta
Soviet SllItistieal handbooks (see Table 2 and eompare ta VlI.I). During tbese yelUS, the
urban population lI1most dovbled.
374Heller and Ne.trleh, p.260: Zhores A. Medvedev, Soylet Agriculture p.95: Iv.
Borisov, "Stalin: Cbelovek i SimvoJ. Feluy istorii i istoriia orta," in: (y.A.
Ivanov(ed. J), perepiska DI istgricbe:stje g:my. Dialog yedet cbjta!el'. Moskva:
Izdatel'stvo politiebeskoi Iiterltury. 1989, pp.435-492, p.478.
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movement to the towns began at the end of the 1940s. in spite of the

restrictions on the kolkhozniks' free movement that were part of the

1932 passport regimentation.

In the NEP period. Most of the internai wholesale and retail

trade be10nged to private persons37S. The NEP created possibilities

for private trading. but in the course of the 1920s the private

merchant and shopkeeper had to compete gradually more with

consumers' cooperatives376. At the same time. the freedom of action

for the private trader was being restricted towards 1929.

In a political sense, the bulk of the guberniia's population

experienced a period of calm in comparison with previous or later

periods. In the campaign for the enrollment of industrial workers

into the Party after Lenin's death. the Party underwent significant

growth377. While on January l, 1924, the Communist Party had 4,892

members and candidates in the guberniia, the membership increased

to 8,660 by January 1 of the next year. Still, this number --although

it continued to increase afterwards, surpassing 10,000 by November

1925-- appears insignificant if compared to the guberniia's

population, 2,242.350 in December 1926378• Qnly about 0.4 to 0.5% of

the people of the Tver' province were full or candidate members. ln

some areas. the Communists represented a Mere drop in the ocean.

as in the Vasil'evskii ~'olo.rt' of Tver' uezd where. at the end of

37SQcberki, p.276/277.
376Altricbter. pp. 164/165.
377Qcberkj, pp.278-281.
378yersbinsltii. Zolot8rev. pp. 12/13; Qcberkj, p.290.
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1924, four full and one candidate members lived amongst a total

populace of over 45,000379!

The Lenin Enrollment was certainJy disappointing for the Party

with respect to the entry of peasants: only 274 in the whole

guberniia became Communists. This was onJy a small fraction of the

total increase of 3,768 during 1924. In January 1927, almost half of

the guberniia's Communists were working in the Factory district of

the tawn of Tver' and in the Tver' tawn- and uezd organizations380.

In contrast, at this time the Party organization of Ves'egonsk uezd

numbered 200 out of a population of roughly 110,000, according ta

the 1926 Census381 . Obviously, the presence of the Party in the

countryside was hard ta discern. It was left ta the village soviets to

implement and control the execution of Party and government

decisions. By the mid-1920s there were around 800 soviets -

representing more than 15,000 villages and hamlets--, a more

manageable number than the more than 9,000 initially created in

1918382. The soviets were responsible for the infrastructure, the

school system, the libraries, the registration of conscripts, the

organization of breeding, veterinary, and other agricultural stations,

agricultural modernization, the registration of births, deaths, and

marriages, the enforcement of civil and criminal law, the Cire

brigade, tax collection, and social &id383. It was difficult ta involve

the local communities in the work of the soviets: in the villages, as

379Qçberki. p.283.
380Qçbedti, p.300.
38lQçberki, p.301; VersbÎllakii, Zolotarev, pp. 12/13.
382Allricbter, p. 136 and p.143.
383Allricbter. p.36.
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pointed out above , the authority in local matters was in fact vested

in the skhod The soviets had been given the authority by the state

over fifteen to twenty settlements. This made them hardly effective

organs of local government, inasmuch as they were often located too

far away from the villages; in the village the skhod ruled384•

Similarly the Komsomol made significant progress after

Lenin's death: within half a year, in 1924, its membership increased

from 10,421 to 17,089; more than 30,000 Komsomols were

.registered on October l, 1926385. More than 60% of the Komsomol

membership were peasant youths at the end of 19263~6. This

membership became something of a fashion among the youth around

this time387. It would be a mistake to read too much into this, as the

behaviour of the Communist youth was hardly different from their

non-Communist peers. nor did Many Komsomols demonstrate strong

political convictions388. However, it is probable that the Komsomol

caught on with some of the younger generation as a means to be used

in the eternal generational conflict between parents and children.

Panktatova points out that in Goritsy yolost' a substantial part of

the youth in 1920 had ambitions of which their parents would never

have dreamt389. Perhaps young people were more inclined to support

3841bid., p.143.
38SQcberJçi. p.282 and p.298. This was a development of the tater 19205: in eul}'
1924 no Komsomol OfJllllization eDsted for instance in GaritS)' vo'ost: which had a
population of approximately 9.000 at the time (Bol'shakov, p.124 and Tablitsa IS,
p.ISS).
386Qçberki. p.298.
387A1trichter, p.IS2.
388Ibid., pp.IS2I1S3.
389panJuatava, p.36. NevertbeJess, we noticed above tbat these ambitions did Dot 110
mucb beynnd the desire ta abandon lIIIricuJture for lII'tislllUY.
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change, while some of the Komsomols might have taken part

wholeheartedly in the co11ectivization of agriculture owing to an

antagonistic attitude towards their elders390.

1.8 The End of NEP

This quiet interlude came to a close in 1928: at the end of

October, the first guberniia conference of poor peasants' (bedniakl)

groups took place, "uncovering" the perversion of the class tine and of

the Party's policies in the countryside391 . "Kulaks" countered by

threatening the activist members of these groups in severa! uezdy

during the winter of 1928-1929. Until autumn, affairs did not escalate

any further. As Attrichter points out rightfully, at this point, the Party

was not terribly disturbed by the kulaks' activity itsetf or the

procurement crisis tbat began to take shape392. Most important was the

perception that almost a11 peasants, rich and poor, had become small

"capitalists" after the land distribution of 1917-1918, and were

incJjfferent to Party slogans. They were trying to maintain their

independence as much as possible, and were inimical to any state

interference in their affairs. Altrichter actua!ly discerns a trend in the

1920s towards levelling the difference between rich and poor in the

countryside. Certainly no polarisation was developing between "kulaks"

and the rest of the peasantry393. The peasants, too, seem to have been

390AlIrichter notices lbat conflicts with lbeir e1ders caused some youth to join lbe
Komsomol(Altrichter, p.1S3).
391See Qçbed<j, p.312.

392A1trichter, p.74.
393Altrichter, p.8S: as wu admitted by Kplinjnskaja oblptnaia orgaoiz'lsjja" , p.21S.
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wary of the danger of excetling, because they might be c1assified

consequently as 'kulak,' and thus lose the right ta vote394.

What really worried the Party brass was the awareness that the

countryside was almost outside their control. The adversity to

cooperation with the slate and the adherence ta a production level

geared to satisfying their own households' timited needs prevented the

peasantry from producing a sufficiently large surplus to finance the

ambitious industrialization plans39S. Radical measures were needed to

enduce the peasantry to change their minds, forcing them to collaborate

--enthusiastically, it was hoped by the more naive Party members-

with the accelerated building of socialism. Stalin apparently perceived

the violence of collectivization as the only possible way to change this

antagonistic mentality. He might have crudely come to the conclusion

that the peasants would be magically reborn as model collective

farmers after collectivization. For them, the first priority in tife

would always be the fulfillment and overfulfillment of the state

ordained plan in expectation of the radiant future of socialism and

communism. The belief that the peasants would soon see the light,

following their entry into the kolkhozy, was certainly not Stalin's

alone. Many of the rural activists who executed collectivization seem

to have thought along the same lines. If the peasaots did not

understand, then it would be at least easier, after the organization of

the collective farms, to extort surplus necessary to finance the

ambitious industrialization plans, and recruit labour necessary for the

expanding industry. In many ways collectivization would indeed break

394A!trichter, p.86.
39SSee for this poillt of view: Altrichter, p.l86.
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the peasants' will, but for a long while old habits and some traits of

independence survived among them.

In hindsight. the discussions at the end of December 1928 at the

nineteenth gubernatorial Party conference seem ominous. They called

for the "socialist transformation" of the countryside through collective

llnd state farms, but both kinds of farms already did exist, and had

previously received praise as the ultimate end of the Bolshevik

agricultural policy396. Even in December 1928 it was certainly not yet

perceived as a cali for the rushed, ail-out col1ectivization that would

begin one year later. In 1928, the first drafts for the economic and

cultural development of the guberniia in terms of the First Five Year

plan were discussed: the stress layon the expansion of heavy

industry397.

The internai Party struggles between Stalin's "General Line" and

Trotsky's, Zinoviev's, and Kamenev's opposition in Moscow were felt as

a weat tremor in Tver' gubemiia: a Mere handful of Communists

supported this opposition398. The "Right Opposition," which is a bit of a

misnomer for Party members who supported a less drastic line in

agricultural policy, would enjoy more popularity, as expected in this

predominantly agricultural area. Support for the "Right" platform, or,

more appropriate1y, for the continuation of NEP, occurred in the

Esenovichi raion for example, where the raikom pursued a "conciliatory"

!ine in agricultural policy399. "Oppositionists" were found in the

396Qcberki, p.314.
397Ibid., p.309.
398Ibid., pp. 303/304.
399Ibid.. pp.3121313; FlÛllllod. SmoleDSk.... p.179. Tlle "Right" deviatioll l'as applll'elltly
disc:overed II'OUlId SCptember 1929: sec FaiIIsod, Smolensk.... Ilote 5 of Chapter 9, p.46l. In
1929, Tver' iuberlliia l'as dissolved. split up ill rougMy four o1a'ugs. ud divided UlItil
1935 betweeo. tIIe Moscow. Leo.iDgrad. and Western oblasts.
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t
agricultural and financial organs of the guberniia and subsequent okrug

of Tver', as wett as in the factories of Torzhok. Cthers opposing the

"General Une" were uncovered in the uezdParty committee and the

rural credit council of Kimry ueztt and in one of the people's courts of

the town of Rzhev.

Within a period of two years three large Cires damaged the

railroad-car construction factory of Tver'4oo. This, tao, supposedly was

caused by the class enemy, although it is more likely that they were

caused by the somewhat over-optimistic plan for the factory's

development during the rather chaotic beginnings of Stalinist

industrialization40I . The pressure was enormous on management and

Many of the workers. Many of the latter were freshly recruited from

among rural dwetters, new urban arrivais, who were hardly skitted as a

consequence and bound to make mistakes in their new jobs.

Although the Party enjoyed very little popularity among the

majority of the population in the countryside, there is sufficient

indication that the Plan had the genuine support of MOst industrial

workers, who in large numbers hailed its announcement with

enthusiasm402. The textile workers of Tver' sent a delegation to the

Fifteenth Party Congress to greet the Congress delegates and orrer

them a present403. Factory workers, however, formed only a smatt

section of the labour force.

By the end of 1928, the guberniia Party organization began to feel

the cold wind that started to blow from Moscow: the Central Committee

4000cberki, p.313.
40lSee Ocberki. p.309 for lhe high planning largels for Ibis (aClary.
402See as weil for example Ocberti p.3OS.
4030cberki. p.30S.
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issued a resolution condemning a Party conference in Vyshnii Volochek

, uezd for infringements of internal Party democracy404. The uezd

representative to the gubkom was dismissed. Between the lines of this

case. one can glean that the uezd Party committee of Vyshnii Volochek

probably bad been defending a "Bukbarinite" platform. At tbis time. sucb

a position still officially conformed te tbe "General Line." but was of

course in the process of being abandoned. The official 1971 version of

tbis incident alleged that several delegates at the uezd Party

conference of Vyshnii Volochek were exposed to merciless pressure and

groundlessly accused of veering away from tbe Party line by tbe local

leadership40S. In facto this means that the local Party leadersbip in

Vyshnii Volochek was deviating from the --Stalinist-- "General Line."

In ether words. in this case it seems tbat the Party bosses of Vyshnii

Volocbek defended the continuation of NEP policy.

The "right deviation" wai5 supposedly already condemned at the

nineteentb Party conference of the guberniia. at the end of December

1928406. And already by Oetober 1928, too, seventeen leading yolost'

workers in the guberniia bad been released from their duties for

"...distortion of the class line and the politics of the party in the

countryside... ".407

404lbid.• pp. 310/311: KorzUD, Pl!I'l!)'f' .. pA7.
40S0cberki pp. 31 0/311.
4060ç berki ' p. 315.
407Korzun. Pl!M1)'l! • p.48.
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CHAPTER II: STALIN'S REVOl.UTION

Les rulJiat-sbclJepki leria;

Stalin's decision to introduce the great change (FelikJï

peteloni) of 1929-1930 was probably based on a mixture of political

and economic grounds. On the one hand he might have grown

impatient with the peasants' independent spirit, so c1early

expressed in the grain-procurement crisis at the end of the 1920s2.

The Boishevik leadership, too, was constantly in fear of an

"imperialist" attack, for which the country was ill-prepared in ils

view, because of an insufficient armaments industry. Stalin cum

suis perceived colleetivization and industrialization as the only way

to mobilize the country for the defensive effort that was imagined

to be required. From a theoretica1 point of view, NEP had been no

more than a "temporary" retreat for Stalin and his supporters, to be

discontinued as soon as circumstances al10wed it. The leadership

was eager ta start with the creation of a socialist society, for

which it had staged the October Revolution and won the Civil War.

Certain personal motives might have played a rôle, particu1arly

Stalin's attempted emulation of Lenin as a fundamental transformer

of the Russian lands, and his desire to outdo people Iike Trotsky,

Zinoviev, or Bukharin with a grandiose policy which would change

the face of the Soviet Union fcrever.

laid Russian sayillll, popular lIDollll Sta1in and bis cronies in !he 19305. meanillll
appronmllte1y the sune as "you cannot lIIIIke an omelette wi!hout breaking eggs."
(literally: "wben !tees are felled. chips f1y").
2V.P. DlIIilov, V.P. Dmitrento. V.S. Lel'cbuk. "NEP i ego sud'ba." in: V.S. Lel'cbuk(ed.),
lspritj sporilt Trioadtsl1' besed. Moskva: Politizdat. 1988, pp. 122-190, p. 178
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Thus he would be considered a politician second only to the

founding father of Boishevism. The necessity of industrialization

and collectivization, and the methods used in the process, were

questionable. The Soviet Union could have forgone it, remaining

slrong enough to withstand an attack from the outside. Aiter all, as

recently (ex-) Soviet historians have begun to admit, the country

was certainly not Cifty or a hundred years behind the more

industrialized countries in 19293• The USSR was no longer a striet1y

agrarian country, but rather a country that was "agrarian-

industrial. "4 Howt:ver, as Danilov remarks, history does not know a

subjunctive clauseS. Once Stalin embarked on this road, no one and

nothing was able to stop him. In the second half of the 1930s, Stalin

would blame anyone for the failure of the strategy of

collectivization and industrialization. The main culprit remained at

liberty, of course, and continued ta make terrible blunders. In the

following two chapters, the horrendous consequences of Stalin's

policies in the 19305 for the province of Tver' will be related.

Il.1 Collectivization

Altbough the actual all-out collectivization drive only began in

the winter of 1929-1930, tbe first steps towards it Look place in the

3For example V.P. Danilov in: ibid., p. 176.
4Danllov •.o.. "NEP " p.176.
SDlIIIi.Iov •.0 .. "NEP " p.174.
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fall of 19276. At that momellL, for the lïrst time since Lhe aCLivities of

the requisition units of Lhe Civil \Var, deLachmellLs composed of sovieL,

Party, and OGPU representatives were senL into the coullLryside to lï nl!

grain. Grain deliveries had fallen far shon of expecLaLions. ln Lhe next

autumn, the procurement crisis recurred hecause of ,1 had han'est, ,Incl

in early 1929 the state once more organized forced requisiLions?

Altercations between peasants and the authorities, as weil ,IS

peasants' revolts againsL the confiscations, took placeS. [n 1. 8,

described the first political measures taken by the Party's gubkoll1

against local authorities who advocated a "conciliatory" line. The staLe

tried --as it had in the earlier de1ivery campaigns--, through the

mediation of Lhe village soviets, to exert most of the pressure on the

richer farmsteads, when it ordained its initial procurement quotas for

tbe de1iveries of the winter of 1929-19309. However, Lbis strategy

would oblige the state to remain dependent on Lhe peasantry's

cooperation; to avoid Lhis, it decided Lo make a radical switch lO . AII-

6Altrichter, p.182. Compare as weil to an interesting recent article on the Stalinists'
attack in 1928 on the leadership of neighbouring Smolensk guberniia (V. G. Aranus' cv,
'''Smolenskoe delo' 1928 g.: Podgotovka 'velikogo perelomn' ," in: ~lnik...MoJilto.YS.ltogo.

uniyersitela. Seriia 8 Istoriia, No.3, 1991, pp.56-73). Afanas'ev argues with some
justification that, in comparison with the well-known 'Shakhty-casc,' the Smolensk one
Ilad a far lorger importance. Other than 'Shakhty,' in which accusations were forged of
wrecking and connections with forcign intelligence services against a compurntively
small group of engineers-specialists, 'the Smolensk case' accascd a who!e Party
organizatioa of degrodation, of 'a political bloc with the kulnks', and the whole pensnnlry
of the guberniia of a transition to the capitalist way of development. (Alanas'ev,
"'Smolenskoc.. .'," p.58). It is Iikely that in l'ver' guberniia an extensive purge of the
leading Party positions took place in 1929 os weil, ns the attack on the Vyshnii Volochek
leadership indicates, but that it was less severe than in Smolensk guberniia, wherc in
1929 "practicll1ly a new Party organization was created." (Afanas' ev , '''Smolenskoe .. .',''
p.69: sec 1.8).
?Altrichter, p.183.
Slbid., pp. 1831184.
9Altrichter, p.I84.
IOlbid., pp.IM/18S.
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out collectivization of agriculture and "de·kulakization" comprised the

solution11 .

According to Danilov, in February 1930, in the Western, Moscow,

Leningrad, and the industrial Ivanovo oblast', 17,000 kulaks were

arrested for cOllnterrevolutionary agitation and their families were

exill"d tCl remote areas of the USSR; they were c1assified as belonging

to the 'first category' of kulaks, the most harmfuJ12. 15,000 kulak

households "01' the 'second category' -- were exiled in their entirety to

faraway regions. An unknown number of kulaks were assigned to a 'third

category' and were "merely" exiled to the peripheJY of their

adminisu".ltive raions. In 1930 and 1931 in the Soviet Union, a total of

381,000 families (1,803,392 people) were banished to out1ying areas

of the Union, as part of the 'firS[' or 'second' categoryl3. Anotller

400,000 ta 450,000 families were exiled to less remote areas as part

of the 'tbird category' in tlle same periodl4 . Between 1932 and 1936 an

additional 100,000 households were de-kulakized. lt is difficult to

assess the accuracy of Dani1ov's and Bugai's numbers. According to

Rugai, of those depot'ted to peripheral areas, 973,693 remained by

1939, white 3.4 million had been deported to these areas by the end of

1932 15 . Perllaps 800,000 people (roughly 600,000 between 1932 and

110n the dekulakizntion. sec V.P. DlIJIilov, "Kollektiviznuiia... ," pp. 355-400, in: V.A.
Ivnnov(ed. l. 1!l:t:ll.pUkn..nll.istoricheskie temy...-ll.ilIl.og yedet chitntel'. Moskva: !zdatel'stvo
politicheskoi Iiterntury. 1989, pp.388-391 and N. F. Bugai, "20-40-e gody:
Dcpot1f\tsiia nnseleniia 5 territorii cvropeiskoi Rossii,ll in: 0tecbestvennajg jstQrjio, 4,
1992, pp.37-49. pAl).
12Danilov."Kollektivizlltsiia .... " pp. 388/389; the former Tver' guberniia had been
mainly divided up between Moscow and Western oblast'.
13Danilov."Kolleklivizatsiia ," p.391; Bugai, pAl.
14 I)anilov." Kollektivizatsiia " p.391.
15 Bugai. pAl.
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1937) successfully escaped; one could therefore conclude that al leasl

hall' of these deponees (approximately 1. 7 million) died, since kulaks

were still being deported al'ter 1932. Tite Itead of lite Slale Archive of

the Kalinin oblast' wrote an article in 1989 based on the documents on

collectivization and further repressions in tlte 19305 that were being

declassified in his archive16 . He relaIes how even people possessing

one cow were expropriated of everything tltey had17 . The loss of vOling

rights was often a prelude to further repressions, as tlte case of

Mironov below iIIustrates. The internal1y exiled "kulaks" --tlte "third"

category-- would be sometimes organized into forced labour ballalions

ta log, build roads, and the like.

The arbitrariness of de-kulakizalion becomes obvious l'rom lite

concrete example of Nikolai Mironovich Mironov, a rural dweJler of

tlte area around Udoml'ia, Ilot far removed l'rom Vyshnii VoJochek18 .

In this raion about 500 people were dekulakized. Judging l'rom a

document in the oblast' archive, Mironov Itad lost his electoral rigltts

some time before 1931. He tried to appeal for the restitution of his

rights with the rural soviet of Moldino (raion of Udoml'ia). The case

was heard on May 4, 1931. His request was rejected, because of his

"kulak farm" (ku/;/lskot' knozÙislfld). He had been dekuJakized by tlte

poor peasant1 (bedno~PJ of the commune "Moldino" in February 1930,

and his property was confiscated on the initiative of local

16I1'in, "Raskrytie ".
17U'in,"Raskrytie ," pp.11I12.
18See Gennadi Asinkritov, "Raskulachennyi", in: Gla.no5t'(lJdomel'skaill
obsbcbe.tyenno'politjeb""kaia ga.eu Tv"mlco; obillsti). Vol. Il, No. 9(46), July 1992,
pp.4/S. See the mllp., TodllY the nuclear power station of the Tver' oblast' i. locllted in
Udoml'ill raion, which has transformed thi. fonnerly strictly rural raion.



• authoritiesl9 . The communal house of the collective was being built

from the 10gs of Mironov's house20 . Unfonunately for him, Mironov's

family had owned a wool-beating machine and had employed hired

hands before the revolution. However, according to Mironov at the

hearing of his case, the machine had been out of order since 1914.

Furthermore, since the death of his brothers in 1927 -- together

with whom Nikolai Mironovich had lived and taken care of the l'arm

their father had bequeathed to them--, the family propeny had been

divided into several units. After the division of the propeny among

his nephews and himself following his brothers' death in 1927, he

ol1ly owned one horse, one cow, one calf, and two sheep, i.e. an

amount of Iivestock below the norms set ta identify a kulaJe. He did

not seem to have culLivated an allotment of land that was above the

"JeuJak-norm." Perhaps Mironov was envied or disliJeed by sorne of the

other, poorer, vil1agers, who seized the opportunity offered by

191n the 19605. the operation of the kolkhoz" Moldino" would be described in glowing
terms in a series of articles by Leonid lvaaov in~ (Leonid lvanov, "V rodnykh
mestakh," in: Noy>i Mir. 3, 1963, pp.114-200, Leonid Ivanov, "Snova 0 rodnykh
mestakh, " in: NOYyi Mir, 2, 1965, pp. 181-212, Leonid lvanov, "Litsom k derevne, "
in: Noy>i Mir, S, 1966, pp.201-221). The hero of Ivanov's account, kolkhoz director
Evgenii Aleksandrovich Petrov. IÛready led "Moldino" in the eady 19305 as a young
Komsomol, and might have been partiaUy responsible for the reckoning with Mironov.
Petrov himself was for a while detained in 1931. but could retum te the farm without
being sentenced, perhaps because he did not admit to "anti-Soviet activities." (Leonid
Ivanov, "Snova .... " p.183. p.196. p.203). Petrov had been excessively ccncemed with
the standard of living of his kolkhozniks, according to lvanov, and was forced te defend
himse1f for being the son of a tsarist general as weil (Leonid Ivanov. "Snova... ," p.203;
in the 1966 article by Ivanov. Petrov's father has been reduced to the cank of captnin 
-perhaps he was demoted when he took service with the Red Army. perhaps Ivanov
exaggerated in 1965. see Leonid Ivanov, "Litsam... ," p.211). Both Leonid Ivanov and
l'etrov were mobilized "to nid with colleetivization" in Udoml'ia raion in 1930 (Leonid
Ivanov, "Snova... ," p.186). Ivanov himself claimecl to have oaly been active as land
surveyor. The involvement of either )vanov or Petrov in "de-kulakization" is not
mentioned by )vanov in the articles.
20Asinkritov, ppA/S.
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• collectivization, and "de-kulakized" him with the aid of their newly

formed commune. Mironov's family was evicted l'rom their home, ail

pl'open)' confiscated, and he was forced ta resettle elsewhere <lS a

knuror (individual l'armer, living in a house in the middle of his

fields, outside an)' village)21. He subsequently worked in Rybinsk,

then returned home, and bombarded the authorities with requests

that justice should be done22 . The end came in 1937, when he was

convicted by a "troika" as an "ami-Soviet element" and "enemy of the

people." His sentence entailed no rights of correspondence, which

meant execution. It seems likely that the authorities became fed up

with the bothersome Nikolai Mironovich and simply decided ta geL

rid of him. Mironov's daughter was recently inl'ormed thaL her faLher

had been posthumously rehabilitated on Januar)' l6, 1989, during the

second wave of rehabilitations of StaHn's victim!>-23.

The state shirked l'rom the responsibility of supplying farms

with machinery by proposing the liquidation of the richer ("kulak")

bouseholds and the transfer of their supposed machinery and

equipment to the kolkhozy. For example, in Likhoslavl' raion in

February 1930, 270 kulaks were expropriated, losing their tools,

equipment. and ail their livestock; the property was transferred ta

the indivisible funds of the kolkhozy24.

The poor and middle peasaJlts were made to join the

collectives with promises, threats, and force2 5. Their property

21Soo Altrichter, p.22, for a description of kiJutoJy.

22 Asinkritov, p.S.
23Ibid., p.S.
24Qç!Jerki, p.346.
25Altrichter, p.I8S: Manas'ev, "'Smoleaskoe .. .'," p.70.
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• became parl of the collective farm's "indivisible fund," and it was

rendered difficult or impossible for them to retrieve their share

l'rom il. Rules laid down for the fund dealt with the kolkhoz'

property, production, investment, and consumption, effectively

laking any related decisions out of the hands of the individual

peasants.

ln 'l'ver' guberniia --which was split up in the course of 1929

into okrugs, which became part of either the Moscow or the Western

oblast' --, the col1ectivization movement was hampered by the

Party's minimal presence and the weakness of the government in the

countryside26 . In 1929, lhe number of collective fal'ms l'ose l'rom

210 on January l, to 492 on July l, but still comprised only 2% of aH

peasant households2'. The number of Party members at this point in

the countryside was still very small28 . In Tver' okrug, where the

situation was probably more favourable than in the other three

okrugs of the former guberniia, 103 rural l'arty cells operated, with

a total of 1,242 Communists. This translated into only 12% of ail

Communists of the okrug. Presently, the local Party leadership

introduced ideas of complete collectivization of certain rai ons by

1932-1933. Even rather utopian plans cropped up, which deemed it

feasible to create a huge agro-industrial complex in the Likhoslavl'

rai on. This plan was akin to the proposais of Khrushchev in the early

1950s that would be equally rejected.

26Altrichtcr, pp. 187/188; Qçhgrkj, p.337. In the wake of the Sixteenth Party Congress
of June/July 1930, the okrugs were dissolved and split up in raions, residing under the
administration of the !Wo oblasts (Qçherki, pp.3611362).
21Altricbter, p.189.
28Qçherki, p.337.

136



• Meanwhile the resistance against the coll~ctiviz;lti()n drive

was on the rise: activists were threat~ned, beaten, ;U1d sometil1l~s

assassinated29. In Bezhetsk okrug more than fifty "terrorist" ;lcts

were registered in the last months of 192930 . In four months, during

the autumn and winter of 1929-1930, more than Ilin~ hundr~d p~opl~

were brought ta trial here in connection with "terrorislll".

"Counterrevolutiollary groups" were formed. Arson ;lnd the slaughter

of cattle proliferated31 . Il is doubtful that "kulak-propagand;l"

caused the widespread slaughter of cattle; a far more likel)' cause

can be found in the threat of caule confiscation by the kolkhoz)',

combined with the promise of machinery ta substitute for the canle.

The peasants of Likhoslavl' raion bl'Ought 62 % mor~ cattl~ La the

slaughterhouse in November 1929 than in Septembel' of th~ same

yea1'32. In the Kalinin rural raion the Ilumber of canle would continue

ta decrease until 193,533. Reatizing the danger of resisting by

refusing ta join the kolkhoz, sorne decided ta join them in ol'der to

distract the autborities' attention from other persecuted practices

they were involved in. These "pseudocommunes" --of Baptists, for

instance-- were subsequently exposed34 .

29 Altrichter, p.190; Qcherki, p.338.
30Qcherki, p.339.

31Ibid.; Helier and Nekrich, p.237.
32Q.~, p.338.
33S.!. Ledovskikh, "Kalininskij raion", pp.38-"13, in: Uchenye zupiski Moskovskogo
Gosudarstvennogo Uniyersiteta Trudy Kglinjnskoi ekspeditsii nllJl.c.l:u1ll.:.
js.ledoyatel'skogo jnstitutg g.el!grn(jj· Zony-~goroda i aiony. Kaljnjnskoj oblalltL.
Geografiia: Vypusk 38, Tom 1II, chast' pervaia. Mo.kw: 1940 [from here: MOU 3.8.),
pAl.
34Korzun, Pervye, . pp.82/83.
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By roughly December 1929, local authorities became "dizzy

with success": three raions of the 't'ver' okrug promised each other,

by way of "socialist competition", to have their territory fully

col1ectivized before the 1930 spring sowing3S . lndustrial workers

had begun to propagate the virtues of the collective farms in the

countryside in the second half of 192936 . In January 1930, two

hundred industrial workers from the town of 'l'ver' were sent into

the countryside of the okrug to lead the collective farm movement;

the fol1owing ceremony set the tone of tbeir mission3?:

On January 24, 1930, at a solemn evening organized for
the occasion of the dispatch of the workers, a resolution of the
'l'ver' workers was read out and given to each activist. In the
resolution the workers cal1ed upon their comrades to be firm
fighters for socialism, to develop and strengthen the kolkhoz
movement, and to guarantee the economic and political
durability of each kolkhoz. 38

Activists from Moscow, 't'ula, Smolensk, Briansk, laroslavl',

and Ivanovo also joined in the collectivization drive in the four

okrugs39. In Rzhev okrug, 187 communists and Komsomols were sent

illlo the countryside, thirty-six of whom were women40 . Not all city

dwellers were supporting the collectivization drive: in the autumn

of 1929, a student of the Pedagogical Institute of 't'ver', one Nikitin,

whose parents were peasants, protested the onslaught on the

3SAltrichter, p.190.
360cberki, p.341.

3?Altricbter, pp. 1891190, mentions December, but the aclUal dispatch of these
oClivislS took place later.
38 Korzun, ~, p.M.
39.Q.dwki, p.344.

400cherki. p.343.
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• 139
peasantry4l. At a political meeting in the Institute. he was defended

by many of those present. As a result. he could not be dismissed

initially. However, tbe Institute's Party biuro forced Nikitin to leave

one week later.

ln some bouseholds, adult males were working as itinerant

artisans or seasonal workers. As a consequence, the authorities had

to apply pressure specifically on the women, wbo had stayed in their

village to take care of the family farm. Tbe stronger opposition of

peasant women to collectivization can perbaps be discerned when

reading the following quote:

The participation of female workers in col1ectivization was
very important in this period. They found more easily a common
language with the female peasants, on whom depended to a
significant level the unüication [in the kolkhozy] of the
peasantry.42

A Soviet source indicates tbat, on the whole, women in the

countryside only turned away from religion after the establishment

of the col1ective-farm system43. They might have had religious

reasons to resist the collectivization, particularty because of the

uninhibited attack on priests tbat accompanied the events44.

4IL.A. Kotliarstaia. M.M. Freidenberg. Iz istorii Ive""toi Kul'tl!Q'. Aoalo!jj Nikolaeyjcb
veahjn'ltii (1888-1944). Uchebnoe posobie, Tver' 1990. p.83.
42Qcberki, p.343. For m examp!e of the marlted mt8goniom of "'omen towards
colleetivization. see Conquest. Baryest. p.IS?
43Anokbina. Sbmeleva. p.268.
44A report of August IS. 1929 described tbe situatlon with religion and uti-rellgiou.
propagmda in the guberniia lo the Tver' gubkom: still almost 1,000 cburcbe. and
monasteries funetioned in tbe province. md 1058 priests md monts bad survived up to
that point (see Tveakoi t!!C!llr. ". p.lI). Around 5.000 people belonged ta non-Ortbodox
denominations. The O!d Believers "'ere tbe targest among these: they numbered
approximlte1y 2.800. In order ta comprebend the resolls of the aati·religious offensive
of the 19305, compare ta VI.2.



• Women's increased significance in agriculture, that had evolved

since 1914, was sustained45 . When, in the fall of 1932, 5,886

kolkhoz shock-workers were counted in the raion of Bezbetsk, 3,976

of them were women.

ln early 1930 workers' activists were also involved in the

setting up of the first Machine Tractor Stations; workers donated

part of theit" pay for equipping the MTS46. In 1932, there were about

twenty MTS in the area of the future oblast'47. A Soviet source says

somewhat euphemistically that the workers' involvement was

conducive not oruy for the most effective use of the agricultural

machinery, but also "... showed models of a high organization of

laboui' to the kolkllOzniks. "48

As Robert Conquest observes, the MTS "was seen as a node of

pro1etarian consciousness, headed by party officiais and staffed by

workers, and was given considerable powers over the kolkhozes it

served."49 However, even in the eyes of the authorities, mauers got

out of hand in the late winter of 1930:

On February 6, 1930, the okrumkom took the politica1ly
misLaken, and in practice harmful, decision to dec1are the
Tver' okrug to be an okrug of ail-out coUectivization, and
ordered the localities to take appropriate measures for
carrying out this decision. 50

450cherkj,p.374. However, M.K. Chesnokova claimed Ihat she immedistely joined the
kolkhoz in 1929. She had lost her father. and she --seventeen-years-old at the time
and her mother were probably classified as bedniaks. Nevertheless, they were both
devout (testimony of M. V. Chesnokova in the survey).
460cberkj, pp. 344/345.
47Ocberkj, p.373.
480cberkj, p.373.
49Conquest, Haryest, pp. 1811182.

50KorzuD, Pervye, '" p.M.
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The okruzokoms decision ordered collectivization lo he

completed in the spring of 1930, that is tllree years earlier ulan

required by the Central Committee for the Moscow oblast' (of which

Tver' okrug at this lime was a part)51. In tlle middle of February

1930, already 70% of the households were collectivized in the okrug

of Tver', and on March 1, 78%52. Thus the Tver' okt-ug surpassee! the

level of col1ectivization of the whole country, which stood at 58% in

March 193053 . Resistance increased concurrently:

In the Tver' countryside the kulaks [read: many peasanls)
conducted malicious anti-soviet agitation against the
kolkhozy, killed kolkhoz activists, burned kolkhoz properly,
inflicted damage on the kolkhoz lands, privateered, and
destroyed the kolkhoz cattle. 54

Within the territory of the 'l'ver' okrug 15,000 people IOSl the

right to vote, or 3.8% of the total number of votet-s55 . In an account,

written during the Khrushchev era, il was admitted --along the Iines

of Stalin's Prayda article "Dizzy with Success"--, thal local I)arty

workers violated the principle of the voluntary entrance of the

peasantry into the kolkhozy, and that erroneously sorne seredniaks

("midd1e peasants") were de-kulakized56.

51Korzun, ~..e......., pp.84/8S.
52A1trichter, p.191; Korzun, &:ay~, p.85.
53 Helier and Neknch. p.234.
54 Korzun. &:ay.ll........ p.84.
55Korzun, &:ay.ll........ p.83.
56Korzun , ~.ll......., p.85. The orbitroriness of the proces. i. obvious from the account
in the svrvey of M.M. Kozenkova-Pavlova. who Iived in Torzhok raion. Her father hod
two cows. two horses, and much land. When in 1933 [the yelll' might be slightJy off] a
kolkhoz was organized in their village, they somehow avoid de-kulakization. because two
relatives were workers in the f&Ctory (testimony of M.M. Kozenkova in the survey).
Similari1y the fether of A.K. Sumugina-Shepeleva was seved because one of his sons was
a Party member (testimony of A.K. Sumugill8-Sbepeleve in the survey). l'or "Diuy
with Success." see J.V. Stalin, "Dizzy with Sucees•. Concerning Questions of the
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Against the ideas of common sense, the socializatioll of
ail small animais and domestic fowl took place in the
Likhoslavl', Tolmachi, Emel'ianovo, and Novotorzhok raions.
Efforts te create giant koJkhozy and communes were
undertaken. Jn various pJaces voices were heard, ca11ing it
unnecessary ta have rural soviets in the areas of ali-out
col1ectivization. The harmfuJ line on the withering away of the
rural soviets was most pronounced in the raion of Rameshki. A
chairman of one of the rural soviets in that raion gave the
executive of the rural artel' ail records and printed matLer
al'ter a kolkhoz had been organized. 57

Unrest among the peasants is liSled at least for the Sandovo,

Molokovo, Ves'egonsk, Rameshki, Likhoslavl', Novotorzhok,

Esenovichi, and ToJmachi raionsSs .

ln 1937, at the second Party conference of the Kalinin obJast',

lhe currenl chair of the nui'spolkom of Ovinishche, Zhukov, was

criticized for baving been tao lenient during col1ectivization59 . The

accusation shows thal not a11 Party members enthusiastically

partici pated, in contrast to the manner in which the leadership of

Novolorzhok and the three other raions in the above quote threw

themselves into the movement. Zhukov was working as chair of tbe

Tolmacbi raJïspolkom from July 1929 untiJ February 1930. He was

released l'rom his duties by the okruzokom al'ter having "... rather

passively pursued the party line in the matter of collectivization of

__ ._ .. ._. ._.00. .. . __

Collective-Farm Movement," in: J.V. Statin, ~, Volwne 12 (April 1929-June
1930), Moscow: Foreign Languages Publishing House, 1955, pp. 197-205. The original
appelU'ed in &JwlIl on MlU'ch 2, 1930 (ibid., p.205). Compare as weil Conquest,
Horyest, p.160.
57Kol"zun, Pervye ,p.BS.
5SKorzun,~.J:....., p.86; Ocberkj, p.349. Revolts against the collective flU'ming lU1ll
the forced closure of churches at this time were taking place in the mons of Sandovo,
Molokovo, and Ves'egonsk.
59Pnko, 147111527, 1.105; see 1.6 for his ether IiIUol' plIS
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agriculture: particularly in the question of the lïrst collectivizatioll

in 1929. "60 Someone c,une ta his defense at the conference of 1937:

Indeed, they dismissed him for a pOOl' policy in the
collectivization, for a somewhat tiberal auitude lowards
sorne backward elements in the countryside. However, this
c1early had ta do with the fact that lhere were l'irge
exaggerations in the okrug in the area of collecti vizatian.
Zhukov was not discreclited then, they gave him leading work,
and a year later he already worked as raikom secretaty in the
Likhoslavl' raion.61

Following this discussion, the qut:stion was asked to what

category his father be1onged: kulak, bedniak ("pOOl' peasant"), or

seredniak ("middle peasant")62. Zhukov answered seredniak, which

was suspicious. [n the end, tao many doubts about Zhukov arose

among the delegates of the Palty conference; he was crossed off the

list of candidates for the abkom by a vote of 113 ta 38263 . ln 1930,

Stalin allowed himself ta criticize distortions in collectivizalion,

but in 1937, a low level <ipp,muc1lJK, such as Zhukav, certainly was

not forgiven for exhibiting "ratten liberalism" during

col1ecti vi zation.

After Stalin had called off the drive for ful1-scale

collectivizatian in early March 1930, many peasants left the

kolkhazy again, just before spring sowing6~. Leading Party workers

were released from their duties; in the 'J'ver' okrug, for example, lhe

60poko,147/t1527, 1.105.
61pako,147/11527,1.106.
62Ibid., 1.107.
63 Ibid., 1.108.
64Altrichter, p.192: Helier, Nekrich, pp.239/240.
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raikom SeCrl:!Laril:!S of Likhoslavl' and Novotorzhok raions were

dismissed, as weil as the raiispolkom chair of Likhoslavl' raion65 .

Many of Lhe peasanLs, in parlicular Lhe seredniaks. supposedly

had noL yeL been ri p':' for the radical transformation that was

aLlempLed in the December·March period of 1929 and 193066 . Some

middle peasanLs, who had been mistakenly held for kulaks, received

Lhdr properLy back after Sta/in's cautioning of early Mareil, 193067 .

Much of lhe liveslock had been slaughLered by the peasantry

before joining the farms, and there was Iittle idea of how ta start:,

afLer the kolkhoz's formation, with the "socialist" cultivation of the

land68 . How unpopular the collective farm movement had become is

clellr l'rom the fact that, according to one Soviet source, in early May

of 1930 only 4.6% of the peasant households were still collectivized

in the Tver okrug69 . The retreat would prove temporary, only a

handful individual farmers surviving by the late 1930s70 . The

kolkhozes received more privileges with regard ta the payment of

state taxes than the individual peasants; when. in July 1934, the

Laxes and delivery quotas for individual peasants were once more

65Korzun, 1'.1lr.YY.<:"'u, p.87; ç:tçb.~r.ki. p.351.
66lli.h.Wù, p.347.
67Q.çjwrJti, p.350. See Stnlin, "Dizzy with Success. "
68 Altrichter, p. 192. According to Danilov, from 1929-1932, haIf of the cattle in the
countr)' was sillughtered (Danilov Il. o., "NEP... ," p.181). In the ureas that were
designated in late 1929 for lili-out collectivizution 100% of draught cattle and cows,
80% of hogs. and 60% of sheep and goats were to be socialized; as a consequence IIImo5t
one quarter of the stock of strong horned caltle was lost in the USSR in just two months
in the winter of 1930 (lu.S. Borisov, V.M. Kuritsyn, Iu.S. Khvan. "Politicheskaia
:listema kontsa 20-301th godov. 0 Staline i stalinizme. "in: V.S. Lel'chuk(ed.), Istoriki
Sporjllt TrinodtSRt' besed. Moskva: Politizdat, 1988, pp.228-303, pp.274/275).

69Kor~un, Peryye"" p.S7.
70See below; IIIso Helier and Nekrich, p.240.
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• increased, collectiviz:ltion of ail peasams' households was dose lo

completion71 . Already in 1931 a renewed w<\ve of colleclivization

swept several raions in the former guberniia of 'l'ver': in Bezhetsk

rai on that year the proportion of collectivized households rose l'rom

3.2% to 69.9%, and in Kalinin rai on l'rom 3% LO 50%. At the t'nd of the

First rive Year 1)lan (December 1932), the number of collectivi1.ell

households in both l';lions was respectively more than 80% ,U1d

around 70%72. Thus, two and a hall' years al'ter the excessive lïrst

wave of collectivization was criticized and discontinued in eart)'

March 1930, the level of collectivization in the Kalinin raion (part of

the former l'ver' okrug) was again at 70%.

Most peasants must have been baffled by the collectivizalion

drive. Even an official Soviet account of the co11ectivi'l.ation in the

area has to admit that it was sometimes difficult ta change id t'as ta

which the peasantry had been accustomed for generations73 . The

c1ass mode! that the Parry applied to the countryside did not

conform at a11 to the Russian peasantry's concepts about rural

society?4. The peasants thought in different categories, rendering

them incapable of accepting the regime's po!icies. ln the villages of

the Russian counrryside of NEP, the pOOl' peasants and landless

labourers stood in low esteem: the predominant conviction was that

prosperity came about through hard work and poverty was caused by

71~MrJti, p.352; DaDilov, "Kollektivizatsiia ... ," p.397.

72Qchetkj, pp. 372 and 376.
?3Qcherkj, p.347.

?4See Altrichter, p.96. V.G. Aranas'ev noticed that in Smolensk gubemiia even the
milroad workers stated in 1928 that "Moscow had imagincd those kulaks," because they
did not not know of any in their province (ArMas'ev, '''SmoJen.~lr.oe.. .' ," p.62).
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• inability and laziness7S, The peasantry. both rich and poor, WOlS only

egalitarian in 50 far that it did not tolerate the existence of those

who had property without having worked for it. The village

community WolS not divided by c1ass solidarity among rich or poar

peasants; prestige WOlS based on family ties76 . Altrichter notes in

this respect:

Uousehold-family relationship-village WOlS the peasants'
credo, and the Boishevik cJass policy had not been able to
change or expand on it.77

ln an eerie way, il might be true thOlt a basis WolS created for

the education of a new person. but it is daubtful that he or she would

harbaur a socialist conscience78 . Th Olt is, unless one equates

socialism with Stalin's primitive statist ideas about it79.

The collective movement in the countryside had been weak in

the 1920s: collective farms had been in dectine up to 1929, and the

membership of consumers' and agriculturat cooperatives WolS nat

poputar everywhere, although these cooperatives were growing

towards the end of the decade80 . When a peasant joined a

75Ibid., p.98.
76Ibid., p.99. This perception existed in the Soviet Union among the academics of the
group of the I"Urnl economist Chaianov during the 1920s. The idens of Chnianov and his
followers, and many of dte members themselves. were repressed ofter 1929 (Kerbl'ay.
pp. 13. liS. and 142). With respect to the position of the kulaks in the village
community. Kerblay writcs: "En réalité [as apposcd ta the fantasies about rural society
that hllunted the minds of dIe Boishevik leadership]. la puissance des kulalti reposait
moins sur des moyens de production importants ou le louage de main d'oeuvre (critéres
du capitalisme) que sur un réseau de relations. "(Kerblay. p.2S9).
77Altrichter. p.IOO.
78Qmo:r.ki.. p.357.
79SCI! Helier. Nekrich. p.281.
80Altr;chter. pp. 159-167 IInd pp. 175-182; G.S. Sergeev deseribes the carly
collective farros that had been formed in the first l'ears of Soviet power (G.S. Sergeev.
"Iz istorii sozdaniia i deiatel'n'lsti kollektivnikh khoziaistv v pervye gody sove15koi
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cooperative. he often derived litt1e benefit from it. He was inc1ined

to pay at most a tiny fraction of his income as a membership fee,

wbicb Iimited the tbe cooperative's ability to manoeuvre. The

peasant did not see many tangible results of the cooperative's

activities. which often suffered from its functionaries'

incompetence, corruption. and theft.

Col1ectivization must have made the impression on the

peasants of a world turned upside down: at once the good·for

nothings were being rewarded for having previously worked so

poorly, and the ones who deserved to live in sorne prosperity were

hauled off by the town's emissarieslll • It must have left those who

stayed bebind in a perplexed state of mind. In the words of Mikhail

Heller and Aleksandr Nekrich,

It [colleetivization] destroyed the old peasantry and
in its place produced a new social type --the collective
farmer, a being who very quickly lost all interest in working
the land. 82

lIror'llilovka (wage levelling) and olJezlichka (the obliteration

of personal responsibility) were indeed rampant in the countryside

of tbe former Tver' guberniia during the early years of

vlasti (po materialam tverskoi gubemii)," in: (M.A. Il'in et a1.(eds.)), Iz iSlOrii
KaHninskoi oblasti. Sta'ti j dolrumed\)', Kalinin, 1964. pp.56-17). Their number was
drastically reduced from 532 to 88 between 1921 and 1925 (Sergeev, "Iz istorii ... ,"
pp. 74((.).
81Peasants with any talent for (armiq had often used the opportunitles o( the 1920s 10
dse above their previous poor existence and become what were termed "seredniats"
(L.A. Gordon, E.V. K1opov, Cbto etp byJo? Rum)'!lbleniia 0 predpo:iY1kakh i ilOS,kh logo
chto s1pçbjlos' s D,mi y 30-40-e 8041. Mosltva: Politizdat. 1989. pp.I34/135). As a
reward (or their e((orts, many o( them were de-ltulatized in tbe collectivizatlon. At the
satne time, many o( tbe "bednialts," unable 10 succes(ully cullivate their lands in the
1920s. saw tbeir chance lit the onset o( coUectivizwon and tried 10 malte a career with
the help of il.
82Heller and Nekricb, p.243.
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collecLivizaLion, which seems Lo confirm this Jack of interest83 . The

CenLral CommiLtee was forced in 1932 Lo underline the importance

of piecework in the kolkh ozyS4. The leadership resorted ta the threat

of t'oree La discipline the kolkhozniks as weil, particularly by the

decree Dt' August 7, 1932, of the Central Executive Committee and

the Sovnarkom "Ob ok1Jr;we imus1Jc1JeSlJ.";1 4Qvsu(/;/rslFenn,.yk1J

predprù'.:mï, kolk1Jozov i koopemlsii i u1:replemï obs1Jsc1Jescvennoi

(.!J'or.!J·ùlislic!les1:oi) sobsrvennosli "85

Despite the removal of the most capable figures within the

village, some of the new collective farms cannat have functioned ail

Lhat dismally86. ACter ail, for the successful operation of a kolk110Z

quite a different type of leader was required. Il is obvious that

peasants who were prospering as private farmers, working for their

persona! benefit, were perhaps not the kind to be subjected easily to

83Qdwki" p.373.
84Qcherki, pp. 373/374.

851u. Borisov a.o, "Politicheskaia... , "pp.2751276. Translation: "On the protection of
the property of state enterprises, kolktozy and cooperatives and the strengthening of
public (socio1ïst) owncrship."
86See Heller and Nekrich for an estimate of the debilitating effect on rural society by the
removal of the kuloks (Heller, Nekrich, p.233), as weil as Kerblay (Kerblay, p.23S).
A.N. Saltharov described the effects: "One should neither look ovec the following foct: At
the end of the 20s (before and during the beginning of collectivization), according to data
of Soviet specialists, more than 200,000 of those, for whom de-ku1akization was
wailing or who were already de-kulakized, legally or iIIegally resettled in the towns.
These were the strongest, the most viable, the best prepared for a reversai of fortune,
and the most strong-willed layers of the countryside." (A.N. Sakharov,
"Revoliutsionnyi ... ," p.62). 'l'herefore it seems that many of the more enterprising and
imaginative individuals succeeded in avoiding the harsher treatment meted out to some of
the "kulnks" in collectivization. Sakharov's numbers here were mentioned by Kuritsyn,
who Ialks about 200,000 familjes fleeing the countryside (lu. Barisov a.o.,
"Politichesknia... , " p.277). See as weil Dnnilov a.o., "NEP... ," p.I84, and lu. Borisov
0.0., "Politicheskaia... , " p.214. Borisov argues that the more capable seredniaks were
not trusted, and therefore were much less considered for the position of kolkhoz chair
than bedniaks and batralts. As Il result, in 1933 alone, more than one third of the
kolkhozchnirs had to be changed in the Trans-Vrai arell for eXllmple.
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• the decisions of the kolkhoz meeting or, more import;\Iltly. llJ those

of the viHage soviet and the raion committee 01' the l'art}'. A new

elite took over from the people who had formerly wielded clout in

the sk!Jod : a few were town dwellers, but the majorit)' were

peasants8? From coHectivization's beginning, the autllorities

endeavoured to improve the skills of the agricultur;t1 workers

through courses, schools, and so on88 . Tlle new elite worked as

chairs of tlle kolkhoz, brigadiers, MTS employees. bookkeepers,

agronomists: what sometimes has been called the kol khoz

"adstocracy. "89 Apart l'rom technical aid, the MTS workers Ilad to

introduce among the peasants the

...workers' spirit of creation [how unfortunate that
they apparently needed r.o leam about this, as they ceitaillly
did not seem to lack in creati ve spirit in the 192051, of
organization, of care about the interests of the state [about
which they indeed had hardIy been worried in the t920s).90

Efforts were undertaken to increase the town's inl'luence 01\

the vi11ages91 . Many factory workers had been born in the villages;

these workers were sometimes persuaded to return to their native

homes to prcpagate the immense benelïts for the peasantry 01'

8?See Altnchter, p.I94; Qc.h.~rki, p.339; the town dwellers, such us the "25,000ers"
(" niboclJie-dr'lldtslltipitltil)'sii/cJ/Ilikl') were on the whole uncupuble of leuding the
collective fnrms to uny significant economic suceess, because of the total ignornnce of
agriculture of the mujority of them (Gordon, Klopov, p.136; for the 25,000ers, who
were dispatched in 1929-1930: Ocherki, pp.342/343. More than 500 were sent by the
okruzhkom of Tver'). V.G. Afanns'ev mnintains that, in the eyes of the leadership, even
the 2S ,OOOers lacked the nccessulj' subserviencc ta the commands l'rom above, and thut
therefore the most preferred kolkhoz directors were demohilized Red Army soldiers
(Afanas'ev, "'Smolenskoe.. .' ," p.71).
88Qcherki, pp.355-357.
89Altrichter, p. 194.
90 Qcherki , p.373.

91Qcherkj, p.339.
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• working on a col1ective l'arm. 'l'he Parly's policy tried, within the

realm of the very limited means made available to the countryside,

lo stress the "cultural enlightenm.ent." The cultural revolution had to

he transmitted lhrough the workers of the "reading huts" (iZb;i

c/lIii/l'JJ;JJ';~, or the "red corners" (Krasnyi lIl1oJok)92. Film projectors

also began to appear in certain hU'ger vil1ages93 . At the same time,

the peasant' s education was enhanced by the staging of show trials

against the kuJaks in the countryside94 . Here the peasants were saie!

to have applaue!ed the severe sentences that were handed out to

these "inveterolle enemies" of Soviet power and collective farming.

The less imaginative the members of a certain collective farm

were, the easier it probably was for Party and government officials

to compel a kolkhoz chair and kolkhozniks to execute the orders as

laid down by the plans95 . Collectivization, as Altrichter points out,

was actually a euphemistic term for making the col1ective farms

fully part of the state organization (" Vl!rsl;la(jicôlIJ{t/')96. Obviously,

not ail kolkhozniks longed for a return to the old days, as can be

concluded from the accounts of a few rank..and-file toiters, who

were e!ecorated in 1935 or 1936 by the Supreme Soviet, visited

92Korzun, l!.er_yY-e...~, 1'.97.
93 Ibid., 1'.98.
940cherki, 1'.339.

95Gol'llon, Klopov, 1'.72: "He [the independent thinlting peasant of the 19205) was
succl!t1ded by Lhe execuLor as a mllss socill1 figure, in some cases honesL, hard-working,
disciplined, in other cases unstable, idling, predisposed to drinking and deceit, but in al1
cases without an economie feeling of initiative and frequent1y not attempting to acquire
il." Aiso sec Gordon, Klopov, p. 136.
96Altl'Îchter, p. lBS. The same argument is defended by Rittersporn (Rittersporn,
1'.323 and 1'.328).
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• Moscow, and met Stalin, Kalinin, Voroshilov, and Mikoian9? A

religious reverence for Stalin and his cronies is express...d by sorne

of the decorated in this publication, which is, of course, largely

propaganda,

The Party needed obedient executors of ils will in the

countryside. The Stakhanov movement would hl:! l'ollowl:!d thl:!rl:! too,

and certain exemplary kolkltozy excl:!1Il:!d98 , ln 1935, the chairman of

the kolkhoz "NOf';I1.:/ zoizn", N. I. [vanov, received the Ll:!nill Order for

his l'arm's extremely high harvest yield. ln 1936, Y.F. Moliakov, chair

of the kolkhoz" KmS'nyi KolesniR of Krasnyi Kltolm raion, l:!arned thl:!

same honour for the kolkhoz's highly successful cOllduct of the fhtx

harvest. Considering the fact that at lhis time around 13,500

Icolkhozy had been created in the Kalillin oblast', it is hard to labl:!1

such feats typical. The l'lourishing collective farms were used as

examples to be held up to the many poorly operating kolkhozy,

showing the supposedJy enormous potential inherent in the

collective-l'arm system. Il is quite possible that collectives such as

tbe two mentioned above were helped by the authorities lo achieve

such excellent harvests, considering the fact that Stalchanov himselJ

toole credit for the work done by a whole team of miners99.

The Jack of agriculturaJ talent must have hindered the

attainment of satisfactory results. The conlinuous threat of

punishment for the kolkhoz executive prompted many talented and

9?See M)Uly1i u Stalina Rasskozy. ordenostsey soykhozoy i kolkhozoy QJllI~lJkJIgo_llliMll

Kaljninskoj oblosti. (n.p.): Izd. gozety "Kolkhoznaio stroio" , 1936.
98 Qçherki, pAlS.

99See Mettsolov, "Slalinizm... ," pAIS.
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• imaginati ve people, even after the coiJectivization was completed,

to try to leave the vill ages as soon as possibl e100. We will see that

still in the 1940s and 1950s the incumbents of kolkhoz chairs were

constalltly changecl, whenever they failed to achieve results desired

by the ParlY. 'l'he overly frequent replacing of the kolkhoz chair was

harshly criticized in Parly meetings at times, and Party

functionaries were instructed to persuade and educate instead. Since

the success 01' these tactics was slight, the impatient authorities

virtuaJly always resorted to removing the chair. A new one was

appointed, who often failed just as much, il' not more, than the

predecessor. 'l'hus, anyone who cherished any aspiration to prosper in

life tried to look beyond that Fosition of kolkhoz chair. Employment

in the towns was far preferable, inasmuch as poverty and insecurit)'

threatened less by comparison with the countryside101 . Moreover,

the possibility to succeed in towns was far more promising, the

state remunerated industrial workers and employees better, and was

less inclined to t'ire factory workers who failed to meet planning

targets. However, obviously, management's fate did depend on the

the faetory's performance in the same way as that of the kolkhoz

director depended on the success of the collective farm.

Another hindrance to the floudshing of the collective farros

was the low level of technology in agriculture. An official account

relates, with apparent pride, that in 1930 in the Rzhev okrug the

kolkhoz)' received for their spring sowing 928 ploughs, 448

100See Conquest, HaCVl!st. p.169 and Gordon, Klopov, p.71. See al50 VII.3.
101See A.N. Sakharov's remark above.
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• cultivators, 139 seed drills, 20 grain cleaners, and 33 separatorsl02 .

One caunot help but notice Ihe miserly amount and primitive lools.

In theory, in an area such as the 'l'ver' gubel1liia,

col1ectivization was perbaps not such a bad ideal03 . According ta one

source, the guberniia's relatively sma11 industl'Îes produced three

quarters of the territory's total output in the 1920sI04• This

indicates the smal1 share on the market of agricultural productioll,

in which more than 80% of the work. force was employed,

permanently or temporarily.

Agriculture had a subsistence character; the peasants did not

feel much urge to produce a large surplus wbicb could be sold on the

market. The peasantry's crop cultivation and animal husbandry were

primitive. as we noticed in Chapter l. The output of the farms was 50

low that many had ta look for additional sources of income.

Therefore the authorities' rationale in deciding on collectivization

might have been sound. Theoretical1y, the mechanization of the

production process and the efficient organization of labour would be

able to create large surplusses of agricultural products, and couIc!

free work hands for industry. However, economic rationa1izalion of

agriculture as a result of the introduction of the collecti ve-farm

system failed in practice. For example, already in 1931 more than

102Qçh,1lfki, p.355. Only 27,000 traclors were counted in the whole of the USSR in
1929 (Kerbla)', p.18). As n result of collectivization, an e!l1:imated 20 million herses
were killed in the course of a few years in the Soviet Union.
103In the 1920s, a genuine specialisl on agriculture, A.M. Bol'shakov, argued already
for the gradual col1ectivization of the 52% of the peasants --in fOrly-nine provinces of
Soviet Russia- that could be termed "poor" peasants (Bol'shakov, pp.44145). He had
different methods in mind than Stalin in order to achieve the col1~"Ctivization of these
households.
104Korzun, ~.Jl........, p.19.
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• l,ooa workers and ernployees in Kirnry raion were sent into the

fields to aid with harvesting 10S. SJlt!.lSrvo, the patronage by

factories over collective farms, involving technical assistance and

help with sowing, weeding, and reaping, was already widespread in

the sarne year in the area as we1l 106.

It is difficult to estimate how important outright coercion

was in the process, but Boitsov's nurnbers of arrests in the

countryside of early 1938 indicate that it is hard to overestimate

this factor in the peasants' joining the collectives10? Part of the

coercive rneasures in the countryside was the prohibition of the free

movement of citizens within the USSR: in December 1932, a passport

regirne was introduced, particularly airned at keeping the peasantry

in their villages and collective farrns 10S. Meanwhile, concomitant

with collecLivization, the intensified anti-religious offensive

continued, and not in rural areas alone: at the end of 1932 and in

10S0cberki, p.368.
1060cberki, p.369.

10?Pako, 147111554, 1.95; see below under m.2.
10SIbe exact dote was December 27, 1932 (Conquest, The Great TerrOl', p.21). Ibe
decree was probably connected with the famine that was gaining momentum in Ukraine,
Kazakhstan, and in other places. lu. Borisov, "Stalin: Chelovek i Simvol," p.478:
"Chorocteristic was also the introduction in December 1932 of a special passport
regime. Possports were given ta the inhabitonts of tawns, workers' settlements, raion
centres, construction projects, sovkhozy, MIS, and introduced as weil in a 100
lùlometers wide zone along the European bordets of the USSR and in several suburban
zones. In all other rural localities the population (the kolkhozniks) did not reccive
pnssports and were taken stock of by lists, that were Itept by the rural soviets." The
introduction of the passports also led ta a purge among the urban population of "a1ien
elemenu" in 1933. In arder ta get an idea of the extent of this measnre: the plan for this
purge in Kharkov in the Ukraine called for the banishment of 50,000 people from the
town. (O. Khlebniuk, "30-e gody. Krizisy, refonny, Msilie," in: Svobodnaia My.5l.:, 17,
1991, pp. 75-87 , p.82) Sorne of the features of the passport regime, particularly the
restrictions on settlement in certain towns for non-residents, survive until this day
(lu. Borisov 0.0., "Politicheskaia... , p.278). Ooly in 1974 the right to a passport of ail
ruml dwellen was legally acknowledged in the USSR (ibid.; Kerblay claims that this
was only the case in 1979 {Kerblay. p.19l}.
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• eady 1933 in the town of Kalinin and in the rur.l1 r:tion around the

town, an anti-Christmas campaign was conducted under the auspices

of the town's Party committee109 . Anti-religious terror played ilS

l'ole not only through arresting priests --the 'l'ver' chapter of

i11emod;f1 in 1990 counted at least thirty-two repressed in just two

rural raions in the Stalin era--, but was also used to forge li new

work habit among the peasantry: around 1936, one Sazonov W;\S

sentenced to six months corrective labour for failing to go to work

on an Orthodox holidayll0.

First in 1930, and then in 1935, a kolkhoz statute (US{;/l~ W;\S

issued which circumscribed the collective farm's rights and

dutiesll1 . Ali lands of the kolkhoz members were jojned together in

the collective farm, and could from that point onwards never be

returned to ko1khozniks who wanted to leave the collective112. The

draught Iivestock, agricultural equipment, all productive caule (the

produce of which was intended for sale), a11 seed funds, ail fodder,

ail buildings necessary for the socialized agriculture, and ail

processing tools were given to the kolkhoz. Labour tasks were

assigned by the kolkhoz leadership and remunerated according to a

performance and normation system113 . It was prohibited to dec1ine

the execution of a task ordained by the kolkhoz direction. Production

brigades were to be formed for the full agricultural year and were to

109Qcherki, p.390.
110Pako, 147111554, 1.95; J'yer.ko; memorial. vypusk 3, iiul'·avgusl 1990, p.3.
ll1A1trichter, pp. 192/193; Danilov, "Kol1ektivizatsiiu ... ," p.397. The new U.111vwas
introduced on rebruary 17, 1935 (Kerb1ay, p.222).
112A1tricbter, p. 192.
113Altricbter, p. 193.
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• b~ I~d by a brigadier, who wa~ to be appoinled for at leasl two

years. A labour book was inlroduced for the kolkhozniks. Every week

the brigadier wrOle down his or her brigade members' performance

in the labour books according to the legal norms. On the basis of this

account the kolkhozniks were to be paid. The kolkhoz was supposed

to operale, under the 1935 Statule, according to a blueprint based on

the state's production plans. It was to fulfil1 the obligations

towards the state as laid down in the plans. The sowing plan for the

kolkhoz was determined at the MTS, and confirmed by the

raiispolkom114 . This meant that the kolkhoz hardly had any freedom

to make independent decisions with respect to its agricultural

operations115 .

From 1933 to 1940, the delivery norms were calculated on the

basis of the size of the sown area and the number of heads of

cattle116 . As a conseq uence, the kolkhozy often tried to decrease

their sown area and cattle herd in this period, for that would

translate in lower delivery norms. Qoly in 1940 would the level of

obligatory procurements be made dependent on the total amount of

the kolkhoz's land.

The annual plenary meeting of ail kolkhoz members a1lowed for

elections of an executive and a revision committee, who were

responsible for the internai order of the kolkhoz 117. Supervision,

however, was exercised by the kolkhoz-association over the kolkhoz,

114Iu. Borisov a.o., "Politicheskaia... ," p.278.
115 Altricbter, p. 193.
1161 B' "P l''ch k' " 278/'79u. orlsov 0.0., 0 Ih es 010.... pp. ...
117Altricbter, p. 193.

156



•

•

and the raion soviet had to confirm the election of the revisioll

committee by the annual meeting. ALI jurisdiclion over ,·iLl'lge

commune (obs"c"iJ];~ properly WOlS transferred to the village soviet,

wltich ec1ipsed tlte sknocJ.18 . Indeed, the sknod WolS transformed into

tlte kolkltoz meeting119 . In 1935, the kot kltoznik' s priv'lle plOL

(us;id'b;~ was circumscribed: 0.25 to 0.50 hectares, a cow,

maximally two calves, a sow witlt pigleLs, up to ten sheep and goats,

and unlimited poultry and rabbits120 . This optimum, ho\vever, was

hardly reached anywhere. Nevertheless, even in 1958-59 the average

kolkhoz family still received most foodstuffs l'rom their private

holdings: 95% of the vegetables, 93% of potatoes, 96% of fruit (in

the Kalinin oblast', apples and pears mainly), 98% of milk, and 100%

of eggs and meat121.

ln Chapters V ta IX, the efl'ect of this enormous fOl'ced

transformation of the peasant's attitude and behaviour will be

t'elated. Collectivization certainly did not make agriculture much

more productive during Stalin's Iife122 . As a result, several Party

118Ibid., p.I94.
119When arter two rounds of consolidation in the 1960. Ihe colleclive rarm. consisled or
several villages, the meeting of the village community, the sk~ still mel 10 discus.
certain village affairs and even seems to have deult with some minor offenses (Kerblay,
p.257 and p.352; see as weil, I.E. Zelenin, Obsbchestyenno-polilicbeska;o ZhiZlL
soyetskoi dereyn; 1916-1258 gg..., Moslova: Nouka, 1978, pp. 141/142). It blld, of
course, lost much of its pre-collectivizotion oUlhority, since malters of importonce
were decided by the meetings at the enlarged kolkhoz, by the Party, or br the soviets. Not
surprisingly, in 1957 some local Party workers in the Soviet Union proposed to
discontinue the calling of the skhodin the ruture (Zelenin, Ob.hebestvenno"" fooloole
88, p.141).
120Altrichter, p.195
121Ibid., p. J96.
122See Conquest, HaO'e.t, p.340 e.g. Rittersporn gives a very coovincing argument for
the railure of colleclivization and the tacit resentment it created nmong the pensantry in
the neighbouring Smolensk oblast' (Rittersporn. pp. 36/37).
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workers responsible for agriculture, were sacrificed in the

purges123. In the Ez/IOV!illcJlùul, scores of references to wrecking

activiLies were made that had a1legedly hindered agriculture l'rom

achieving satisfactory results. In 1937, Mishnaevskii, head of the

oblast' agricultural direction, stated that everywhere in the obJast'

claver was cultivated in a misLaken manner, an erroneous system of

crop rotation was used, the wrong kind of sheep were bred, cadres

were prepared wrongly, 30 ta 35% of the MTS tractors were not

operating, and sa on124. Indeed, in the period between 1933 and 1937

the average milk cow's production in the obJast' was between 700

and 800 litres pel' year, a far l'rom impressive output125 . This was

aU the more low, because one dairy maid in 1935 J11il'.;ed apparel1t1y

3,1 t8 litres l'rom one cow. Again, the credibility of Ihis last result

is slight, because resuJts may have been artilïcially inflated in the

same manner as those of the miner Stakhanov.

ln 1937, Mishnaevskii seemed ta be trying ta save his skin by

admitting ail, or most, of collective farming's faiJures and errors,

and by promising ta improve matters126 . It was aU to no avail, since

he was aJ"rested by the NKVD in early 1938. The ~ole conclusion that

can be derived l'rom this information is that the theoretical ideas

applied to the collective farming s)'stem in arder ta make

agriculture more efficient mostly failed, wherever and whenever

123E.g.: Pako, 147/11526. 1.66·74.
1241bid.
125Qçherk;, p.416.
126See the Table in Appendix III.
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they were introduced. An official Soviet history summed up lhe

problems of the ~ocialist agriculture in the mid-1930s as follows:

The fundamental transformation of agriculture, the
sharpened resistance and wrecking of the kulaks, the lack of
experience in the organization of large collective farms, the
unsatisfactory leadership of the kolkhozy, the weakness of
potitieal work in the countryside ... [caused agriculture to
perform below expeetations! t27

Some improvement, by way of heightened control over the

kolkhozy, must have been attained by the introduction of M'l'S and

sovkhoz potitical departments in January 1933128 . lt is difl'icult la

understand the abolition of the MTS polirolde/ in late 1934: pel'haps

they were less useful than was hoped for, or they had indeed, p:tct;'

the official version, fulfilled their 0!JligationsI29 . Direct colllrol

within the kolkhozy themselves remained weak: in 1933 in the

Kalinin raion, which was probably more political1y conformist than

the more peripheral rural raions , only 23% of aIl chairs were either

Communist or Komsomol 130. Even th~ rural soviets were not always

127Qcherki, p.398.
128QcheM, p.398. See as weil 1. E Zelenin, "Politotdel)' MTS-prodolzhenie politiki
'chrezv)'choisbchin)" (/933-1934 gg.)." in: Otechestvennllill.istoriio. 6. 1992.
Fp.42-61, pp.43/44). The MTS in the non-Black Barth Cenlral Region. which included
the territor)' of the future Ka:inin obla!>t'. onl)' aided the agriculturu! hlbour of betwccn
one quarter to one third of ail the kolkhoz)' (ibid., pAS).
129However, the MTS !>ti11 bad vice-direcLors for poliLicol affoirs in 1937 (Pako,
147111528, 1.34). The)' were supposed to suppl)' the economic and organizalional
supervision uwr the kolkhoz)': to select cadres. and improve assignments of specialists
and mllchinery L~ the farms, among ether dulies (Pako, 14711/528, 1.30). Zelenin
5Ugge!it that many of the ponrOfd"-!ygradua11)' begon to defend the intere!>t.~ of the
kolkhozniks. and forgot tlteir fundamental tnsk ns agencies for the execution of the
Party's policies (Zelenin, "Politotdely... ," p.53).
130Qcherki. p.399. This situation was similar to thot of the rost of the USSR and
probably worsened 85 a result of Party purges in 1934 (compare to Zelenin.
"Politotdely .... " pp.48/49).
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chaired by Party or Komsomol members at this time. Usually the

blame for the collective farms' abysmal resu1ts was thrust on the

chairs. who were I"requently replaced131. In the second hall" of the

19305. many chairs were still semiliterate. and lacked the expertise

necessary ta lead a socialized farm. As before. a solution was

sought by launching a delegation of urban activists inle the

countryside ta serve as teachers ta improve the chairs' literacy. as

functionaries within rural soviets, and as actual kolkhoz chairs.

l'easants' resistance ta collective farms apparently was still

present in the mid-1930s:

A certain part of the formel' kulaks was honestly
included in the socially beneficial labour. but another part did
not come ta terms with their situation and. changing tactics,
continued ta struggle against the kolkhozy. on the sly wrecking
the kolkhoz production [l'rom within the collective farms.
apparently]. The sallies of cJass alien elements especially
increased at the time of the spring sowing. harvesting. and
procurement campaigns in 1933. 132

'''he date menti oned here is significant. as it was the year of

the man-made famine in Ukraine; the delivery quotas in European

Russia were increased at this time. as hardly any deliveries were

coming out of the Ukraine in early 1933. and the Russian countryside

was obliged to shoulder part of the burdenl33 . Concornitantly. the

authorities decided on a renewed attack on the "kuJaks":

Everywhere meetings of peasants were held. at which
decisioJls were taken to exc1ude good-for-nothings l'rom the

131Qch"tki, 1'.400. Sec also Zelcnin...Polilotdcly...... 1'.51.

132Qcbctki, 1'.4001401. This slalemenl reflecls Stalin's remarks al the January
Cellll-al Commillee Plenum of 1933 (Zelenin, "Poliloldely... ," 1'.46).
133Conqucsl, Usrye,!" .. 1'1',239,253,
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kolkhozy. ln the IÏrst hall' of 1933 in the Kalinin (ruralJ and
Dologoe raiOllS, already ::bout 100 bouseholds were exc1uded
l'rom the kolkhozy. In ail, in two years in the Kalinin r<lion 61\0
housebolds were exc1uded l'rom the kolkhozy, and in Be7.hetsk
raion 875, which translates into 5.1 % of ail collectivizecl
households of the raion. 134

This renewed attack on the uncooperative was brought to a

halt by the decree of Stalin and Molotov on May 8, 1933; Fainsod

argues that this year simultaneously marked the turning poillt in the

fate of the collective t'arms: "Helped by a good harvest, grain

collections mounted and tlle kolkhozes began to take on Iife. "135

Collectivization came close to completion in the years 1935 lcl

1937 in the newly created Kalinin oblast'136. At the beginning of the

second Five Year Plan (1933), the share of kolkhoz and sovkhoz hlnds

was 56.7% of the sown area; 40% was still in the hands of i ndividual

peasants. In 1934, 23% of the peasants' households were not yet

collectivized, but in 1937 the individual peasantry hall dwindled to

5% of the total households.

Collectivization apparently came to an earlier end in the more

urban-influenced eastern part of the oblast' --around 1935--, than

in the western ratons --more towards the end of 1936137.

ln 1933 only thirty-four MTS had been l'ounded on the lerritory

of the future oblast'; by ha1fway 1937 there were already 119, close

134Qcherki. p.401.
135Fainsod, Smolepsk ." p.263: see as weil FW/lSod, Smolepsk.." pp.262-264. Unlil
1932 in lhe USSR the harvesl yields of lecbnicu1 and groin crops had fallen significanlly
.5 • whole in comparison with 1928. and the production of fivestock was in 1932 balf of
thal in 1928 (Danilov 8.0., "NEP...." p.I!l6). See a. weI! Zelenin. "Polilotdely.... " p.59.
136Qchcrkj, p.'103. Arter lbe War Proletnrskgja pravdg, lhe oblasl' newspaper,
maintained that ail peasants in the obla.t' were collectivized by 1936 (PrlIkJlu::l1uult
prayda[from here PP] 8390, actober 18, 1947, p.2 ).
137Qcherki, pp. 403/404.
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ta the planned amOUnL deemed necessary138. Still, their operations

dem onstrated a less than desired range in earty 1937; the MTS

tractors supplied hardly more than 20% of ail dra~ght power in the

oblast'. When the Kalinin oblast' was formed in earty 1935, tbe

thiny·four MTS in existence possessed 1,535 tractors witb a

eapaeity of fil'teen horse power139. However. these tractors' draught

power was far l'rom impressive, estimated ta be equivalent ta that

of two horses; indeed, the horse remained the preponderant means of

draught suppJy140.

ln the second hall' of the 1930s, the Party was forced ta try ta

inc1ude more women in operating agricuJturaJ machinery. Many of the

male M'J'S operators already were leaving for the army, especially -

aJtJlOugh this is not mentioned in the account-- during and after the

Winter War of 1939-1940, in which many Soviet males lost their

lives141. This trend of incorporating women in the MTS labour force

would. of course, be strengthened by the Second Wor1d War.

The official Brezhnevite account of the rural situation at the

end of the 1930s is as bleak as for the eat'lier pan of the decade142,

ln January J 938, an obkom plenum concerned itself with the

disappointing agricultural performance, for which finally a good

138Q..çb.~ki, p.404.

139Zw'e naystrecbu. ocberkj jstOl;; Kalinjuskoj oblastuo; organjza!SÜ VLKSM. Moskva:
Moskovsii rabochii, 1968, p.189.
140See the revie" by W. K1all of Eberhard Scbinke, Die Mecbaoisjeruog
llUld.mcu,Ç}tllftJiçlu:r Arbejœ.nJn..der So"jetunjoo. in: Slayjc Reyjew, Volume XXVII,
Number 4, December 1968, pp. 675/676, p.676.
1410ch"rki. p.453.

1420ch"rki. pp.445-447.
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reason had been found: wrecking143. Things were apparenLly looking

up, because of

... the crushing defeat by the Central Commiuee of 1he
VKP(bA the obkom or the Ek'P(b) the organs of the NKVD, and

the local party organizations of the Kalinin obl.tst'. of
counterrevoluüonary nests, trotskyite-bukharini te spies,
wreckers and diversants, of kulak and other enemy groups
through whose base wrecking a serious loss was illcu....ed on
the cause of the socialist construction in the Kaltni n
ob last'. 144

The "enemies of the people" were accused of sabotaging

agriculture, through wrecking the planning of sown areas and

rupturing crop rotation; by confusing matters with respect ta crop

seeds; through neglecting agro-technique; by causing the breakdown

of the machine-tractor park in a number of MTS; through the rupture

and distortion of the Party line in the procurement system or

agriculturaJ products; by distorting the rural ;/rli:'l' statute of 1935;

by exterminating canle in a number of kol- and sovkhozy; and so

forth 145.

Oblast' and raion Party organizations were prohibited l'rom

increasing on their own authority the plans made by higher-placed

organs146. As was the habit, most of the other suggested remedies

increased the Party's control over agriculture.

At the third Party conference, six months later in July 1938, it

was announced that, in agriculture, the basic tasks confronting the

--,-,-.-.-_.'

143Pllko, 147/1/529, 11.7/8. This plenum wa. conceming it.elf with the local
ramifications of the "first attempt at a national plan for agriculture," of 1938
(Rittersporn, p. 37).
144Pako, 147/1/529, 1.7.
145Pako, 147/1/529, 1.7.
146Pako, 147/1/529, 1.8.
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l'any were the speedy liquidation of the conseq uences of wrecking

of l'Iax cultivation, crop rotation, seed quality, animal husb:mdry.

and other areasl47 . ln other words. not much had changed for the

belter in almost any aspect of agriculture in the previous half year:

f1ax production and animal husbandry. in which matters were

seriously wrong. mnked as the two most important agricultural

branches of the oblast'.

Mallers, still not improved, prompted the Central Committee

to issue a resolution in early 1939 condemning the obkom' s vast

shortcomings in agriculturaJ management, and trying to recommend

solutionsl48 . Several raikoms apparently distorted their district's

agl'iculturaJ performance by concentrating on the spotty

achievement of record results --which once more smacks of the

Stakbanov method of exaggerating--, wbiJe neglecting in general the

diffusion among the kolkhozy of improved agricultural metbodsl49 .

This practice of distorting tbe trutb was condemned at the fourtb

l'arty conference in rebruary 1939.

We have noticed previously the Party's perception that too few

Communists were active in the countryside. The problem was

aggravated by the fact that the rural Party organizations clid not seem

to understand how to exert control over agriculture so as to improve

its resultsl50 . A major ideological offensive was launched in the

countryside with the propaganda for the first elections for the Supreme

147poko, 147/11554, 1.4.
148Qçberki, p.447.

1491bid" pA5t.
1501bid., pA45.
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• Soviet of the USSR, which taok place on Decembe." 12, 1937. Komsomol

members from the oblast's towns and larger settlements descended

upon the villages in the countryside witb oCit1ut;?olJ}' (agitation vans,

carts, sledges)151. The young propagandists brought books,

gramophones, and accordions on their carts. In the collective farms

they held discussions and gave concerts. This propaganda offensive cao

ontY have had a very marginal influence on agricuItural results; at best,

a few peasants could have been deluded by the promise of a democratic

socialist state and, as a result, would have decided to dedi cate

themselves more intensively to the socialized sector of the collective

farm.

Brigades of more capable and experienced Communists were

sent around the rural Party cells ta impart the correct socialist

agricultural methods in the later 1930s152 . But the roughly 10,000

rural Communists of March 1940 (less than a year earlier there had

ontY been 6,670) were far too few ta have much impact on the

almost 13,000 kolkhozy of the oblast'. Some aid undoubtedly was

forthcoming from the Komsomol's primary organizations, of which

there were more than 4,500 among the kolkhozy in March 1940 -

less than two years earlier there had only been 1,926!153. However,

as Brandin, the provincial Komsomol leader, had noticed in 1937, not

a11 Young Communists could be trusted as worthy examples to b~

emulated by the peasantry. This complaint would be repeated by

Many diverse voices in the Kalinin Party organization after the war;

1
151Zare naystrecbu, p. 209.

152Qcberki, pp.443-445.

153Ibid., p.446.



• consequently, the value of the Komsomol's presence was less than

its sheer numbers may suggestl54 .

Curiousl)', the vehement reassurances of a I:lrezhnevite source

ahout collecti vization's successful completion b)' roughJy J937 were

qualified in the same accountl55. In 1939, still more tban 50,000

knUIOt;r (homes of peasants, located outside the central kolkhoz

village or hamlet) were counted in the oblast'15~. If the avet'age

household size was 3.6 -- a reasonabJe estimate--, then of those

engaged in collective farming at that point still at least 1BO, 000

people, more than 10% of the rural population, were living outside

the central villages of the kolkhozyI5? Thus, they were probably

more difl'icult to control by the authorities, and probably tried to,

and could, escape part of their duties on the collective t'arm. In order

to make them fall into the fold, most of the knurorùl.Ot' were

resettled in houses within the kolkhoz villages in the spring of

1940. This forced resettJement of tens of thousands may be

considered as collectivization's final chapter; once more scores of

people were uprooted on the authorities' orders. However, even by

1940, 3.3% of the oblast's peasant househoJds were not yet

collectivized, which translates into 9,000 housebolds at least l58 .

154Pnko, 147111526, 11.82-92.
1551.e. QeberkL
15~lli;h!1dli, p,447; N. G. KOl'ytkov, Kaljnjnskoe selo: pro.bloe, nostojashebee,
budushehee" Moskva: Kolos, 1978, p.31132.
15?Tbe average size of tbe bousebold is ba.ed on the ealeulation for the kolkhoz'
housebold size in 1941; .ee Table 14.
158Caleuloted peeording to Qeherkj, p,443 and Table 14.
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Another indication that not all lands were used for purposes

intended by the authorities is the fact that, in 1939, the Sovnarkom

and the Central Committee had to produce a resolution that

attempted to put an end ta the practice of squandering the socialized

kolkhoz lands, something that had to be repeated in 1947, for

example lS9.

One negative influence on agricultural success remained fully

outside the Party's control: in 1940-41 bad weather caused the loss

of an important part of the nax cropl60.

Notwithstanding the innovative activities of the MTS

machinist of Krasnyi Kholm raion, J.F. Gagurin (who would be

rewarded for his efforts with a mandate for the Supreme Soviet

after the war, among other things), flax production particularly

relied on manual labour long after 1945161 . On the whole, the

promise of a mechanized, rationalized agriculture as a result of

collectivization remained unfulfilled by 1940. In that year still less

than 50% of plowing was done with machinery, and just 5% of spring

sowing and 13% of sowing of winter cropsl62.

Today there is no doubt that collectivization was not the triumph

official Soviet sources have made it out ta be. In January 1945, first

Party secretary Boitsov described the agricultural situation on the eve

of the war163. His account allows us both a view of the official image of

IS9Qçberki, p.447.

160lbid., pASO.
161Qçberkj, p.4S2; fO" (Jagurin: see below and Appendix Ill.

162Namdnpe Kbpzja;rtYQ, " p.S7.
163Pako, 147/3/2679, 1. 7ob.
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country lire before the war, and a glimpse at the actual state of affail"s,

thus warranting a perusal of certain facts and figures on the next few

pages.

BeJ'ore the war the KaHnin oblast' [he describes the
oblast' in its larger dimensions, before the splitting off of the
Western part in August 1944] had a large, highly developed
agriculture. The 12,957 kolkhozy had 6,697,000 hectares of
land, given to them by the Soviet state for perpetuai use. On
the kolkhoz lands operated 5,639 tractors, 730 combines, and
thousands of other agricultural machines and equipmentl64 .

'l'hereJ'ore less than one tractor pel' two kolkhozy was

available, if these numbers are correct. In addition to the pOOl'

capaciLy of the tractor, the tractors were of very Iittle economic

signiJ'icance because 01' their petty numbers. Boitsov did not mention

how many of these tractors were not working and under repair,

something which permanently hampered field labour in Soviet times.

ln the postwar period, most neld work was accomplished by hand,

especially in l'Iax cultivation. This was undoubtedly true for the

prewar period also. After noting that the MTS had aided more than

80% of the kolk1lOZY with (some of their] agricultural operations,

Boitsov stated that,

'l'he sown area in 1940 reached 1,893,000 hectares,
57.5% of which was sown with grain, 15.1 % with flax, 5.3%
with potatoes, and 18.5% with perennial grasses. 165

Here we see the enormous share grain cultivation still had in

an area that, through its geographical location, is not very conducive

1641bid.
165Ibid.
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to grain growing at an economically profitable level. Boitsov

continued by pointing to the diffusion of the supposedly correct -

grassland-- crop rotation:

The necessary millÎmum of agl'otechnical regulatiolls 01'
the tilling of the land existed in the kolkho·f.Y and sovkho7.)'.
30% of the kolkhozy was secul'ed with the right grassl:lIld
crop rotation, and in the majotity of the backward kolkhozy
existed the right alternation of crops.166

The last clause does not signil'y anything: did he mean the

ancient three-course crop rotation'/ Or "alternate husbandry" '!

In flax production our oblast' took and takes one of the
first places among the f1ax oblaus of the countty_ Il gave
annually more than 60,000 tons of fibre, which constituted
about 25% of the USSR State Plan167.

It does not necessarily l'ollow that the plan targets for Ilax

were met by the oblast', something it would be hardi)' ever capable

of doing al'ter the war because, l'or instance, of the lad<. 01'

mechanization.

'J'lie widely developed fodder-grass cultivation, because
of the large meadows and pa~tUl'es, sel'Ved as the basis for the
development of animal husbandry. In 1940, ail kolkhozy had
each four ta five livestock farms. 168

This last term is somewhat misleading, as it can signil'y

anything l'rom a beehive or pigsty ta a warmed, mechanized caule

stable, However, we can sal'el)' assume --because of the

descriptions of postwar livestock t'arms-- that more than three

quarters of them belonged ta the primitive type of the first

166Ibid.
167Ibid,
168Ibid.
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• category. This would have been a wooden building, ofLen without

acleq uate heating, and certainly wiLhout electricity. Here the

responsible kolkhozniks had ta tend ta the communal Iivestack

manually, without the help of any sophisticated technology. As in the

other parts 01' this passage of Boitsov's speech, we aJso have the

impression that he was overstating the prosperity of the kolkhoz

system bel'ore the war. On the one hand, he might have attempted ta

defend once more the generaJ superiority of the collective farms to

his audience. On the other hand, he might have tried ta hold up a

target ta reach for the oblast's Jeading Party workers in the postwar

reconstru ction.

After building up strength in organizational, economicaJ
and, political relations, the oblast' kolkhozy developed all
br-dnches of kolkhoz production and increased their incarne.
Evety year the value of the rrudodeo' grewo In 1940, for every
rrododeo' in the oblast' two kilograms of grain and three kilo's
of potatoes were paid. 169

Boitsov did not state how many rrudodni the kolkhoznik earned

on average, nor did he want to notice dil'ferences among kolkhoz

incomes within the oblast', which could be quite substantial, as will

be shown for the postwar period.

1691bid. In 1940, in the territory of the post·1944 oblast', there were 9,016
kolkhozy, composcd of 282,600 households (Nnrodnoe Khozjoistyo" , poS7; Table 14
indicntes 275,900 households in the kolkhoz)' on 11111941. The number in Narodnoe
KbozjoistYo " p.S7, migbt be for early 1940). In 1941, tbere were 275,900
households, in wbicb 999,000 people lived (sec Tnble 14). l'hus tbe average size of a
kolkhoz housebold was 306 in 1941. The kolkhoz housebold received on average 551
trudodmïn 1940 (Sec Tnble 12). The aversge cash incarne per kolkhoz was 24,368
rubles wtnually (sec Tsble 12; this information is virroally useless, as it is impossible
ta assess how much of tbis incarne wes distributed among the kolkhozniks ss their wagc).
'J'he sverage kolkhoz had tbirty-one households (my calculation).
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So much for Boitsov. No matter how goO(I or bad the situation

was in the countryside before June 1941, the w:tr would comptetety

change the picture. ln the western parts of the obl;lst', most of the

kolkhoz property would be destroyed, and agriculture ruined; the

east escaped severe war damage, but the remuneration of the

kolkhozniks during the war would be minimal, and there would be a

huge shortage of labour through the men' s departure ta the front l?O.

Something was seriously wrong with the Kalinin oblast's

agriculture during the j 930s, but it was not only the result of

unsound planning, and certainty not of sabotage by foreign :lgents. In

the first place, the incentives offered to the peasants were minimal.

Secondly, the alienation forged by coJ1ectivization's brutal methods

of in the Kalinill oblast', as elsewhere, seriously undermined

agricultural performance. 'l'he Brezhnevite version of events

admitted at least the first fundamental mistake:

But the largest shortcoming in the management of
agdculture had to do with the farot that the principle of
material incentives was violated in a number of branches of
kolkhoz production. Material stimuli were underestimaled in
particular in the development of the production of cereals
and potatoes. l11

II. 2 Handicrafts

Without exaggeration one can say, that the liquidation of
the artisan and the smal1 cooperative had the same
consequences for industry, as coJ1ectivi zation had for

l?OSee Pako, 147/3/2679,1.8ob.
l11Qçberki. p.454.
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agriculture. The factory and plant turned into bureaucratie
institutions for the production of goods. The lace-makers of
Kaliazin, the full ers , the wooden and stone tHe makers, the
masters of ceramics, the cobblers of Kimry and Ostashkov, the
concertina makers of Tver' disappeared. l72

Thus lamented a few years ago a local writer of Tver' province.

The decline of the cottage industry was certainly aggravated by

collectivization and industrializatioCi. As in agriculture. the small

private producel' disappeared in handicrafts. It should be noted.

however, that even though illdustrialization's long-tt:rm

consequences for artisanship were similar to those of

collectivization for agriculture. there is no evidence that the

process led to the same amount of victims.

In the early 1930s, some of the private entrepreneurs in

industry apparently tried to avoid expropriation by creating "false

cooperative artels" (/zhekooper:'li~ye arteli)173. However. the

government was forced to acknowledge the craftsmen's vital role in

the economy, and allowed them substantial economic freedom in

1932174. Thus even at the end of the 1930s the footwear

manufacturing around Kimry --where 9.800 cobblers were united in

an industrial cooperation-- still existed. as well as Ostashkov's

net-knitting, the cloth fulling near Kaliazin and Neri'. and the

knitted-wear manufacturing in several localesl75 . The grief over the

disappearance ot the traditional artisans is understandable, but in

I72M. Petrov, "Kul'tura v provintsii," pp.2S7-26S, in: Nln!Y.LMiJ:, August 1969,
No.S. p.265.
173KorZUD, Perw ,p.53.
1740. Khlebniuk. "30-e gody...•" p.79. See aIso Lorenz. p.228.
175Alampiev, p. 15: A. V. PervozV8osltii. "Kozbevenno-Obuvnnia promyshlennost''', in:
MO" n pp. 72-S0. p.77.
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this case the Soviet regime cannot be held solely responsible. The

decline of handicrafts had begull with the industrialization in late

19th century Russia; at different times in other areas in Europe the

appearance of large-scale industry has led a similar demise of small

artisanship.

Notwithstanding the diminishing practice of handicrafts, the

number of shoe and boot makers near Kimry was substantial even

after the war. The cottage industry in that area employed more

people than VyshnH Volochek's textile factories at the same time l16.

The gold embroidery of Torzhok, and the embroidery of Kushalino,

both employing almost exclusively women, also survived. Ail of

these handicrafts were now organized in industrial cooperatives

(nl'tell)l11. ln the later 1930s, knitted goods persisted as the domain

of small industrial artels, involving a workforce of about 4,500118.

In Many of those raions (Likhostavl', Rameshki, Novokarel', and

Vyshnii Volochek, for example) that engaged in the production of

knitted wear, the oblast's largest ethnie minority, the Karelians,

dominated the industryl19. The labour force in this cottage industry

was predominantly female. Other cooperatives were engaged in

clothing repair and in the production of construction materials l80.

However, the output of these local cottage industries could not keep

up with the demand in the oblast' for goods such as building bricks,

116see VIII. 1.
177Alampiev, pp.lS/16.
118V.!. Pasbkevicb, "Trikotazhnaia promysblennost·". pp.S964. in: MOll 37, pp.
61/62.
119pasbltevich, "Tri.kotazbnaia.... " pp. S9 and 62; Alampiev, p.IS.
180Alampiev. p.16.
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tiles, and furniture, or for the repair of clothes and footwear, and 50

on181 . To meet the demand, new small state, industrial altel', and

kolkhoz industries appeared, which in fact also failed to meet

consumers' demands I82..

At the end of the 19305, many cottage industries were

prohibited by the government, as they distracted the collective

farmers into pursuing non-agricultural activities l83. Even today,

nevertheless, some of the old crafts survive, such as the gold

embroidery of Torzhok.

II.3 Industrialization

Pressure was aiso building up in the towns at the end of the

19205: in the course of the year 1928, several people bolding

responsible positions in the guberniia were prosecuted by the courts

as a result of letters of complaint from workers' correspondents

(ntbko,:PJ in factories and institutions184. The first foundation

seems to have been laid for the mushrooming of denunciations in the

1930s. At the Sllme time a ration-card system was introduced,

which would remain in force until 1934185.

181!bid., pp.16/17.
182.A1l1111piclv, p.17: V.A. Anuchin, "Novozavidovskü raion", pj:.44-S1, in: hKlJl...38.,
pAS
183Roy Medvedev. Let HistoC)' Judge. p.800.

1840cberlti. p.310: see also Kotliarskaia. Freidenberg. p.84. The authors of the latter
work describe the end of the 19205 --the years from 1927-1929·· as the begin.aing
of the Storm in Tver·. ' .
I8SIu.S. Borisova.o, "Politicheskaia .... " p.~7S. Gordon, K1opov, p.98.
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Capitulationar)' and enem)' actlvtty was disc!osed and
eradicated Olt enterprises and institutions of the town of
Torzhok. In the factory "Krasnyi Kozhevnik" party work was
neglected. criticism suppressed. This led to serious violations
of labour discipline, to f10urishing of absenteeism, and
drunkenness. This situation was used by enem)' elemellls in the
mechanical workshop of the plant. They fult'illed orders for
private persons, by the use of materials available in the
factory, and during worktime systematically wrecked the
preparation or orders l'or the workshops of their own facwry.

AlI these irregularities were disclosed at the leathe,"
factory during a party purge, when criticism and self
criticism were deployed. 186

It is likely, h01vever, that these are more cases of

mal adjustment of former peasants who had recently l'ound

employment in the factories and were not yet used ta the work

attitude required in industry, than of deliberate acts of sabotage187 .

It also shows the beginnings of the "second economy", which h:1(1 ta

l'ill the gaps that the "official economy" could not.

However, the arbitrariness of the authorities. in this case the

OUPU, in their application of pressure on the population in the same

town or Torzhok can be seen l'rom a letter written by V.A. Zavorina

in 1987188. In 1931 her father, Aleksandr Kovalev, was arrested on

accusation of tax evasion. The letter hints that part or the

accusation WolS the exploitation of the labour or others; one can

186Korzun, ~~, p.50.
187CompW'e Moshe Lewin's description (Lewin, "Society, ... ,"pp.52-56 and p.61162).
Also lu. Borisov a.o, "Politicheskaia... ," p.277: "Th!, indu!>trin1ization of the country led
ta a rapid growth of the numbers of the w-ban population, on the whole Ils a result of the
massive migration of the lurn1 population inlo the towns. An acule housing crisis, Il

shortage of foodstuffs, of inC:ustrial products( ... ), difficulties with aduJiting to the
circumstances of urban Iife oi t.hose who "ere until recently pensants occurred."
188V.A Zavorina, "Brot postradal za brata," in: A. M. Snmsonov, ZntILi..(l.OIllJlit:...J>ill1og
jstociku s cbitatelem, Moskvn: Izdatel'stvo l'0litich~skoi lit~raLUry, 1989, pp. 215
217.
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deduce from this that the family was either semi-rural, or had fled

from the atrocities of the collectivization drive in the

countryside l89. lt turned out that the OGPU had confused Aleksandr

with his brather Aleksei, but at the "collection place" (meJto slJorà)

in Torzhok the OGPU was unwilling to admit its mistake. The whole

family --Aleksandr, his wife, and his two daughters-- was p'l:iled to

Siberia. The train with exiles was unloaded in the wilderness, and

the exiles were housed in primitive barracks, often even without

roofs. Meanwhile a brother of Zavorina's mother, a worker of a

leather factory in Torzhok, tried to praye that a mistake had been

made. Ile gained pe;'mission from the Torzhok town soviet to colleet

his nieces at least and was aUowed to rear then'! within his own

family in Torzhok. Life here for the two girls was extcemely

difficult, as the unc1e had a family of nine.

We lived haif-starviIlg, ate all out of one bowl: the
children, the adults, the ill ones, the healthy ones. Uncle
divided bread and sugar into equal par'.s. At the time a ration
system was in force: a worker's ration card was good for 800
grams of bread, and dependents got 300 or 400 grams. We kept
a cow, and cultivated hay and potatoes. The plot was smal1. AlI

18~he molher goes 10 the AIJ·Russian CeDlrlll Executive Committee of Ihe
Soviets( lITs/IlS in 1933: part of her ~tement is supposed to bave been, according 10
her daughter: "" .. that we never exploited otber Jabour, and tilled the land oursel"es."
(Russian: ""., c1Jto mY.:Je eksplu6liro1'II1i clJuzIJuiu silu. "zemliu oIJmDltlyJ'll1i SIU11J:") It
is bard 10 assess bol' urhanized the family lIetually l'as, but the faet tbat the oncle still
bad a private plot sbows that some workers lit Jeast "'~re still close 10 the land. In this
case the father migbt bave worked lit a faetory. w~_ bis wife lOok care of the land. Tbe
poor motber l'as put into the Butyrki prison. as a penalty for baving left ber place of
exile witbllut permission. Mer a moDt.b she l'as reJeased. and received a certificate 10
live wbereever she wanted 10. However. upon anival in Torzhok she was told by the
local OGPU that me would not be allowed 10 live in the town and would he exiled to any
town of cboice for lhree yem. Sbe cbose 10 live in VOl'Onezb.
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children slept on the floor, on straw mattresses, without
sheets, and grandmother on the stove (... ).190

Zavorina managed to finish a seven-year school in 1932 and

started to work at the age of fourteen --which was normal at the

time-- at a Torzhok shoe factoryl91. There she was denounced by a

fellow worker for being the daughter of an exiled father, and was

fired. In despair, she visited the factory's director at home after a

week, begging him hint to hire her on again. She was as~igned ta

another workshop. Zavorina was keen to learn, but was not accepted

at the faetory's workers' faculty, because of her father. She wrote to

Stalin, asking why her father was exiled. The callous reply stated

that he had not payed his taxes.

Zavorina's mother then went to Kalinin and visited Rabov, one

of the Party sec:"etaries of the oblast' at the time (this must already

haye been after January 1935)192. Perhaps Rabov gave the rab/ok

permission to enroll Zavorina --she entered the faculty in 1936--,

but h" seemed to have been unwilling to investigate her father's

case.

Another example of the authorities' increased oppression of

the urban population was the "unmaskill.g" of a "counLerrevolutionary

organization" in a rab/ok in the workers' settlement Kamenka (the

contemporary town of Kuvshinovo)193. l'or a period of seven weeks

from November 1930 to January 1931, some young factory workers

1901bid.. pp. 215/2.16.
1911bid., p.216.
192see III.2 for P.G. Rabov. zavarîna did not know if Rabov was obüspolkom chair or
obkom secretaty; he was at the time probably eitber tbircl or second obkom secretaty
aCter Mikhailov and, perbllpS, KalygiJla.
193TYCOkoi l3eptr • p.16.
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had met as part of the group Zemlia j goDa ("Land and Glay"); their

program is unclear, but, considering the short period of existence of

the group, cannot have consisted of more than a few vague ideas.

After their exposure in early 1931, some of the group's members

were excluded from either the Communist Party or the Komsomol.

lnitially, they escaped more serious consequences, but between

1935 and 1938 all participants were arrested, as wel1 as many of

their relatives. Hardly anyone seems ta have survived.

There was a large shortage of specialists for the expanding old

industrial branches and some of the new faetorie~ that were being

built: around 45% of industrial specialists were p!8cticians without

special educationl94. However, the Party worried more about the

faet that only 20% of ail specialists was Soviet-schooled, and that a

mere 8.5% was a candidate or full member of the Communist

Party19S. "Old" specialists were held responsi;'le for "wrecking" in

the territory's largest factories, an economical1y self-defeating

actionl96. ln order to compensate for the lack (lf Soviet-trained

194Korzun, Peryye ,p.58.
19S1bid., p.58.
1961bid., p.58 and pp. nr;3. One S\lcb case was discovered by tbe OGPU al the railroad
car faetory in tbe earty 1930s (8. Qadeev. "Neozbidannyi povorot." pp. 37-49, in:
~kli.1iI· my y v@l'ftQsti Qtçbjzoe ,Dokumental'gye gcbeta yg~Qmjn.ojjai s,rlj Q

Kalh:iostlkb cbekls!JIkh, Moskva: Moskovsltii rabocbii, Kalininskoe otdelenie, 1983,
pp.4I-43). A group of engineers was denounced by worlters of the smïthery-press
worksbop for their aUeged enemy attitude towards Soviet power, wbich bad been noticed
in their utterances, procrastination, the way they influenced some faJterins elements
amoag the wor!ters. and 50 on. Sabotage was SlISpected. The supposed bead of the group,
Lennid losifovicb Vainsbtein. broke down arter '.Wo weeks of interrogation by the OGPU
and confessed to bis wrectlag aetivities. This case seems to be/oag to the country's
seneral offensive IIilÙ11st the "o1d" S1'eciaJists, ualeasbcd around 1930, of which the
Sbakhty lriaJ l'as (HI" a:press.ion. The case migbt bave been the subject of discussion in
1931 al a plen":D of the Mosccw oblast' Party comminee, wbicb in one orthodox tcxt is
said to bave discussed the frequent stoppllies at the fnctory al tbis point in lime
(Ocberki, p. 364). Tbe frequent intetr1lptions of the production process, altbousb
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speciaJists, workers' faculties (rabfak.i), a workers' college, and

tekhnikums (technicaJ colleges) were operating, study-circles

organized, and excursions undertakenl97. The results of the

experimentaJ education methods of the 1920s were now criticized

for yielding an inadequate number of skilled cadresl98. To make

matters worse, many teachers at tekhnikums and the Pedagogical

Institute of KaJinin were scions of the priesthood, former

landowners, or the bourgeoisie; moreover, these teachers allegedly

had engaged in "right opportunism" or even "SR opposition." 199

Despite the purging of these enemy e1ements, the skills of students

graduating at the end of the 1929-1930 school year, remained -·not

surprising1y-- far from satisfactory200. The level of graduates from

the workers' faculties did not improve marked1y in the later 1930s;

the c1ass of 1936 apparently demonstrated an appa1ling 1eve1 of

knowledge. and tittle command of the Russian language20I .

probably due ta the delirious frenzy of the first years of the crash industrialization,
could, in the mind of the PlI.lty. only be due ta the activities of "masked enemies", i.e.
Vainshtein and bis cronies. As Danilov noted: "The back-brealting speed of the
development oi ll1dustry immediate1y resulted in violations of technological demands. a
sharp fall in the quality of labour and production. accidents in the mines. eleetro
stations. and construction projects, non-fulfjJ~~ent of planned targets, deterioration
and intemJptions in the provision of consumers' goods, a sharp lowering of the living
standard in the country. For ail this, engineers. planners. distributors. "economic
workers" in general were made to answer. One after the other. trials were condueted
against "wreckers" in the mines. at the eleetro stations, in the provisioning network."
(Dani1ov a.o., "NEP.... " p.185).
197Korzun, PeCl1J1e pp. 59-61.
198Ibid.• p.61.
1991bid., pp.61162. Tbis is illustrated by KoUiarskaia and Freidenberg: an old employee
of the oblast' Iibrary stated, that, when she started worlting aI the Iibrary in 1931, ail
former employees with bigher education had ta resign from their jobs. because they
were priests' cbildren (Kotliarskaia, Freidenberg. p.53). Because his fath.:r was a
priest. the subject of the biography. Vershinskii, also Iived in fear in the early 19305,
but remained unharmed (ibid.• p.I04).
200Kot'ZUD, Perv,ye,,,, p.63.
201Kotliarskaia, Freidenberg. p.l07.
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• Tbe 'l'ver' okrug --wbicb also included tbe town of Vyshnii

Volochek-- appeared at the end of 1929 to bave overfulfilled the

industrial goals of the first Five Year Plan202. The Soviet Union's

first agreement of socialisL competition was concluded in the spring

of 1929 among textile factories in Vyshnii Volochek, 'l'ver', and

plants in towns of Moscow oblast' and Ivanovo-Voznesensk

oblast'203. At the end of 1929, meetings of "shock-workers" were

held in the nkrugs for the first time204 . The Central Committee

ordered the establishment of one-headed directions (edinonacfJaJ'I!j,

solely responsible for the factory's operation at industrial

enterprises on September 7, 1929205. Socialist emulation was taken

up by almost every l<1rger enterprise around tbis time, and, for many

decades to come, it would remain one of the standard methods of

stimulating workers' productivity, both in industry and

agriculture206 .

Crash industrialization met with difficulties, as is obvious

l'rom the fact that a plenum of Vyshnii Volochek's raion committee

3nllounced a mOllth-Iong drive to prevent wasted goods and

2020.çhWti, p.359. The First Five Year Plan wns officinlly accepted by the Sixteenth
l'artY Conrel'enee of the Bolshevik Party in April/May 1929 (Danilov a.o., "NEP...."
p.179).
203Kaljnjnskui. obluslnaia orgllojzutsiia"" p.226; Qçherkj, pp.3Z0/321. The emulation
bctwecn the ractories was called the "Agreement or the Thousands. '
204Qcherkj, p.359.
205Korzun, ~~, p.89.
206Qcherkj, p.360. Ritlersporn, pp. 34-36 argues that the Stalthanov campaigJlS,
which firlit began at the end of 1935, can be seen as n similar effort ta improve labour
PI'OdUClivity. In bis opinion, they were a political and economic failure. UndoubtedJy the
enthusiasm for tbis kind of movement grew rather stale aiter a few YC01'S, pnrticularly
h'Cause the workers derived little material henefit (some premiums mainly) l'rom it.
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• production losses in December 1931207 . In the same year, app.u·elllly,

workers went on strike in the town, and Kaganovich had ta descend

l'rom Moscow to seule malters20S . In 1937, the workers' strained

mood that previously existed in Vyshnii Volochek was explained ;IS

the result of the wrecking activities of a.n enemy of the people, one

Krivos-209. Under orders l'rom the Central Commiuee in September

1930, the Communist workers of 'l'ver' and other towns in the

country "increased the struggle for labour discipline," which was

apparentiy lacking among the numerous new arrivais l'l'om the

countryside, who had round employment Îll industry210.

The laek of labour discipline stil1 bothered the Party at the ed

of the 1930s211. Fluctuation of the labour force was another problem

that the Party harl tO combat in the 1930s-212 . Part of the problem

",as undoubtedly t11e peasant background of m,'ny of the newly

2070cberki, p.363.
20SPllko, 147/1/526, 1.49. The strike in V)'shnii Volochek wns not unique, if one must
believe a rccent article b)' O. Khlcbniuk (Khlebniuk, "30-e gody... ," pp. 77178).
Khlebniuk describes a wbole wave of protest in the spring of 1932, whicb wu. provoked
by a diminisbing of tbe ration-card norms for bread in tbe towns. It is not impossible
tbat the strike in Vyshnii Volocbek in fact took place in the spring of 1932 ilS well,

• instead of in 1931. Kaganovicb was also dispatched to the IVIlnovo·Voznesen.k ohlu.t' to
,settle matters.
2091hid. The cat'se of the slrike was flatl)' explained as tbe rnsult of wrecking, hut the
lack of adequate bousing, the unhealthy labour surroundings, tbe small wages, the priee
rises of the 1930s, and the laek of goods in the shops are more Iikely causes fOI' it,
judging from the post-war situation in the town'. industry (.ee IIlso, for example,
Gordon, Klopov, p.98). In 1931, the workers had apparently not lom the courage to
stage a strike; Kaganovich, with the possible help of the OGPU, might have made tbem
understand that strikes were a thiag of tbe pa~t.

2100cberki, p.363; Helier and Nekrich, p.226.
2110.A. lJa.monov, "Bor'ba purtiinykh organizatsii Kalininskoi oblami za ukreplenie
trudovoi distsipliny ,la promyshlenn)'1th predpriiatiiakh (1937·iil1n' 1941 gg. J", pp.
62-74, in: Iz...istorij Kaljnjnskoj partijno; ocgan;zaL,jj' Sbo[Ojk SloLe;. Kalinin, 1972,
p.65.
212Qçherki, p.363; Garmonov, p.65; see aIso Rittersporn, pp.33134.
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• arrived industrial workers, not yet accustomed to the different

rhythm of factory work213 . Breakdowns in the production process at

the railroad car construction factory were discussed at a plenum of

the Moscow Oblast' Party committee in 1931214 .

It is impossible :0 trust the official Soviet version, which

claimed that the First rive Year Plan in the territory of the future

Kalinin oblast' was sl.lccessfully fulfilled in four years215 . However,

there is no reason to disbelieve the information that the industrial

work force in the town of Kalinin grew by 36.4% l'rom 1929 to 1933,

because much of the construction work in industry and housing had

to be done manually in the expanding town; the production process

itself in the factories was often very labour intensive, owing to lack

of mechanization216 . New factories were under construction, others

modernized. Workers' clubs appeared, more urban libraries and

cinemas opened, and factory papers started crupping up around this

period21? With the First rive Year Plan, urban unemployment in the

213Garmonov, p.65. Causes for the "weakness" of the Russian worker and his low
productivity in comparison to the factol'y workers of more advanced industrial counlries
at the lime are suggested by Gordon and Klopov (Gordon, Klopov, pp.63 and 65).
214Sce 1.8.
215Sce Heller Md Nekrich, p.230, Ocberki, pp.3661367. If one looks at the 1967
stalislica1 handbook on the devc:lopment of the oblast' during fifty years of Soviet rule,
one ia struck by lbe fact that bardly any numbers are Iisted for the production of
industrinl goods il1 1928 and 1932, so tbat it is impossible 10 get a clear idea of the
induslrial developmenl in lhe First l'ive Year Plan (sel;! Ka! ObI. za 50 let y tsjfrakh,
pp.42 and 43). Il ia perbaps telling thot lhe produclion of woollen cloth actually
decrcased between these years. The nembers cited on pages 23-25 of the same book are
even less reliable, as only percentages are listlid.
2160cberkj, p.367. Compare te Jean-Paul Depreuo, "ConslrucLion Workers in the
1930s," pp. 184-210, in: N. Lampert, G.T. Rittersporn (eds.), Stalinjsm' lu Natu...,
and A1'termgth:....E:imys in Honour of Mosbe Lewin, London: Macmillan, 1992, pp.189
192.
21?Kol'zun, Perv)'e ,p.98.
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former guberniia of Tver' c:une to an end21S. One source c1aimed that

unemplo)'ment was eradicated there br 1931, which was officiall)'

the case for tlle rest of tlle Soviet Union as we1l219 .

21SQcberki, p.377; for an cxplanation for h,see Helier, Nekrich, p.226.

219Korzun, ~..e......., p.93.
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CHAJ''I'ER III: TERROR

111.1 The Kalinin Oblast'

On January 29, 1935, the Central Executive Committee of the

USSR resolved to form the Kalinin oblast1. The continuous redrawing of

the map since 1929 in the Soviet Union seems rather mysterious, but

the r.:ause for the (re-)formation of the administrative unity of the

l'armer 'l'ver' guberniia's terri tory must be sought in a realization in the

higher er.:helons 01' the Party and government that the enormous post

1919 oblasts were tao large ta administer effectively. 'l'he new oblast'

was composecl of Cifty l<tions l'rom the Moscow, Western, and Leningrad

oblasts2. Less than t.m years later, in August 1944, the leadership

would conclude that the Kalinin oblast' was still tao vast; a large

western part, which stretched ta the Latvian borders, became part 01'

the Velikie Luld oblast', which was dismantlecl again after Stalin's

death3. The area around Velikie Luki was not a part of the former Tver'

guberniia; the distllnce between the towns of Kalinin and Velikie Luki

was gaping, which hindel'ed the western area's incorporation into the

Kalinin oblast' from 1935 onwards. Between 1935 and 1944, the

author.ities apparently tried to solve the problem by creating two

okrugs in the western area, those of Velikie Luki and Opochetskii. 'l'he

idea hel'e might be that the okrugs could function with a certain amount

1Qc;l1W\i, P ~S2.

2Ibid., p.382.
3See below and Table 1.
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;. of autonomy l'rom the oblast' capital of Kalinin. Similar to the

leadership's economic policy, the administrative reorganization shows

the inclination of the authorities in Moscow to induce more efficient

operations through initiatives l'rom the centre. However, these

realignments, devised without taking account of local circumstances

and traditions, failed to improve matters, or even worsened them.

These frequent administrative transformations must have costed

rather dearly in terms of human effort and economy.

M. Petrov fe1t that the traditional cohesiveness of the Tver' lands,

which were more or less equivalent to the territory of the pre- t 929

guberniia, was destroyed by the redivision of the map in 1929- t 9304

In Petrov's opinion, this destruction facilitated the demise of the

allegiance to the region, and played a role in the aggravated emigration

from the oblast', to the detriment of the local culture, turning Tver'

oblast' into a provincial backwater.

In 1935, an organizational buro under the Central Committee (CC)

was formed to create a Kalinin oblast' Party organizationS. A candidate

member of the CC, M. E. Mikhailov, was appointed iLS bead; Mikhailov was

a member of the Central Executive Committee, and bad been working as

a secretary of the Moscow oblast' Party committee. He would be electcd

first Party secretary of the oblast' in June 19356• A.S. Kalygina,

another CC candidate member, became second secretary of tbis orgburo,

while V.F.lvanov took on the chair of the organizational committee of

, 4Petrov, "Kul'tura... ," pp.259-261.
SQçberki, p.382.
6Ibid., p. 385.
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the oblast' soviets: he had earlier worked as vice chair of th~ Moscow

oblispolkom? Four more people \\iorked in the orgburo.

'l'he organizational period formally ended with the opening of the

Cirst oblast' Party conference of the Kalinin oblast' on June 10, 19:158 .

'l'he local Party consisted of 26,000 members Hlnl candidates; almost

one third of these were candidate members9 . Only 8,000 of the

Communists were rural dwellers, c1early revealing the l'arty' s

weakness in the countrysi de where, at the time, 13,500 kolkhozy

existed and the population exceeded 1. 8 millionlO . lIalf of these rural

Communists operated on their own, without the suppon of a primary

Party organizationll. Some assistance was offered in the countryside

by the oblast's 45,000 Komsomols. Still by Jalluary l, 1941, merely

forty-one kolkhoz 11arty organizations and 480 rural territorial I)arty

organizations would exist in the Kalinin oblast', once more showillg the

Party's precarious hold in the countrysidel2 .

Economically, the new oblast' was certainly not without

significance fOL" the USSR13. It ranked first in flax production, and the

value of its marketable agricultural output made it the fjfth oblast' of

importance in the country; indeed, as one observer comments, "at this

? Qcherki, pp.382/383. Kalygina had been from 1929·1935 resp, secretary of the Tver'
gubkom, secretary of the 'l'ver' okruzhkom, and seaetary of the Kalinin gorkom (see
Kolininskaia oblastnaia"" p.449/450).
8Tyerskoj motc ,p.12.
9Qche;ki, p.384.
IOSee Table 2.
Il Qcherki, p.384.
12Pako, 147/4/1095, 1.6.
13 Qcherkj, p.384.
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time the oblast' soweel as large an area of t'lax, as elid the whole

capilalist worlel combined. "14

IndustriaIly, the new province exhibiteel far less importance,

although by 1935 already 250,000 workers Iived within the oblast'

borelersl5 . However, on January l, 1935, supposedly only 115,000

people, of which almost 95,000 were actual factory workers, worked in

large-scale industryl6. Industry focussed primarily on consumer goocls,

although the influence of the Union's concentration on heavy industry in

the rive Year Plans was felt to some extent1? In 1935, textiles (mainly

cotton and flax processing) comprised the most hefty part of industry,

followed by metal works, wood processing, food processing, paper,

leather and footwear, silicate brick, and ceramics18 . Thus the

Îndustrîal character of the former guberniia continued to resemble its

pre-1917 pl:!riod, as it would remain to a large extent until our own

days.

In 1934, 91 % of industry was owned by the state, and 9% by

cooperativesl9 . As everywhere in the USSR, the socialist emulation and

Stakhanov movements increasingly enjoyed popularity during the

t 930s. For example, K.A. Shevaleva became a shock-worker during the

rirst rive Year Plan20 . She was employed at the "Proletarka" textile

140çberkj, p.384. One of tbe reosons for the high value of the marketable output of
agriculture W05 thnt the price paid for fl8ll wns higher thon thot for cereals. Moreover, the
size of the oblaS!' wns enormous between 1935 and 1944 (see Table 1).
15 Oçherld, p.384.

16Kaljojnskaio Oblostnoja, " p.236. The terms workers and foctory workers are not clenrly
distinguished in the Sovie! literoture on the oblost'.
1?Ocherkj, pp. 384/385.

180çherkj, p.385; Kaljnjnskojn oblostnaÎn.... p.236.
190.A. Gnrmonov, p.65.
20 Oçherki, pAIl.
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.KOmbÙl;/1 in Kalinin, and became a Stakhanovite in 193()21. At the Eiglllh

Congress of Soviets in December 1936, concerning itself with the

acceptance of the new constitution. Shevaleva was even allowed ta

give a speech22 • Thus the impression is created th.il she was the

outstanding model worker of Katinin oblast' during the 19305: undel'

Khrushchev, Valentina Gaganova would becomc her successor as such23 •

Similar ta Gaganova in the 1950s, Shevaleva was promoted quickly: b)'

1938 slJe already occupied the position of vice-direclor or the "Kalillill"

factory; l'urthermore, she received a Lenin Ordet-24.

The paltry spontaneity of these "workers'" movements is obvious

l'rom the text of one of the resolutiolls the Party oblasl' commiuee of

January 193725. These (secret) resolutions outlined the most urgent

tasks facing the oblasl' Party organization and the obkom deparlmenls

during the tïrst four months of 1937, The text or resolution No. 5 l'an as

follows:

5. '1'0 develop socialisl emulation and the stakhanov
movement according ta the [following] tines:

al the dispatch of aH-round (skr.'ozny~ brigades in lexlile
for the struggle with waste goods, and the further organizati on
of ali-round brigades in other branches of industry;

IIndustrial [obkom] departmentl
bl the organization of railroad workers for the support of the
Leningrad workers'letter [presumably a call for socialist
emulation);

Ilndustrial departmentl
vi the further development in agriculture 01' the movemenl 01' the
milkmaids and of that of the kolkhozy. who have pledged

21 Qcbcrki, pAI3.
22 Qcberki, pA19.

23For Gaganova, see Appcndix 1.
24Qcberki. p.443. Undoubtedly. the purges had furthered her career.

25poko, 147/11528. 11.2.7-34.
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themselves to the obligation ta procure l'rom each hectare l'ive
/st'nfnt'r f1ax fibre for each kolkhoz.

IAgricultural departmen[/26

'l'he urban population grew at a dramatic pace in the 1930s: while

'l'ver' had 108,400 inhabitants in 1926, Kalinin was the home 01'

216,100 in 1939; in other ward s, the town's popuLation had virtually

doubled in oruy thirteen years27 . The population of Vyshnii Volochek,

Kimry, and 'J'onhok also roughly doubled during the same period, and

that (JI Rzhev grew l'rom 32,800 ta 54,100, although it relinquished

second place ta Vyshnii Volochek in the oblast' by 1939. The oblast's

total urban population around 1939-1940 is given as being more than

650,00028 . Meanwhile, the old tradition of migration ta Moscow and St.

Petersburg-Leningrad continued29 . Between roughly 1930 and 1960, the

rural population decreased by approximateLy one million people,

according ta a Soviet source30 ; tbis phenomenal drain occurred

predominantly between 1930 and 194531. Many of these people left for

the towns and settled down there permanentLy, but it is hard ta

establish how many actual1y moved to urban surroundings as opposed to

falling under the heading of "Unnatural Deaths. "32

The oblast' capital of Kalinin remained the territory's industrial

centre: 30.4% of aU industrial workers worked there in 1931, and the

town's industry accounted for 44.2% of the oblast's total industrial

26poko, 147/11528, 1.19.

27See: Kal,Obl za 50 let y lsjfmkh, p.13 and Table 3.

28 Qcherki , p,442; see oJso Table 2; the 650,000 included the Inter separated oreo in the
west.
29See: V.A. Anuchin, "NoYOZllYidovskii raion", pp,44-S1, in: MOU 38. p,4S.
30TsentCllI'nyi Rlljon, p.S2S; see Table 2.
31Sec TobIe 2 and VII.!.
32See 111.2, IV.2, and VII.!.
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• output33. In this year, when about 207,000 people resided in the tOWll,

the labour force of Kalinin amounted ta 85,400 people: 50,700 were

industrial workers. 12,800 white collar workers, and around 15,000

were employed in services (trade, catering at stolovye [food canteens],

housing etc.)34. At tbis time, 98.6% of the town's population was

literate35. Kalinin' s main branch of industry still found its strength in

the textile factaries, where roughly 50% of the industrial work force

was employed at the end of the 1930s36.

Most people were housed in apartment buildings (domà) made out

(jf stone31. How much they enjoyed the use of modern amenities in their

apartments, such as eleetrical or gas Sloves, and running water, is

unclear38. That certainly not all apartment buildings and houses had

these can be derived from a statement written in 1940. It related that

more people's dwellings had been connected to the hydre system in

recent years. without mentioning any precise information about the

number of households which had discontinued the use of water pumps or

outhouses39. In the summer of 1992, 1 witnessed several inhabitants of

Tver' pumping water; they were living in wooden houses , albeit with a

charmingly rustic appearance, in the middle of town40.

,

33M.S. Minuskin, "Kalininskaia zona", pp. 10-25, in: MOU 38 p.IO.
MA.G. Leshchinskii, "Gorod Kalinin", pp.26-37, in: MOU 38 p.28.
35Leshchinskii, p.37.
36Qçber!<i, p,43'!.
31Le5hchin5kii, p.28.
38Howevet, man)' must have lived in eithet wooden blllftcts lX' one·room apartmem5 with
communal kitehen5, and communal toilets. Bath5 wete talten in public bathhouses.
39See Leshchinskii, p.28.
40The hOUse5 5till sbowed in some places the bullet-hole5 of the battles ln the town in
October and December 1941.
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ln the midd1e of the 1930s, both in Kalinin and in the rural raions,

eJectricity was in short supply41. The housing situation can be

illu~trated by the following numbers: in 1937. 805,900 square meters

(lI' l100r space were available for 207,000 inhabitants. an ~~ of

les!> than 3.9 square meter!> a person42. In 1939 the average was

~xactl)' four square meters43 . At the second Party conference in June

1937. failings in the town's sewerage system were attributed ta

wrecking activities in the town soviet44 . The schools' fuel supply in the

town had fallen into disarray in the second quarter of 193745 . On top of

that, according ta gorkom secretary Goliakov, the town had ta deal with

a patata shortage around this tirne4~. The streetcar network. operating

sillce before 1917, hadunclergolle extensions in the 1930s47 . Sorne of

the town's major roacls were pavecl with asphalt at the end of the

thinies48 . Again. in 1992. 1 observed that several urban roads wel'e

410cberk;. p.396 and p,435.

42S"" Qcberki, pA55.
43In the second half of the 1980s. the average living space pel' person hovered in general
around 15-16 m 2 in tbe USSR and RSFSR, according to Soviet sources; in urban areas this
average wns somewhatless, bcing bctwecn 14.3 and 15.5 m 2 for the USSR and 14,4 and
15.7 m 2 in the RSFSR. lt should be noticed that the average for people living in a family
was much lower in 1989, being 10 m 2 for the whole USSR and 9 m 2 for the RSFSR (see
~QlJlzn>:OLmPJIblikj, Osnoyny.e ekoDomiillUie i sotsial 'ny.Lpokazateli. Moskva:
Informntsionno-izdatel 'skii tsentr Goskomstata SSSR. 1991, pp.98-100). Compare as weU
to Rittersporn, pAO.
44Pnko. 147/1/526. 1.225.
45Pako. 147111526. 1.226.
4~Pako, 147/1/526, 1. 226
47 Leshchinskii. p.2S; Ocberki. p,4IS.

48Leshcbinskü, pp.35/36; Ocherki. p,418. M. Petrov would complain in 1989 tbat the
oblaS!' roads were in a deplorable state, which appalled him ail the more because necessary
raw materiRls for pavement could be found within the oblaS!' (Petrov, "Kul'tura.... " p.266).
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still simply dirt tracts. I)rices also incre:lsed in the 19:\0~, rendering

life more difficult for the urban dwellers49 .

Around 1939, the oblast's industrial production accounted for

1.5% of the USSR's total industrial production50 . Geographically, most

or the larger industry was located, as befOl'e, along the Octobt!l· (the

former Nikolaevskii) Railroad, and aJollg the Volga, l'rom Kalinin

eastwards to Kaliazin, i. e. in the south-eastern part of the ohlast'5t.

Along the railroad, urban growth was to be found at sevel<t1 stops: apart

l'rom the towns of Kalinin and Vyshnii Volochek, Likhoslavl', Spil'Ovo,

and Bologoe began to grow rapidly in the 1930s52. Near Bologoe and

Vyshnii Volochek, several smaller urban settlements expanded hecause

of the forest industry53. Another area of significanl (semi -) urban

growth was the Zavidovo raion to the south of Kalinin, where peat

digging and processing developed54 .

Light industry dominated: cotton-fibre production and the new

sewing industry (since 1930), primary processing of the f1ax growl1 sa

abundantly in ,he oblast', glass production, the processing or herries

and dairy produle, baking in bread factories, and paper mills55 . [n 1937,

18,075 workers Wt;,,: employed in KaJinin's rive textile ractories and

10,655 in the l'ive of Vyshnii Volochek56 . According to a differelll (and

49Sto .oro~HlL.., p.368. A. wa. noted above, in the carly 1930., ration Cllrd. hall been
in use.
50Alampiev, p.S.
51A1ampiev, p.17. Compare to the map'.
52Isentral'nyi Roion, p.127; by 1959, the latter three had grown thrcc Limes in
compari.on to Lheir pre-1917 .ize.
53Tsentral'nyj Roion, p.120. Again Il trend thllt would continue ufter the wor.
54Tsentral'nyi Raipn, p.120.
55A1ampiev, p.S, pp. 12/13.
56V.I. Pashkevich, "Khlopchatobumazhnai.. promysblenno.t''', rp.4~·S~, in: MG1L.31. p.52.
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on the whole somewhat less reliable source), 25,000 workers were

employed in Kalinin in the textile industty and 13,500 in Vyshnii

Volochek in 1939-194057.

Just before the war, the textile plants' industrial potential was

still nol exploited to its ful!est because stoppages of the machinery

occurred, labour was poody ol'ganized, there were instances of rush

work (slllurOlovsl1c1lliu~, violations of labour discipline were rampant,

and people changed jobs tao often58 . Around 1937, about eighty-five

f1ax facto ries operated in the oblast', half of which were either near

Rzhev or Bezbelsk59 . In tlle leather and footwear industry, oruy 9% of

tlle production was done by large factories during the 1ater 1930~60.

The footwear industry in particular was still main1y located in artels.

The glass and ceramics industry involved 6,365 workers in 1937;

meanw1Jile, food industries employed 7,500 workers61 . Peat digging

increased, and chemica1 peat processing began in Redkino, close ta

Kalinin62. Logging retained its importance, white wood-processing

factories --sawmills, paper miUs, furniture factori es , and sa on-

employed more than ten thousand people in 193663 . The indiscriminate

570cherki, p.434.

58 Ibid. , p.434.
59N.V. Morozov, "L'nAia promyshlennost"', pp.65-72. in: MGU 37, p.67. The areRS around
Bezhetsk Md Rzhev wer. the main f1ax growing areas in the obIAm'.
60See Pervozvanskii. "Kozhevenno... ," p.74, p. 77, p.79. See above in Il.2 for the large
cooperative of Ki mry.
61N.V. Morozov. "Osllovye proizvodstva silikatno-keramicheskoi promyshleWlosti", pp.80
93, in: MGll 37, p.87; N.V. Morozov, "Pishchevaia promyshleWlost''', pp.94-I06, in: Mm.!
lI. p.94.
62 Alnmpiev, p.12.
63Alnmpiev, p.14; AG. Pigulevskii, M. J. Novilt, "Lesnoe khoziaistvo i lesnaia
promyshlennost"', pp. 107·11 7, in: MOU 37. P 115.
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felling of trees had been halted in 1936, when a significant part of the

oblast' territory was decreed a forest reserve h)' the goVertllnelllM.

Heavy industry was sti!! proportiomtlly small at the end of the

1930s, when only 0.5% of the total production in machine building in

the USSR was conducted in the oblast'65. Yet, new small·machine

factories had started to appear in the 1930s, and Kalinin's factor)' of

peat-digging machinery and irs rai1road·car construction factory

expanded. In the machine-building and méial :ndustries, 25,400

workers ·-1&% of ail workers in large industries-- were employed jn

193666 . ChemicaJ industry had appeared in Redkino, Kalinin, and Vyshnii

Volochek6? .

Although industrial production had greatly increased as a result

of the Five Year Plans, in particular the more successful second, the

same prob1ems plagued industry at the end of the 1930s as earlier

during this decade68 . At the "Proletarka" textile factory in Tver', for

example, tao many waste goods were produced through a Jack of labour

discipline, and norms unfulfiJ1ed by the workers. The railroad-car

construction factory had to deal with insuffjcient labour discipline in

1937 as weil: the plan was not l'ulfilled in the first quarter of 1937,

and sorvrmovsocoiJ];( occurred69. The country's leadership attempted ta

solve the universal problem of insut1'icient labour discipline, the

examples above being probably typicaJ, by stepping up coercion. The

64Pigulevskii and Novik, p. 109.
65A1ampiev, pp.5 and 13.
66A. Braude, "Masbinoslroitel'naia i metalloobrabatyvlIÎushehaill promyshlennost' ",
pp. 38-47, in: MOl! 37, p.38.
67A1ampiev, pp. 5 and 14.
68Garmonov, pp.66167.
69Garmonov, p.66.
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• infamous decree of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of June 26,

1940, cal1ed for draconian measures in cases of labour-discipline

violations, while introducing an eight-hour workday and a seven-day

working week7~. The decree was immediately applied in Kalinin: four

workers in the rubber foot-soles factory were punished for

absenteeism 71.

Another problem lay in industries' faulty supply of electricity:

electrical shortages frequently interrupted the production protess at

the factories 72.

It would be mistaken to conclude that the situation was gloomy

for everyone living in towns during this period. One of the new regime's

--which might have been only interested in political indoctrination and

in heightening the economic performance of the toilers by improving

their basic skills, and not in the development of independent thinking

among the students-- achievements was perhaps the improved level of

education of the population at large. Measures towards this

amelioration were taken in the 1930s; in 1992 Many Tver' guberniia

inbabitants, reflecting upon the pasto considered the possibility to

receive schooling as one of "socialism's" positive elements73. In early

,

10See Ocbcdti, p.436. III the 19305 five clay weeks had been in force: four clays of work in
sbifts of six ta seven hours followed by one day of rest (see V.S. Let'chuk.
"lIldustrializatsiia...." pp.329-3S4, in (VA Ivanov[ ed. n, Perepiska na jStoriebeskje rem)'.
Djalog vedet ebjt81el'. Moskva: Izdatel'stvo politicheskoi literatury, 1989, p. 349).
However. most industrial WOI'.kers aise worked on these days of rest, and on workdays many
wor.ked overtime afler their shifts were over.
7IG..monov. p.68.
72!ll:J1Il1ti, p.435.
135ee some of the answers ta the survey discussed in VIII. 6. III 1930. the four-year
curriculum of primary education became obligatory in the USSR (Lel'chuk,
"Industrializalsiia.... " p.346).
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1947, severa! textile workers in Kalinin looked back upon the positive

changes in their Ii\'es th<lnks to socialism:

"In the old days," remembers the former weaver of the
MOI'ozov factory Aleksandra Matveevml BahuritHl, "we ~t1so did not
dream of the possi.,ility of giving our children an education. And
look what happened under Soviet power[ My sons Aleksandr and
Fedor finished a higher institution of learning and became
engi neers. My daughter Antcnina received speci al ized second'Iry
education and became a tecnnician. And thus it is not only in our
family .... "74

ln the same article, other retired illdustri~t1 workers praised the

improvement of their lot with regards to the general st,lndard of living:

"11' there would not have been Soviet power and the
Roishevik Palty, we would sti!1 live in the swamp Ithe area,
where their apartments were located. used to be a swamp with
ill-constructed workers' barracks on il), lead a dog's lire,
would not sel' light. Soviet power and tne l'arty of the Boisheviks
made us into human beings. Because of all thal we are profoundly
grateful to them and a humble bow to our compatriot losil'
Vissarionovich Stalin!"7s

Surely, part of this is the result of propaganda --Ialer on il will

become clear how much of the oblasl' ;lewspaper's items were

determined :1 pn'ori by the obkom--, but these statemenls could have

been partially genuine: industrial workers did occasionally witness

improvements in the 1930s compared to earlier periods. They could not

compare their fate to that of their counterparts in other countries, sa

that it appeared possible. according to the information they were given,

that life was better than in any other country. AIter 1945, il was l'ven

harder to imagine lbat lire abroad could be better, since lhe USSR had

74See PP, No. 14 (8197), Jllnuory 19, 1947, p.3 .
75Ibid., p.3.
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proved itself to be the world's strongest country by the victory in

Wortd War 1(76. Reinforced by this triumph to which they had

contributed, quite a few workers must have felt a certain degree of

sati sfacti on with their lives.

111.2 The Ezhovshchina

ln September 1936, N.1. Ezhov succeeded G.G. Yagoda as the

USSR 's People's Commissar of InternaI Affairs11. Ezhov's tenure as l1ead

of the NK VI) is better known as the Great Terror or Great Purge, or

rather euphemistically by its Russian name of .Ezltovsltclti.n;t This latter

term, although a misnomer (S'm/ins!Jc!Jùui wou!d be more appropriate),

will be c1eployed in the following description of the ramifications of

the 'l'error for the Kalinin oblast', besides the more cOJlventiona!

Western names for this horrifie period. For it appears that

li'z/IOI'~/Id,in;l is the term by which the years 1936-1838 are harboured

in the collective memory of the (ex-)Soviet people.

ln order to dea! with throngs of people arrest"o in the de

kulakization and so on, maJlY jurïdical practices used durïng the

h'zltov,)j'c//I'o., originated in 1929-1930, when concomitant!y t11e basis

was laid for the extensive labour-camp system18. The percentage of

16Before the war the population, pnrticulorly the many peasants who had joined the urban
work force and the peasantry at large, possibly compored their standard of living with that
of the 1920s, which had been gencrally higher, although more particularly so in the
countryside. The l'ail of the st'Uldard of living was expressed in a declining birth rate in the
USSR in the First Five Vear l'Iaa (Lel'chuk, "Industrializatsiia ... ," p.346, Moshe Lewin,
"Society... ," p.S3). 'l'he (former) peasants would not forget the "Golden Age" of the 1920s as
easily.
11Heller, Nekrich, p.303.
18[u.5. Borisev a.o., "Politicheskaia...." pp. 272/273.
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"class enemy e1ements" in the Soviet lhtion had been determined ~Il 4.6%

of the total population ah'eady in the early 1930s; a large f'0rlion of

this group was to come to grief before 193679 .

Following the Lead of Khrushchev's socalled "Secret Sf'eech," the

historica! and Iiter-dry tradition has concentrated mllch more on the

1936-1938 Purge th an on collecti viz.ttion. Solzhenitsyn lamented this

tendency, since he saw the essence of the "Great Terror" ta he the

liquidation of (ex-) Communists by <':ommunists --which had heen the

main focus of Khrushchev's own criticism of the purges in 19568°. If

this were the case, there would be perhaps liule re:tson for deploring

the extermination of those who h:td butchered the peasalllry i~t the Iïrst

haU of the 1930s. In the opinion of SoLzhenitsyn :tnd other Soviet

dissidents, the masse:; had been force cl inro submission through the

terror of collectivization and of other waves of repression, re.tping far

more trag edy th an the EzlTo FSfTcJ/lJl:1 S1.

G.T. Ritterspol'n argues against Western Sovietologists'

"accepted" idea about the large number of people who fell victim ta the

"Great Purg~," ancl its prominent place in the historiography on the

Stalin eraS2 . Unforlunate1y, by overstating his case, he makes :t rather

exaggerated attempt ta reduce the Ilumber of victims, thus tilting the

79Iu.S. Borisov a.o., "PoHticheskaia... , " p.272.
sO"In evaluating 1937 for the Archipelago, we refused it the lille of the crowning glory."
(A 1. Solzhenitsyn. J'he GUIAg Arcbiplligo 1918·1956 An EX(l.l:rim~.nLiI1J.il."rarr

laYWig1ltÏ2ll- III-IV. New York, Evanston, San Francisco, London: Harper & Row, 1974,
p.640). See alsa, ibid., pp.328-342.
Sl"Nevertbeless, the breadtb of repression in 1936-/938 WIlS net on a pur wilh the
genocide lIgainst the pensants in 1930-1934" (HeUer, Nekrich, p.30 1).
S2Rittersporn, pp. 1-24.
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halanœ ta the other extreme, for which he, tao, 1:1cks lhe necessary

evidence.

ln the 109 interviews cClnducted in the summer of 1992 in 'l'ver'

ohlast', most did not remember 1937 (the climax of the h'zl/OJ3Jn-j1l'n;~

as a panicularly lerrible year wilh respect la repressions83. Ailer the

experience of the Second World War, the second l'vent to leave a marked

impression on most respondents was collectivization. Hardi)' an}'one

referred to the l.:'zITOI·.'iOclll'n<f, unless they rememberl'd the confiscation

of bibles and icons in J937 or 193884 . It should be emphasisl'd, that

tllt~re were no specilïc questions asked about the respcndents'

experiences during the 1930s, while they were, for example.

specifically asked about the warS5. As weil, there was a Jarge

proporLion of Comm unists in the survey --lTIost of whom joined the

83For example, M.A. Zabelin, an agronomist and the brother of N.A. Zabelin, was arresled in
1937; he .urvivcd the camp' and was rehabilitalcd in 1956 (le.timony of N. A. Zabelin in
the survey). His surrering was 1)'Picul of that of the Communist elite, who bore mach of the
b.ount in 1937. L.I'. FelkoVll onl)' remembered the orresls and l'epression of the
collecltvization (testimony of L. P. relkovo in the survey). See olso below.
84As did M.A Sysoevo und N. V. Kurgonovo ..sec below (testimony of M.A. Sysoeva and N. V.
Kurganova in the survey). The renewed ottock on religion might have been connected with
the faet that the Census of Junuary 1937 hod found an unexpectedly high number of religious
believers (sec lhe report 10 Stolin and Molotov in lu.A. Poliakov, V.B. Zhiromskaia, LN.
Kiselev, "Polveka molchoniia (Vsesoiuzllaia perepis' naseleniia 1937 g.)," in:
Sguiolggicheskie Isledgvoniia, No.G, 1990, pp.3-25 lfrom here Poliakov et 01.,

"Polveka.. ," [1111'.12). Nevertheless, the father of N.A. Kotov wos arrested as a kulak in
1937 ond sentenced to ten )"eors. He was apparendy denounced os such by his fellow-
vi Il ogers , ofler dle raion oUlhorilies hod demonded thot the kuloks in the village be named.
His brother was IlIso arrested. Kotov mainloios that, before the war, villagers who had been
releascd from the camps --the)" had been probablr arrested during collectivization-- ofter
a brief spell of freedom were a..rested again --around 193711938.. and transported back
to the camps without ony investigation or lriol (testimony of N.A. Kotov in lhe survey).
Similorily, the folher of A.N. Nikolaev, who was the chairmon of a kolkhoz in the village of
lomskllia in the Khvoininskii raion of Leningrad oblast', was arrested in 1937 for anti
Soviet activities. N. Nikolaev was sentenced ta ten yeBrs of labour camp, and served his time
in the camps of Karaganda. Only half a year after his return home he died. Nikolaev senior
hlld bec" Il "convinced Communist," but it is not cleur if he indeed was un actual Party
member (1~'Stimony of A.N. Nikoloev in the survey).
85See AppendiK 1 for the questionnaire.
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l'arty al'ter 1937. Their stubborn allegiance lO the former l'arty ma)'

have caused a certain reluctance to memion the terror of the

EzéOly/rcJ/ùUf, and thus befoul the image of the l'arty. Even for most

Soviet Communists, the terror unleashed in 1936 193R C;ln onl)' he

considered as a grave erraI' and must linger 'lS a very had memory

indeed. A furthe .. explanation ma)' be that mail)' of the g..uesome events

in the 1930s have been l'ully suppressed in the mimis of the

respondents or blended with memories about the collectivi·/.ation and

other evems. Lastly. l'ew victims of the O..eat Te..ror h;IVe su..vived 'IS a

..esult 01' the numerous executions and the ;lt..ocious life in the prisons

and camps. Thus only one persan among the 109 had been a convict, and

he was only dispatched ta the camps in 1940, long al'te.. Ezhov's

demise86 .

The experiences in the 1930s in general, however, tu ..ned nut tn

have been so crucial in the lives of m;lny respondenls that they relaled

something about it during the interviews. Quite a few people rel'e....e<l

ta collectivization, when they were askedif they personally, or lheir

family membe..s, had been exposed ta political repression87 . Certainly

86A.S. Lu kovkin.
87The fact thut his father-in-law wos urrested du ring colleclivizution fo.· "cfusing to eJlI..,.
the kolkhoz, did not restrain A. M. Afonos'ev from becoming 0 loyul Pw'ty memb..,·
(teslimony of A.M. Afnnas'ev in the surv.y). The testimony in the ,u."Vey of T.A Novikovu,
M. V. Kometova (who mailltains thot u quarter of the households in her uncestrul villuge
were de-kulukized), V.P. Pimenova, '1'.1. Bol'shllkovo, M. K. Chesnokovu, M.A. Sysoevo (whose
grlllldfather was dekulakized) is evidence of the incredible impression collectivizoLioo mllde
on the rural population. Natul"'lllly, particularly those who saw a relollve urr""ted in
col1ectivizlltion referred ta it: the father of KA. Golubev WIlS arrested in lhe carly 1930s,
and Golubev grew up without ever having known his fmher (testimony of E.A. Golubev in the
survey). P.A Kashninov's unc1e was de-kulakized (testimony of P.A Kashinov in the
survey). The father of N.N. Golubeva was urreste~ in the 1930s and died, according to her,
at the construction of the Volga-Boltic COllIII. His urrest was duc tn the fllct thot he had been fi

tsarist army officer, despite the filet that he hlld commanded uftcrwurds a Red Army unit in
the Civil War (testimony of N.N. Golubeva in the survey). The year of the orrest WQ9 1933
01' 1934, when Golubeva wa, twelve years old. The parents of AE. Malyshcva, who WBS three
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people sometimes provided examples of repression al'ter the

collectivization period88 . Nevertheless, the impression exists that

many cases of arrest and repression described by the respondents took

place eiLher befOl'e or artel' Ezhov's tenure as People's Commissar of

InternaI Affairs89 , although this cannat be completely proven, for

reasons described .in Appendix 1 (as weil as above and below),

indicating that the chronological accuracy of the respondents'

memories is not always trustworthy.

Confirmation of the ·fact that numerous arrests happened befme

Ezhov's appointment can be l'ound in the words of 1.1). Boitsov in March

1938. The intention of his remark was ta criticize the virtually

indiscdminate arrest of people in the countryside before his take-over,

and to justify his own appointment and the removal of his

predecessors:

An enemy attitude towards tlte soviet, [and] kolkhoz
"kliv,and the kolk1lOznik was expressed by the fact that, in
1935-1937, 59,000 people of the rural'Ikrir,· and of the
kolkhozniks were convicted. In 1937 the oblast' court reviewed

years old at the time, were de-kulakized in 1931 and sent to Siberia. The mother fJed twice
from the exile, the father once. He wa. cllught in Rzhev and sentenced to six years of
imprisonment in 1937. He probably died in the North-Eastern Labour Camps (SI-77'4 of the
NKVD. Her mother lost her son ·-she had been pregnant when they were de-kulakized--,
because he froze to denth in exile in Siberia (tesLimony of A. E. Malysheva in the survey).
Tucker's remarks on the absence of fear of arrest in 1936-1938 among the population
seem to he rather perceptive (R.C. Tucker, Stolin in power. pp. 548/549). Many seem to
have reasoned wang the Iines of the old adage: "Where there is smoke, there is fire." Many
might have heen of the opinion that the arrests during the Bzllor'Slu:1lifJJI were not aimed at
them, hut at people higher up.
88N.S. Smirnova's sufferings cannot be considered as entirely typical, since her parents
were 8l'rested in Leningrad, where the fnmily resided in 1937. Nevertlleless, she did end up
ill an orphanage for children of "enemies of the people." She moved to Kalinin only ofter
1945.
89Ezhov Was appointed People's Commissar of Internai Arfairs in lote September 1936, and
replnced by Berio in December 1938 (Conquest, The Great Terror, pp. 138/139).
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decisions in order ta correct wrecking in the judicial practice,
and the cases against 2,060 people were discontinued .... 90

The above number of almost 60,000 is startling; considering that

during this period probably around 2.6 million people Iived in the

countryside of the oblast', it would seem that in these few years,

which are post-collectivization and partial1y pre- Ezhovshchinn, more

than two percent of the rural population in the Kalinin oblast' was

arrested 91 .

Because the large majority of the peasantry had joined the

kolkhozy, the momentum of ali-out col1ectivization began ta abate in

the lands of Tver'-Kalinin in 193492. The Party, soviet, and OGPU

workers were instructed to bring the indiscriminate arrests in the

countryside to a hait. However. the local authorities were not

discouraged from arresting rural dwel1ers, but merely to he more

seleetive93. If Boitsov's numbers are correct, these directives did not

lead to any significant changes with respect to the arrests; it is not

unlikely that the decrees of the Central Executive Committee

immediately after the assassination of Kirov in December of 1934 led

to a renewed orgy of arrests, including the arrest of the 59,000 in the

countryside mentioned by Boitsov94.

9Opako, 147/11554, 1. 95.
911n early 1937, the oblast' population of the 1935-1944 stood at 3.2 million (Poliakov et
al., "Polveka...." [1), p.16). Of them, roughly 20'1 must have been urban dwellers (see
Table 2), and the population size must have been &round 2.6 million in the countryside.
92M.A. Il'in, "Rasluytie... ," p.12,
931bid., "Raskrytie " p.13.
94Ibid., "Raskrytie " p.13 describes these decrees. G.T. Rittersporn gives a desaiption of
the methods of coercion in the collllta,>side in arder to mûe the kolkhoZ)' meet the targets of
the stllte procuremeJlt plans, based on the materials of the Smolensk Archive, which cao
serve just as well as ID explallAtion of Ibis StlIggeriq amount of arrests in the coulltlyllide
of neighbourï.og Kalinin oblast' (Rittersporn, pp. 38·41). Additional arrests could have
been a consequence of tu c:ollection.
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The staggerîng number of arrests of rural dwellers mentioned by

Boitsov casts grave doubts on Rittersporn's "revisionist" numbers for

the amount of arrests and people in camps, which are much lower than

those of Anton Antonov-Ovseyenk09S . Antonov-Ovseyenko probably has

gi ven the highest estimate of victims between 1917 and 1953 in the

IJSSR: one hundred million! Rittersporn is correct in stating "...that none

of the data that we yet possess will allow us ta arrive at an entirely

reliable estimate of the numbe" of arrests in those years. "96 He

criticizes Western Sovietologists' selective use of sources and the

doubtful way of calculating to establish the number of politically

repressed91 . However, he l'ails to perceive that his own sources for the

number of victims might be rather suspect: a small article in

Atyument.r i /';fKl.vof 1989, and a t'ew items in Pr.Wrhf and

KOOlsomoJ'sx;/ù, Provd,., in 1989 and 1990, plus a calculation based on a

small district of Smolensk oblast'9S. The USSR was still intact when

these articles were published, and quite a few people within the KGB

and the Communist Party might not have deemed it wise to publish the

real numbers on the mass repressions of the 1930s (apart l'rom that,

some of the documents on the purges and other crimes of the Stalinist

era might have been destroyed)99. In 1992, Oleg Khlebniuk stated tbat

" ... [as] of now we simply do not know, what the total number of

------- ---
9Slbid., 1'1'.12-14. Anton Antonov-Ovseyenko, The Tjme of StRIi» PorIrAiI of R IyIllJll1Y-,
New York: Harper and Row, 1981, 1'.307.
96Ritlersporn, 1'.13.
91Ibid., 1'1'.12-14.
9SScc Rittersporn, 1'1'.28/29, Footnotcs 59-68 and 1'.302, (ootnote 44
99See, e.g., Andrei Sakharov, Memo;rs, New York: Vintage Books, 1990(I1), 1'.531, or
Volkogonov, Kniga Il, chast'2, 1'.43.
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• repressions is." 100 Therefore, Rittersporn's criticism of Lhe high

estimates as for example proposed by Antonov-Ovseyenko W:IS

premature, ta say the least.

In the former Soviet Union, V.N. Zemskov in particuhlr has been

publishing articles in recent years on the numbers of the

rel'ressirol'~lnnye Zemskov seems ta support Rittersporn's low

estirnates. Basing his work on sources found in Lhe TsGAOR archive in

Moscow. he calculaLes that 3,777,380 people were senLencecl for

counter-revolutionary crimes between 1921 and 1954101. HisLorians

and social scientists of Zemskov' s type were recemly described by

Richard Pipes as "... [having] been unable ta break out of the mental

straitjackets imposed by decades of regirnentation." 102

1 agree with Pipes' view.

A strong argument against Zemskov and Rittersporn's low

estirnates has been presented by Robert ConquesL. He denies the

reliability of the sparse numbers issued as a l'esult of the 1939 Census,

and for good reason103. First of all, the results of the 1937 Census had

been suppressed. The members of the Census Board had been shot as

spies for "deliberately" diminishing its reslllts. Therefore the

functionaries of the 1939 Board had good reason ta deliver numbers

high enough ta satisfy the leadership. Secondly. Stalin announced the

•

1000leg Khlebniuk, "Prinuditel'nyi trud v ekonomikc SSSR. 1929-19'l1 gody," in:
Syobodnnja Mym.:., 13, 1992, pp.73-84, p.74.
10IV.N. Zemskov ,"Zakliuchennye, spetsposelentsy, ssyl'noposelemsy, ssylnye i vyslannye
(Statistiko-gcograficheskii aspekt)," in: IstocHa SSSR, 5, 1991. pp.151-165, pp.t5l
153.
102Pipes, "1917 .... " p.79.
103Conquest, The Great TeIToc, p.487; al90 Drobizhev, Poliakov, p.-HO and Gordon,
Klopov, p.163.
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• tatals of the 1939 Census before the new Census Board had actually

examined the material. Finally, the censuses of the period --those of

1937 and 1939- omined the deaths of those who had "died in custody."

According to Drobizhev, a large portion of the materials collected in

1939 AJI -Union Census were lostl04. In addition ta the doubtful quality

of the 1939 Census numbers, there has been an extraordinary juggling

with the numbers on Soviet lo~"ses duri ng World War 11. To my

knowledge, nobody has explained yet why the number of Soviet citizens

killed in the war was suddenly increased l'rom roughly twenty million

to twemy-seven million a few years agolOS . Might it not be possible.

for instance, thal the Soviet leaders a few years ago deemed it

convenient to transfer a large Humber of purge victims to the category

of war victims? Because of the numbers mentioned by Hoitsov in 1938,

1 am inclined to concur with Conquests' estimates. Conquest notices for

instance that, according to information of Mikoyan's son Sergo, the KGB

reportee! to the Politb uro almost twenty million arrests and seven

million deaths hetween January l, 1935 and June 22, 1941 in the

USSRI06.

It should he pointee! out that sometimes no official judicial

prosecution took place, as exemplified by the cases of A.S. Lukovkin and

•

104Drobizh~v, Poliakov, pA65.
10SFor lh~ IW~nl)'-seven million, see, e.g., G.F. Kl'Îvosheev(ed.), GDf sekretnostj sniot:
pol~rj Vooruzbenny.kh..SiI SSSR v yojnokb boevy.kb dejstviiokb i yoenny..klLlcoufliktakh
s.tl\~~js,ledoyanie, Moskva: Voeonoe Izdatel 'stvo, 1993, p.128. This publication
mainlains tbat the demographic loss sustained by al! armed forces of the Soviet Union
amounled 10 8,668,400 (Krivosheev, p.129). In other 'lords, almoS! 19 million Soviet
citizens were kiUed in Ihe war, which seems 10 be an unlikely high number.
106Conquest, Tbe Chat Terror, pA87; Antonov-Ovseyenko, p.307.
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N.A. KotovIO? The latter wiLnessed the re-arrest of m:\ll)' of bis f!:!lIow

vilJagers. c1aiming that no investigation or tri:ll ever took plac!:! b!:!fore

they were once more sbipped off ta the camps. \.ukovkin was sent to th!:!

camps witbout any form of judicial process just as. according to his

t!:!stimony, happened with many of the soldiers captlll'!:!d by the Finns in

1939-1940. In the camps of Norilsk. Lukovkin and his fellow form!:!r

POW's were handed a ticket on whicb was written that th!:!)' h:td be!:!n

sentenced either ta l'ive or eight years of c:tmp. His testimony indicates

tbat nothing was bandled in these c:tses by w:ty of "normal" judicial

procedures. However. since he was rehabilitated in 1957, somethi ng

must have been entered in the books. Recently P.A. Aptekar' wrote in the

Russian journal of military bistory about these events:

We do not know anything about the fUlther fate of the
POW's, who returned home ta the Motherland (:lfter the Soviet
Finnish War], except tbat, in accordanee with tbe directives of
the General Staff, they were sent ta army camps with the
aim of politieal reeducation and a further distribution into units
or in the reserves. How much these directives were I"ollowed. W!:!
can only guess at this point, as long as no corresponding
documents will be found of the GULAG and NKVD.IOS

The statements of these eyewitnesses and the remarks of

Aptekar' cast grave doubts on the reliability of the precise numbers

that have been recently issued on the total number 01" arrests and

convictions under Stalin (which keep on changing meanwhile). One

Brezhnevite publication gives the USSR population of early 1946 as 166

million, while in 1941 the population had heen 194.1 million aceording

IO?Teslïmony of N.A Kotov and AS. Lukovkin in the survey; compare uJso 10 Fainsod. HOYL......
p.317.
IOSP.A Aptekar', "Opravdanu li zherlvu? (0 poteriakh v sovetsko-finliandskoi voine), " in:
Yoenno-jstpricheskii zhurnal, 3, 1992, pp. 43-45, p.44.
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to Helier and Nekrich: this would imply an 1055 in the neighbourhood of

twenty-seven million in the war, even though the natural growth of the

Soviet population was probably negative in 1941-1943109 . However.

these numbers are doubtful, because the population number for 1939 is

probably false110 . Have some of the victims of the Great Purge been

entered under the heading of war victims?

109!. M. Volkov ct al., SllYe-lSkP.ùulerevoia v ~'e poslevoenn)'e gody, 1946-1950,
Moskva: Nauka, 1978 [from here Sovetstaja derevnia ,J, p.263; Helier, Nekrich, p.462

110See above. The number of 194.1 million is mentioned as the population of the USSR on
Junuar)' 1,1940 by V.T. Eliseev und S. N. Mikhailov (V.T. Eliseev, S.N. Mikhailov, "Tak
skol'lco zhe Hudei my potcrin1i v voine," in: Yo-"IIlllI.=i.st.oril:heskii zh.urmtI., 6-7, 1992,
1'1'.31-34, p.31). The number of 166 million of SovelSk.j. c!erevni., is an estimate, and it
is not clcar how much one can trust it. 10 his recent article, B. Sokolov stated that in early
1946 the USSR had 167 million inhnbitants, while it had had 200 million in June 1941 (B.
Sokolov, "Tscna poter'-tsena sistemy," in: Nezavjsimai. Gazet3, June 22 1993, p.5).
Unfortunately, Sokolo" omits to mention the source for these numbers, and bis numbers on
the wor losses sustained by the USSR, seem exceptionally high (see IV.2 and VII. 1).
In l'ebruory 1939, Stalin was informed that the 1939 Census bad counted l67 millioo
inhabitaots within the borders of the USSR (Iu.A. Poliakov, V.B. Zhiromskaia, LN. Kiselev,
"Polvelca molcbnniia (Vsesoiuznaia perepis' naseleniia 1937 g.)," in: SotsjolQgjcbeslcje
IsledQvanjia, No.8. 1990, pp.30-52 (from here Poliakov et al., "Polveka... ," [II]), 1'.50).
Problems also arise with the cn1culations of Eliseev and Mikhailov (Eliseev, Mikhailov,
1'.31). After stating that the USSR, without the soon-to-be-annexed Polish, Karelian, and
other areas, bad a population in carly 1939 of 167,306,000, and tbe natural growth rate
was about 1% in 1939, they 5IIddenly give for January l, 1940 for the USSR of the same
territory of early 1939, a population number of 177.180,000, which would indicate an
ab5llrd growth rate of 6% in 1939. Similor vague and elToneous colcu1ations plague an
article by V. V. Tsaplin in Voprosy istorii (V. V. Tsaplin, "Arkhivnye materialy 0 chisle
zakliuchennykh v kontse 30-kh godov," in: Y.D.prl!SY- jslorii. 4-5. 1991, 1'1'.157-163). On
the basis of materials mainly consisting of accounts of the People's Commissariat
(Ministry) of l'inance, Tsaplin tries to colculate the number of inmates of the GULag in the
later 1930s (Tsaplin, 1'.157). He uses tbe term "man-day" (clteloJ"t'ko-den') in his
calculation. which he never clearly defines (Tsaplin, 1'.(58). Although he points out at the
end of the article that no convict worked 365 days per year (followiog Solzhenitsyn, he
lUtes that they had on average tbree days off per month), he pretends in Ilis cn1culations
that every healthy worker worked 365 days per cn1endar year (and seems to imply tbat one
"man-day" is the equivalent of a work-day of one person. regardless of how much work the
person got done; Tsaplin, p.l58 and p.160); it appears that the three days of leiSllre were
inlroduced in July 1940, see O. Khlebniuk. "30-e gody...."p.86). In this respect Aleksandr
Zinoviev's remork seems still to be appropriale [Teacher thinks): "Wbo's going to be
convinced by aIL these graphs and tables. Everyone knows that any figures they see in our
counlt'y are pure fabrications, aad there's no chaace of anyone believing that tbey are
aceurale. And the conclllSions that cao be derived from lhis sea of figures are self-evident
without an)' anolysis" (Alebandr Zinoviev. The Yawniag Heigbts, 1'.517).



•
20/1

It is not inconceivable that Boitsov might have been padding the

numbers in arder ta blacken the record 01' his predecessors evell more.

But it can be proven that, in a speech a few monlhs later :tt the thint

oblast' Party conference, he understated the number of arrests within

the Party elite of the province between June 1937 and July 1938111 . In

Boitsov's speech of Mareil 1938, he c1aimed that, only in 1937.

numerous complaints l'rom citizens had been received by the obl:lst' and

raion procuracies about all kinds of illegal proceedings:

This means that 122,000 of the citizens of our oblast'
searched t'or a settlement, for justice in our court- and
procuracy organs112 .

ft could be proposed that sorne. or maybe even the majority, 01'

these complaints may concern criminal, and not politic:tl, cases. Evt!11

then, however, many people prosecuted as cl'iminal offenders were not

criminals in the strict sense of the ward, that is people accused ot'

engaging in burglaries, bank robberies, t'raud. murder, rape, etc .. as the

aforementioned case of Sazonov showed113 . Boitsov himself admitted

this discrepancy in the language ot' the time:

In the oblast' court resided Gribov, an enemy of the people,
and sat chere for a long white [and] he purposely urged the
judicial prosecution of comrades in arder ta terrorize our
kolkhoz and soviet cadres of our [sic] countryside.114

To restore a semblance of order, Vyshinskii sent a special

commission to check on the operation of the obla~t' procuracy115.

111See below in this chaptel'.
112Pako.14711/554, 1.96.
113See 11.1. Compare Conquest's description of the effeàS of the decree of August 7, 1932.
Wld siJnilar resolutions in Conquest, Harvest. p.l84 and Conquest, The Great Terrer, p.21.
114Pako, 147/1/554, 1. 96.
115Pako,14711/554, 1.96.
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Apart from the information above , most of the consequences of

the Great Purge for those outside of the Party leadership remain hidden

in the Party's records l16. Something can be gathered about these

consequences for individuais outside the Party elite, from the example

of the postwar direetor of the Kalinin philharmonie orchestra, V. F.

Afanas'ev, a Party memberJJ7. He was subject to an MGB check: in 1947,

and it turned out that two of his brothers were arrested in 1937, and

that in Moscow several of his and his wife's relatives were arrested in

the Great Purge by the NKVD.

The image of life in the Kalinin oblast' in the 1930s would not be

complete without trying to establish the events of the Terrer and its

consequences. Perhaps one should not make a division between the

1936-1938 period and the rest of the 19305, inasmuch as the survey

respondents do not seem to designate thus their memories either.

Although the terror never ceased during the whole decade, it peaked

duriog the periods of 1930 to 1931 and 1936 to 1938 in the Kaiinin

oblast'. We will now tom to this second "peak."

In these years, the Party's leadership in Moscow inflicted terrible

suffering on the lives of Many oblast' iobabitants, bath the average

peasant (again, as in the case of Mironov), and the very leadership of

the oblast' (as in the case of first Party secretary Mikhailov)JJ8. People

116 ln the work of Anatolü Rybatov, some of the atmosphere in Kaüain in 1937 is
polVllyed (Anatoll R)'bakov, &Ir. Boston. Toronto. London: Little. Brown and Compu)'.
1992, e.,. on pp.451 , 469-502, 530-540. 552-561. 666-686). Duri.l1J the summer of
1937 Kaliain beeame a town that had paupart regimentatÎO.I1. accordÏ.l1J ta this nove!
(Rybakov, p.680).
JJ7Pako. 147/4/519. 1.230.
Il Bsee 11.1. The &.to~..ti_ also unleashed a further anti-reliJÎous offensive. AccordÎlll
ta N. V. KlltllIIOva, wound 1937 or 1938. rural soviet worters took an)' Bibles and icons
from the people in her vill.,e in Udoml'ia mon (testimClll)' of N.V. KUlilOova in the
survey). It is not unlike1y that these measures were accompanied by arrests of those zea10us
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of the first category had been largeLy coaxed into submission hel'ore

1936, but their uLtimate end sometimes came in the Ezl1ov.)1TcJ/lfJ'f, as

the case of Mironov shows119. Then, "[in] L937 li massive purge begall 01'

the entire oblast' apparat. Individually and in groups, party and soviet

workers and economic cadres were arrested." 120

FinaLly, it was the turn of the elite of the oblast'. By 1936,

society's upper crust comprised almosL exetusiveLy Communisls. Within

two years, they wouLd be Liquidated, sent to camps, or scat'ed Lnlo

submission by their peers' arrests in the Great Purge 01' 1936 -1931\.

How far the cornerstone of Soviet society, the proletariat, was

simultaneousLy affected by the terror is hard to assess, but G. V. Lubov,

who was in general very supportive of the regime, noticed that in

Konakovo " before the war workers of the factory, of urban

institutions " were an"ested by the NKVDI21. He added that " ... we were

of the opinion, that they were an'ested for a reason, as these were

people who, through anecdotes, had expressed an anti-Soviet mood. "122

The rate of the group ZeOJJù j glÙ];1 seems ta confirm that politically

suspect proletarians were not spared the repressi ons of these years l23 .

Part 01' the explanation for the extreme application 01' coerci.on

towards the leading cadres during the Great Purge wa.~ undoubtedly a

---------------_._------.---------_.. _------ ---------- -----
believers, who refused ta palt from these possessions. It .hould be noted here, tao, thal
those who confiscated the Bibles and icons were lIpparently not NKVD·employee•.
119Another exemple of the pre-1936 repressions could be found nI n permanenl exhibition
in Tver' detnils where evidence was shown of a cnse against church functionsries in 1933
(permanent exhibition on Sta!inist repressions in the Tver' museum of kmt'f't!df.'oÎ<').
120Tyerskoj tsepte , p.13.
121Teslimony of G. V. Lubov in the survey; Rybakov mentions the ··fictiona!?. arresl of
workers at the "Proletarka" textile factory in 1931 (Rybnkov, p.489).
122Testimony of G. V. Lubov in the survey.
123See 11.3.
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misguided effort ta improve, by way of repression, the efficiency of

the economy, the government, and the Party machinel24. The classic

apology for the purges was given in 1948 by Politburo member

124"Secondly, the mass repressions were not an accident, but an essential element not on/y
of the political system of Sta1in, but &bove ail of the socialism of Stalin: in a society, where
the stimuli for work had becn undermined. precise1y the fear for punishment, which was
buttresscd by the massive repressions, along with the still present enthusiasm of the
masses, who believed in sacrifices in the name of socialism. were Most important elements
of the successful functioaing of the political system" (A.P. Butenko, "0 sotsial'no-k1assovoi
prirode stalinskoi vlasti," in: YaproSJI. FiJoSQCii, No. 3, 1989, pp. 65-78. p.76). See aiso
Ritterspom on the repressions among the factory workers (Rittersporn. pp. 47-53). l do
not. bowever. agree with Rittersporn's "c1ass" eJ[planation for tbe purges (sec Ritterspom.
pp. 54/55. This explanation seems rather artificial. and contains too much overbearing and
vague language (e.g. "The organisation of the apparatus was the concrete manifestation of a
policy generally accepted by the ru1ing class. From within its ranks could come no effective
opposition to tbe objective conditions of the functioaing of the Party-State. Neither
sustained opposition to central control. nor complete eradication of "subversive" methods
were possible without the total collapse of the system...." and so on (Rittersporn.p.55».
This and of pseudo-theoretical reasoaing seems to have been introduced in bis work to mect
a certain theoretical standard supposedly in use among some social scientists today.
However. what does it Mean? ("concrete manifestation"? "objective conditions of the
functioning of tbe Party-State" ?). As he is apparenUy his own translator. tbis vagueness
cannot be blamed on misunderstandings of the original French. He is no less fortunate when
he tries to assign the 1930s a place in the lo.qrue tlun!e of Soviet bistory (Rittersporn,
p.320). Pipes notices as weil the mistaken application of concepts tbat were used by the
Amtll1es school among Many of the revisionists --to whom Rittersporn be1ongs-- in their
efforts to offer an alternative view of the October Putsch (Pipes. "1917 .... " p.78). As we
know today. Soviet history came to an end in 1991 --when Rittersporn's book was
pub1ished·-. so that it is rather difficult to speak of any kind of lo.qrue tlun!e within Soviet
bistory, which lasted on/y 74 years. What is perbaps much more interesting, and wbich has
becn tried at cettain places in tbis thesis --particularly when discussing the couatryside-
, is to place certain aspects of Soviet reality in a concept of the IOlJ,fUe durée of Russian
bistory (perbaps of Russian-Soviet bistory). Apart from that. the concept of 100000e tlun!e
has becn MOst successfully applied to pre-industrial societies (as in the works of the
Annales schoo! in France); it is questioaable how much one can use it nt ail to understand
20th century industrial societies. In my opinion. it could be useful to understand some
aspects of the Russians' collective mentality during the years of Soviet power. because
undoubtedly the roots of some ways of thinking and acting of the Russian people. Commuaist
Party. and government in Soviet times are to be found in the remote past of Kievan Rus',
Muscovy. and Imperial Russia. The efforts of Richard Pipes are a case in point. althougb
some of bis extrapolations and conc1usiollS might be rather suspect (Pipes. Ru..i' uader the
Old Reg;mll). As Leopold von Ranke staled in the 18405: "But 1 assert: every epoch is
immediate to God. and its woltb is not at ail based on what derives from it but rests in its
own existence. in its own self. In this way the contemplation of history. thnt is to say of
individual life in history, acquires its own particular attention, since now every epoch must
be seen as something valid in itself and appears highly 1I'orthy of consideration" (Leopold
von Ranke. The TheOQ' &Ad Pract;ce of WSUlQ'. Edited with an Introduction by Georg G.
I,gers and Konrad von Moltke. Indianapolis. N. Y.: The Bobbs-Merri11 Company. Inc.• 1973,
p.S3).
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Voznesensky in bis book on the USSR's wartime economyt25. Ile

maintained that the purges had removed "the remts of p:lrasitic cl:lsses

and groups" t'rom society. The "c1eansing" (Hld forged :t unifieel emil)' of

the people, supposedly stl'Ong enough to withstanel :m)' outside auack,

which was proven subsequently by the victory over N:lzi Germ:\I1Y in

Worlel War Il. However, this was a justification il po.llt'rion; bec;wse

during tlte flziJovsôcô/JU/ an imminent German aLLack diel not seem tn he

anticipated, in spite of tlte spy mania expresseel in the show trials. The

terror, of bath tlte "Great I)urge" and tlte repressions or the Iïrst hall' or

the 1930s, might have provided an additional advantage l'or the regime:

it was sa widespread --Conquest justifiably caUs it :t "social

phenomenon"126_- that no one failed LO witness some of its

manifestations. Tite Ilorrible memory or il made an)'one think twice

about voicing criticism about the regime's polides. This "benelïl,"

however, would not be openly applauded b)' StaJin or any of his cronies.

'l'Ile impact of the Great Terror on tlle Party organizalion or the

Kalinin oblast' is somewhat reflected in documents in the 'l'ver' obhtst's

125N. Voznesenskii, Yoennaia EkonQmika SSSR y petiod Q~YeJU1J2Î.Yjliny, (s.p.): OGIZ.
Gosudarstvennoe izdatel'stvo politicheskoi literatury. 1948, 1'.4. Molotov, too, thought
afterwards that the terror had the purpose of the liquidation of a (potentinl) fifth column in
Case of wnr (:iliu.omJ< besed ,1'.338, 1'.390). 1 do not helieve in the "socinl" explonntion of
the purges aS a fiael reckoning by the naroo'wilh the last remnants of the pre·revolutionary
intellectual elite which had managcd to survive until 1936/1937 hy virtue of their
membership of the Bolsheyik Party, after which the gates wcre opened for unprececlented
socinl mobility fQr certain peasants and workers. It cnnnot be denied that an unintentionnl
consequence of the lizltowitchil1l1Wns the rise to positions of power of certain fQrml'r
peasants and wQrkers, but it shQuld be stressed that this WaS unintl:.DÛl1.D.ll1. Djilns
perceptiQn seems truc in this respect: "Tbe socinl origin Qf the new clnss lies in the
proletariat just as the ntistocracy arose in a peasant society, and the bourgeoisie in n
commercial and artisans' society"(Djilas, Tbe New C1ass, l'AI). Stalin and somc Qf his
crQnies mnster-minded the onslnught, which perhaps eyen in their cyes by the the second
belf Qf 1938 begnn to get Qut of hand.
126R. Conquest. "Academe and the Soyiet Myth, " in: Tbe National Int.relit. 31, Spring
1993, 1'1'.91-98, 1'.94.
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Party archive l27. Unfortunately, the records are far from complete,

mainly consisting of changes (smenj) in the transcription of the

stenographie accaunts of Party obkom meetings, two Party

conferences, and the protocals for these sessionsl28. It is likely that

some of the records on this period were 10st during the wartime

evacuation of the oblast' Party archive.

Nevertheless, there is enaugh in the documents which have

survived ta create an image of the events and hysteria within the Party

during the Purge. A more complete picture might emerge from an

investigation into records about the Ezhovsbc1JÙ10 that are at the

present moment being held in the collections of the central archives of

the former Communist Party in Moscow. As this period does not faH

within the main focus of my research, and owing to certain difficulties

--gaining timely access to the central archives, particularly ;n the fall

of 1991-, to investigate the documents preserved in Moscow on the

Kalinin oblast' for this period, the following account brooks certain

lacunael29.

Between 1933 and 1935 a countrywide purge of the Party was

staged, although with less severe consequences for the targeted people

than during the deadly 1936-1938 periodl30. At least 9.4911 of the Party

127See the Table in Appendix III for a more detailed account of tbe consequences of the Great
Purge for the Parly's elite in tbe oblast'.
128This probably meaa.s that the fifty·two exclusions of obkom members duriog 1937 and
1938 from Parly and obkom tbat could be definitively established, represent an absolute
mla.im.um (see Appendix III).
129It also seems tbat at the moment the acc:ess to the materials 00. tbe purges is restrieted to
a commissiOll of three Russiao. researcbers (see Nataliia Gevorkian, "Vstrecba.ye plany po
unicbtozbea.iiu sobstveJlJlogo naroda", in: Moskg",kie Novom, No.2S, June 21, 1992, pp.18
and 19).
1300cbert1, p.388.
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raions it seems that these purges were more rigorous. In l3ezhetsk

raion, for example, more than 25% of the P:m)"s membership was

shunned. Supposedly, the share of workers in the l'arty' s composition

swelled owing to the purges --85% of the full members in the Kalinin

nùon in 1934 is a sampie figure mentioned--, bUL one must Lake inLo

account that many of those c1assified as workers were employeel full

time in the Party apparatus. In 1935-1936 a new purge Look place,

which formall)' was called "...a verification, and then an exchange of

party documents. "131 Temporarily, unti1 November 1936, no new

members were accepted inLo the ParLyln.

A more serious attack on the oblast's obkom members woulel sLar!

already before the infarnous February-March Central Commiuee !'Ienum

of 1937133. At the second Party conference of June 1937, references

were made te the "unmasked enemies of the people, the trotskyites,"

A.S. Kalygina and Lipshits, the latter having been active in Lhe Maks

Gel'dt ['actory of Velikie Luki134 . By JUlle 1937, LipshiLs had already

1310cherki. p.388.
132Palto, 147/11529. [,47. Riuersporn notices th.t the Central Comminee decree that
authorised new enrollments was dated September 29, 1936 (Rittersporn. p.90). He points
out that in f.ct until July 1938 the entry of new members into the Party was very Iimited.
which seems to be confirmed by tbe table on the Party membership in Kalinin obla.!' (see
Table 35). In how far the growth or decline in the year. 1935-1938 was influenced by
exclusions is not explored by Rittersporn.
133Here Stalin proposcd th.t the more successcs V/cre booked by .ocinlisl con.truction, the
more de.perate the re.istance of the clo.s enemy would become, and the more the cl• .,.
rtruggle intensified (lu. Borisov n.o, "Politicheskai..... " p.291). IL was a1so the stage for Lhe
final political anack on Bukharin and Rykov. oftel' which Iheir case wos laken over by the
NKVD from Ihe Cenlral CommiUee (.ee "Malerialy fe\ol'al'sko-martovskogo plenum a TsK
VKP (b) 1937 goda," in: Y2jl.[.l!Jly. istorii. 2, 1993, pp.3-33).
134Sec Pako, 147111526, 1.93. 1.216. Knlygina had been lransferred in 1936 to the
gorkom of Voronezh; she was "il11egally repressed". died in 1937, and was pOslhumou.ly
rehobililaled (see Kaljninsksjl! oblsSlna;a" , p.4491450). In lste February 1937, she
spparenl1y wa. still in good gr..ce, becsuse she participated in Ihe notorious February
March Plenum of 1937 on February, 26, 1937 (see "Materialy fevral'sko-marlov.kogo
plenums.... " p.10).
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• been executed "by the people." Perhaps in arder ta achieve better

results LipshilS had been loo fond of hiring "bourgeois" specialists

instead of Comm unist specialists and praclicians, since "ltJhis bandit

threw the factory inta a situation where the people in positions of

command in the factory, except for the head of the factory. were ail

c1ass-alien elements. "135

One of the vices of Kalygina and Lipshits was the --supposed

purchase of activists' allegiance; Lipshits was said ta have squandered

260,000 rubles in 1935 and 1936 of factory money for this pürposel36 .

The director of Kalinin's "Vagzhanov" textile factory, Guzenko, who had

been on the receiving end of Lipshits' alleged bribing, was still among

the obkom members in the first months of 1937137. Others who were

implicated in the case against Lipshits and Kalygina were Kalinin's

town-soviet members Solomonov and Novikov, who perhaps can be

equated with people in the tablel38. How many local leaders l'eH victim

to that first wave of Party purges remains unc1ear; Kalygina is

mentioned in Roy Medvedev's Let Histocy. Judgel39. The story of the

135Pnko,I4 7/1/526,1.93. The accusations against Lipshits pnrticularly confirm the idea of
the change of focus in the show trials from "terrorism" (as expressed in the first Moscow
Triol of 1936) to"ecoaomic sabotage" (which was much more pronounced in the Piatakov
Triol of JllI1uary 1937), as traœd by Ritlersporn (Rittersporn, pp. 78-101). 1 am of the
opinion thnt Ritterspora's hypothesis of a rivalr)' going on betweeo two factions in the
''l'arty-Stnte'' is wholly artificiai (compare in this respect Walter Laqueur's remarks 00

opposition within Stalin's Politburo to those of Rittersporo: W. Laqueur, Stalin· The
Glasnost Rçyelations, London, Sydney, Wellington: Unwin Hyman Limited, 1990, pp. 163-
J67, Ritlersporn, pp. 188fl". ).
136Pako, 147/1/526,1.216.
137Tyçrskoi tsent.· ,p.15. Guzenko disappeared in the Ezhovshchina; see Table in Appendix
III.
138Pako. 147/1/526, 1.218. It could be that this Solomonov is the same as a certain N.P.
Solomonov, n one-time raikom secretary of Bologoe, who was another vietim of Ihe purges
(l'YÇrskoj !Sentr '" p.15). See Table in AppendiK III.
139R. Medvedev, Let "jstory Judge, p.409. As weil TYllrskoj tsenlt ,pp.14/15.
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Kalinin oblast' Communist l)arty organization is in some w:tys similar

to Merle Fainsod's account of the events in the neighbouling Smolensk

oblast'14o. At the second Party Conference in June 1937, Kalinin's ParlY

chief Mikhai10v reminds one of Smolensk's Rumyanlsev in his efforls la

appear as a zealous purger, with more than suflïcient 1):trlY vigilance.

Just as in the case of Rumyantsev, the ficsI secretary of Ihe Kalinin

obkom was unable ta protect himself from the onslaught. Towards the

end of 1937, he was in "bsentù excluded as an enemy of Ihe people.

Mikhailov and NKVD-head Dombrovskii compi1ed reports on the slate of

affairs in the oblast' at the second Party conference. l1ere they referred

to a whole network of Trotskyite and Rightist groups in Ihe town of

Kalinin, headed by Lipshits, Guzenko, Gorov, and other enemies of the

people141 . A thorough purge of the towll'S Party committees was under

140See Table in Appendix III. At exaet1y the same moment, a Party conference was staged in
Smolensk oblast' (sec Fainsod, Smoleask ,p.59). Fainsod's description of Rumyontscv's
behaviour os a Bolshevik provincial I)orty leader, at leost partiolly, could probobly be
applied to Mikhailov, although Mikhailov was more of a newcomer than Rumyanlsev (see
Fainsod, Smoleask ,pp. 59-60). Fainsod's description of RumYllnlsev's zealousness con be
found fOl" instance in Fain5Od, Smoleask...., p.237. Mikhailov hod worked in the CC- Oppllnlf

in the late 1920s, Was in the early 1930s a student of the Agricultural lnstitute of the Red
Professoriat, and then, until 1935, head of the organizational department and .ecretllry of
the Moscow Party committec. He died in 1938, "illegally repressed" and was posthumously
rehabilitated (see Kaljniaskaja oblastnaja. '" p. 451; Mikhailov's trial ofter he, as First
Secretary of the Voronezh obkom, was "unma.ked" took twenty minutes {Conquest, JJu:....QNat
Im2l:, p.339}; see 0150 Litecaturqajo Gazeta, June l, 1988, No. 22(5192), p.12 on the
Mikhailov cose. He wa. opparently accused of trying to organize 0 "feudol revolution" in Ihe
Soviet Union; his lrial look place on August l, 1938). Mikhoilov's behaviour was emulated
at the same conference in Kolinin by Goliokov Md others. Time and egoin in 1937 and 1938,
vigilance was supposed to increase and new nests of enemie. were uncovcred. A good example
is the resolution of the obkom plenum of Januory 1938, which mokes a mlher hysterically
paranoid impression (.ee the table in Appendix Hl). Nevertheless, following this
re.olution, vigilance wa. apparently still not sufficient, because Andreev and Malenkov
atlacked the obkom leadership fOl" its lack of vigilance in March 1938. By July 1938
Boilsov still discerned everywhere in the oblnst' remnanls of anti-Soviet elemenls, and
"...the liquidation of the consequences of wrecking wos oniy beginning" (l'ako, 147/1/554,
1.4 Md 1. 9).
141pako, 147/11526, 1.211.
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• way by lhis lime, bringing la the fore many young Parly workers142. As

a consequence, many women became secretaries of factory Party

commiuees in Kalinin for the firsl time143. In lhe records sorne

evidence can be found of an attack at lhis 1937 conference on many of

the candidates for the new obkom, main1y veteran members standing

for reelection. The military contingent had to sustain extreme

criticism in particular. This, of course, slemmed from lhe beginning of

the Red Army purges in the Soviet Union. The speakers occasionally

menlioned the recent unmasking of GamarJÙk --a1though not yet that of

Tukhachevsky144. lt even seems like1y that the professional soldier

Ziuz'-lakovenko, who remained on the list of candidates for the obkom,

was arrested right after the elections. Among other things, he had been

taken to task at the pre-election discussions for having worked as

military attaché in Germany. Ziuz'-Iakovenko disappears without a

trace in the records and was not present immediate1y after the

conference at the "organizational" plenum of the obkom, nor at any of

the following plenums145 .

Division commander Stepynin was removed from the list for his

ties with the unmasked enemy of the people, Enov, and for his support

for the res01ution at the Tolmachevslcii political-mi.Jitary academy in

142Pako, 147/1/526, 1.213.
143Pako, 147/11526, 11.216/217.
144pulto, 147/1/526, 1.229. Gamurnik committed suicide on May 31, 1937, Wld was for
tlle fil'St time publicly attacked on June 6, 1937 (Conquest, Tbe Great Terror, p. 201).
From June 1 to June 'l, tbe Military Revolutionary Soviet met nt the People's Commissariat
of Defense. Stalin bimself attended and discussed the discovery of a "counter-revolutionary
fascist organization" within the military.
145See Pulto 14711/527, II. 7/8 and the Table in Appendix Ill.
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1928146. This resolution had demanded tbat the army's political

commissars be maintained, an assessment dubbed "trotskyite" in 1937.

Just before the eleetions at the second Party conference, ail

candidates for the new obkom were obliged to state whether they had

ever deviated from the Party's general Iine147. At least one individual

declined to remain on the Iist of candidates, declaring himself to be

already too busy with his other duties; it is not clear whether this

move saved him from arrestl48.

Ir. was announced at this conference that agriculture in the

oblast' was infected by a plague of wreckers l49. The Komsomol

membership, according to Brandin, its first secretary in June 1937, had

been similarly infiltrated by "enemies":

Thus, for example, in the October raion at the timber
factory a group of Komsomols was discovered, led by a
Komsomol-Hitlerite, led by fascists, in effect an underground
organization, which in the course of a considerable period
engaged in diversionist work at the factory. At the pedagogical
tekhnikum in Kimry raion, a group of three people was exposed,
ail three committee members, who waged counterrevolutionary
propaganda among the students. In Kalinin, in the medical
workers' faculty, a group of Komsomols onder the leadership of
Sergeev was round, which succeeded in demoralizing the
organization. The enemy led the Komsomol organization of the

146Pako, 147/1/527, Il.10-19. For the opposition st the Tolmachevskii acaderny, see R.
Medvedev, Let HistoQ' Judge. p.423 and lu. P. Petrov, Slrojtel'stYo po!j!grganov
p!!!'tÜn)'kb i komsomo!,skjkh orgaojzl!tlJij armii j DOla (1918-1968). Moskva: Voennoe
izdatelstvo Ministra Oborony SSSR, 1968, pp.214-219, and in particular p.217. For ilS
role in the Great Purge: COJllluest, Tbe Greil Terrpr, p. 207. Strugely enough the
"trolStyite" dual command was reintroduced on May 8, 1937 (Conques, The Greil TerrI!!',
p.I94), mating the accusation even more hypocritical.
141Pako, 147/1/527. Il.3-130.
148Pako, 147/11527, 1.103.
149pako, 14711/526, 1.81.
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medical workers' faculty to a state of organizational-political
disintegration. 150

Brandin disappears in the records artel' the conference in June

1937 --he was "repressed," but survived the camps and died in

1960151 _- and was succeeded on recommendations l'rom the Komsomol

Central Committee by Karatiaevl52. In contrast to the Party, the

Komsomol grew substantially: by halfway 1935 it had 35,000 members,

less than two years later 54,000, and in July 1938 already 82,000153.

ln ail, at least fi fty-one members of the oblast' committee were

exc1uded between January 1937 and December 1938, most of them

labled "enemies of the people", "members of counterrevolutionary anti

soviet organizations," et ceteraI5~. This certainly does not imply that

no more than around fifty people, at one time or another obkom

members during 1937 and 1938, feU victim ta the Ezilof'S!/C"Ùl;/.

Former members of the Party elite, such as Kalygina, bad already been

removed l'rom the higher echelons by early 1937; the records used by

the present author were far l'rom complete; and many obkom members

disappear without a trace in the documents during this two-year

period. This could mean they were transferred to other work without

any serious consequences for themselves, but could also signify that

lhey disappeared into the labyrinth of repressionsl55.

150pako, 147/1/526, 1.82.
151TY"fsko; nentr"" p.20.
152Pako, 147/11527, 1.70.
153QMerki , pA25.
15~Sec the Table in Appendix III.
15SNoturoll)', sorne might have follen ill or died; othees might have left on their own
rcquest, olthougb thot was probllbl)' not Il health)' move to make at this time. Compare to
COllquest's observation: "This was in accorollllce with a common practice of Stolin's. Arrest
WllS decided on; the dismissaJ occurred; and then for months the victim was left in some
minor post, neVet knowing "hen the blow would fall" (Conquest, The Great Terroe, p.241).
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The obkom elected at the thint oblast' I)arty conference under the

auspices of the new l'irst secretary of the Kalinin oblast'. 1.1). Boitsov,

had virtually no "veterans" of the obkom elected b)' the previous I)art)'

conference. thirteen months earlier; the fate of many of these

"veterans" remains unc1ear. A similar c1eansing. but on a somewhat

smaller sca1e, probably took place at the second Pany conference in

June 1937, judging l'rom the number of members of the last two pre

conference plenums in 1937, who were not reelectedl56 .

Around July 1937 Ezhov ordered the creation of a troika ta carry

out repressions in the oblast'; it was composed of Dombrovskii. Rabov,

and BobkovI5? These three, or another troika that replaced them, were

directed by the Central Committee to repress a quota of 2,000 people

within six weeks in rebruary and the first hall' of Marc11 1938158.

According to the July 1938 version, the former oblast' leaders at the

time of Ezhov's "additional arder," Rabov, Ivanov, and Gusikhin rollowed

an anti-Party line of behaviourl59 .

156In Pako, 147/11526 it is noticed at the beginning of the record that the speech at lbe
second Party conference of Dombrovskü. who was lbe heod of the oblast' NKVD al the time, is
to be found in a separate file; this speech could not be unearthed in the archive of the former
Party in Tver' by the present author. Dombrovskii's speech probably gave an nccount of the
sins of recently "unm asked" local leaders.
15?Gevorkian. p.18; the USSR NKVD was assign~od 75 million rubles to execute the orresL'l
lbot resuited from this order, and spent more lbon 100 million between July and the end of
1937 for this purpose (Bugai. p.42). Rabov had succeeded Mikhllilov us tirst secretory
urter the lalter's transfer ta Voronezh, Dombrovskii headed the oblasl' NKVD; Bobkov was
probably the oblast' state proseculor, which confirms Gevorkian's idea of the composition of
these special courts (Gevorkian, p.19; Pal<o, 147/1/528, 1.89, noted that Mil<hailov had
been appointed first secretary of Voronezh oblast' on July 8, 1937 by lbe Centra1
Committee, and that Rabov had been appointed his successor). Bobkov was criticized in July
1938 by Boitsov, becouse he had insufficiently fought the wreckers' activities wilbin the
oblast's procuracy (Pako, 147/1/554, 1.95). Dombrovskii was arrested at sorne point
between July 1937 and July 1938 (PaI<o, 147/1/554, 1.120; R. Medvedev, 1&t History.
J.lu!g~, p.426; Pako, 147111594, 1.2).

158Gevorkian, p.19.
159pako,147/1/554, 1.3.
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... [they) held back the process of unmasking and
extirpation of panakers of counterrevolutionary trotskyile
bukharinite bands, placed at the head of the most important parts
of party, soviet. cultural, and economic work160 .

The pre-Perestroika, post-Statin version of the attack on Rabov

cum suis was the fol1owing:

ln March 1938, a plenum of the party oblast' committee was
held, at which the subject was the supposedly large "mistakes"
of the KaHnin obkom of the VKP(b) and the obHspolkom. After the
plenum in Kalinin and the oblast'. a number of honest workers, not
guilty of anything, were repressed. There were occasions of
baseless exclusions of communists l'rom the party l61.

These last events were instigated by the very leadership in

Moscow, since it is exact';; al chis plenum in March 1938 that A. A.

Andreev and G.M. Malenkov made an appearance, and chat I.P. Boitsov

was elecled first secretary of the oblast' 162. Boitsov would not

experience any negative consequences l'rom his invo1vement in these

baseless exclusions; on the contrary, he would ~1:ay in Ka1inin until late

1946, and then be promoted to lead the more important Stavropol krai,

where at different times M.A. Suslov and M. S. Gorbachev, too, were

groomedl63.

ln the opinion of Boitsov, voiced in July 1938 at the third Party

conference of the oblast', Rabov, Ivanov, and Gusikhin continued the

enemy wOl'k of Mikhailov and his clique, but apparently it was still

160Pako, 147/1/554, 1.3.
161Qcho:rki, p.424.
162Palto, 14711/554, 1.30b., 1.90b., Il.240/241.
163So:o: Koljgjoskajo obfQSIQoja ,p. 447/448: he would lead the ltraikom of Stavropol'
untif 1956, lifter which be was transferred ta the Party Control Commission in Moscow
(see V.I for more 00 I.P. Boitsov).
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unc1ear at that moment whether they had done this willingly or notl~4.

It is unlikely, however, that Rabov did escape arrest in the end, for

Boitsov remarked:

Ali people who most c10sely sun'ounded Rabov, with whom
he worked for a long periocl, have been ullmasked recently as
enemies of the people.l~5

Ivanov was attacked for his exaggerated support of the Karelian

minority: in other words, for being a "bourgeois-nationalisl. "1~~ As

what happened elsewhere ta other nations in the 1930s'USSR, the

rights of the Karelian minority were severely curbed, and their

autonomous oJ:ru..q" was dissolved in 19391~? Perhaps the Soviet-rinnish

War a1so influenced titis decision.

After the venomous attack on the disgraced Rabov, Gusikhin, and

Ivanov at the third Party conference in July 1938, Boitsov added that

Cive of eleven obkomburo members, who had been elected in June 1937,

had been subsequently unveiled as enemies of the people: Mikhailov and

the troika member and NKVD head, Dombrovskii, were among them l68.

1~4Pako, 147111SS4, 1.121.

1~5Pako, 147111554, 1.121; see below for Rabov's possible fUIe.
1~~Pako, 1471115S4. 1.122.

1~?Kotliarskaia, Freidenberg, p.117.
1~8Pako, 147/11554. 1.120. Mikhailov wus "illegully repres.ed" IInd died in 1938
(Kalinjnskaja obl...tnaja organizalsja ... , pASI). J.F. Gusikhin was cither executed outright
or died in a camp. according to Roy Medvedev (R. Medvedev, Let IijstoryJJldgc. pAIO). but
according to Ocherki, p.703, he survived and worked in a much lower position ufter the wur
(in 1937/38 he headed the oblispolkom. in 1946-1953 the raiispolkom of Kalinin's
Tsentral'nyi raion, according to this source). Gusikhin and Rabov had been shunned at the
end of June 1938 (Pako, 147/11529, 1.31). V.F. Ivanov, unti! June 1937 oblispolkom
chair. died in 1938 at age 44, which probably means that he was killed in the purges
(Ocberki. p.703). P.G. Rabov died at the age of 39 in 1943. apparently not at the front -
otherwise il would have been mentioned by the source-- which probably indicates that he
wu another vietim of the purges (Ocherki, p.705). The head of the militsiia. which wn.,
subordinate to the NKVD, M. V. Sionimskü. was excluded from the obkom and Palty on
September 1. 1937. for being ft Trotskyite and maintaining contacts with enemies of the
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Perhaps surprisingly, none of the three leaders who had been removed

in or al'ter March 1938 was mentioned among them. Together with the

lïve buro members, twenty-three other full obkom members and five

candidate members had been exposedl69 . Thus, in Boitsov' s ca1cu1ation.

thirly-three out of the eighty-eight elected at the second Party

conference had been arrestedl70 _ However, he omitted the exclusion and

arrest of other buro members, such as Alekseevskii, Voskanian, ancl

Gadbank, for example. A head count shows that, in July 1938, at most

l'ourteen (three of whom may have been demoted to the rank of raikom

secretary. one was ta be arrested soon after, and another was to be

elCcl uded l'rom the obkom at the year's end) out of eighty-eight elected

in June 1937 continued as obkom members_ Of the sixteen elected

candidates and members of the buro of thirteen months before, only one

buro candidate member (M.Ia. Petrova) still Iingeredl71 . In July 1938,

she would lose her position in the buro, though she may have escaped

further demotions and arrest.

Boitsov apparently tried ta cover up to a certain extent the

enormous metamorphosis that the oblast' Party leadership had

sustained over the previons thirteen months, possibly in order not to

shock his audience too much --although many of them must have been

awal·e ot' what had been going on. The destiny of severa1 of the

minimally seventy .t'our obkom members who had disappeared remains

people. He was killed in the purges (pako, 147111528, 1.122; R. Medvedev, Let HjstOC)'
J.\I.dgJl.• p.426).
169Pako, 147111554, 1.121.
170See Table in AppendilC III. A similar faulty calculation is made in the recent brochure of
tlle former Party archive (Tyernkoj ISente • p.13). The arcbivists appear to bave used
Boitsov's slatements of July 1938 as the source for tbeir calculation.
I?1See Table in Appendix III.



• shrouded in mystery; perhaps a few (lied of natural c;\uses; same might

have committed suicide; and athers might have left the obillst'.

Nevertheless, the bulk most likely had been ;\rrested hy the NKVD

in the peliod between the two conferences. An exception is the fllie of

V.F. Zazulina, who in 1947 worked as head of the organiz.;\tional and

instructor's ardt:'! of the Kushalino raikom 1?2. She had been releg;\ted in

1938 l'rom her position as aidt:'! or vice- ardt:'! head of the nbktlll1, which

she had accupied in the autumn and winter of 1937-1938173 . She was

dismissed and assigned low-level work as li repri mand for her close

connections with the "Trotskyites" Mikhailov and Kalygina, according ta

the 1947 MGB report on her1?4. Zazulina must have indeed knowll bath

quite weB, as she had apparently started working in the obkom

apparatus in 1935175 .

The Kalinin Party organ.ization incl'eased but slightly between

June 1935 and July 1938; at the latter date, 27,348 members and

candidates were counted l76 . 'l'hus the increase in three years amoumed

to around 1,350 people or 1.7% annually, the lowest gl'owth ever

probably, except for the first two war years. The purges were of

influence here, and the pause in accepting new members partly

coincided with it (see above). Boitsov announced at the third !Jarty

conference that the Party had increased by 954 members between the

second and third Party conferences, representing a growth of 3.6%177.

l?2poko, 147/4/519, 11.303/304.
173Poko, 147/1/528, 1.124, 1.129, 147/1/529, 1.3.
174poko, 147/4/519, 11.303/304 (and perhaps that of I.F. Gu.ikhio us weil).
175She will appesr in Chapter IX.l ... the Buthor of a propagandistic article in IlIQknllt
Agiwml.
1760cherki, p.424; Poko, 147/11554, 1. 109.

177poko, 147/11554, 1.109.



225

• In the same period 1,560 people were supposedly excluded. So in fact,

2,514 people should have become full or candidate members in this

period. BoitsClv, however, stated that 1,592 people had become

candidates, and 1,128 had been promoted from candidate to full

membership. 'l'he explanation for the discrepancy in the numbers could

be that a substantial number of people (922) were added to the Kalinin

l'aity organization, comi ng from outside the oblast', of whom Boitsov

himself was an example. However, a very plausible expla.nation for the

divergence between the different figures on Party exclusions and

entries here was the fact that sorne fell victim to the purges. Probably,

as weil, general confusion reigned in July 1938 about the oblast's exact

membership of the Communist Party. The fact that Boitsov's numbers

on the arrests of obkom members and members of its buro were

evidently f1awed increases the likelihood that the Party membership

numbers mentioned were false.

It is remarkable tbat in February 1939 --Jess than Olle year later

- the Party boasted aIready 34,000 members, a growth of roughly 24%

in eight montbs, and in March 1940, 52,000, a growtb of around 50% in

olle yead178 At that point, around 10,000 Communists were rural

dwel1ers 179 .

SI.11i n and Molotov called off the terror on November 17. 1938;

the troikas in the USSR were dissolved180. In December 1938, the

heig ht of the terrar, concurring with the years of Ezhov' s tenure as

NKVD IJeople's Commissar, came to an end in the Kalinin oblast' with

178Q.çMili, pp. 426/427.

1790cbqrki, p.4"".
180Gevorkilln, p.19.



• the arrest of the province's five leading NKYD workers lSI . 'l'wo of lhe

l'ive apparentl)' came off with very benign senlences and were released

within three years; we do not know what happened lo lhe olher lilfee.

'l'he reasons l'or the arder to SlOp the purges were prohahly hOlh

demographic and economicl82 . Because of the cOlllinuous .lrresls, by

lale 1938, the depletion of the populalion had probably reached such a

level that more arresls would have seriously d'\Inaged the economy,

inasmuch as there was a danger that soon Loo l'ew people would remain

at freedom to ped'orm labour. Moreover, lhe economy itself was ruined

by the permanent turnover 01' cadres in 1937 and 1938, and lahour

productivity shrank dramatically. liver)'where in lhe economy, people

tded to avoid appoinLments ta positions of l'esponsibi 1ity, 'IS weil as

ta king any imaginative decisions l'or fear of arrest.

By declaring that in lheir residential area lifter lhe war ar,.eslS

did not take place anymore, sorne sUivey respondents seemed ta give

support to the hypothesis that the Terror decreased afler Beria took

over, at the end of 1938. However, the unwillingness ta remernber lhis

undoubtedly gruesome period 01' their lives (which was sometimt's

clearly noticed by the interviewers), or faulty mernories on the whole,

might have created this impression. The respondenls especially seem lo

have been slightly mistaken when trying lo place certain evenls in

time; often they made chronologica! divisions using lhe war as a gauge

(before the war, the war, and al'ter lhe war). Because of' the other

evidence, it seems true that even before the war lhe scale of' arrests

decreased.

ISlSee the Table in Appendix III.
lS2See Lorenz, pp. 232/233.
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ln early 1939, the obkom cadre department, at the time led by P.S.

Vorontsov, a future l'irsl seeretal)', and the oblast' NKVD. at this point

led by Tobrev, exchanged reports with the raion NKVD of NovolOrzhok -

i.e 'l'on:hok raion on the prosecution of excessively zealous purgers

in that raion l83 . These reports illustrate the aftermath of the

/:'z/IO 1'!J'/Ic/I1rUI. On Deeember 21. 1938, a c10sed l'arty-Komsomol session

of the NKVD direction of the raion was held, with the following

outcome:

Tl;e violations of procedural rules have still not been l'ully
eiimillatecl. Illdividuai employees of the militsiia raion commÎltee
1RKA~ still cope poody with investigative work and are
insufficiently familiar with the operations of the militsiia
service. The individual workers of the criminal investigation
department, RELOlJSOV, MATVEEV, and SMIRNOV, were disposed ta
panic and defeatism in their work. This is underlined by the
fact that cri minaI proceedings have been instituted against
BELOUSOV, MATVEEV. and SMIRNOV; tbeir case is in tbe bands of
the Special Inspection of the raion militsiia committees of the
Kalinin oblast'.

After baving discussed the question of the prosecution of
BELOUSOV. MATVEEV. and SMIRNOV. the general party-komsomol
meeting is of the opinion that:
-they are made answerabJe for the fact that, in the period of the
conduet of the campaign for the elimination of wreckers in
society in 1937, they created artificial investigative cases about
individual citizens. and arrested them.
-Ihis operation took place under the immediate leadership of the
enem ies of the people who had penetrated in the Kalini n oblast'
Direction of the RKM: the head of the NKVD Direction
Dombrovskii and the bead of the l?KM Direction Sionimskii.
-the former head of the raion NK VD department. MIKHAILÛV. and
the head of the raion militsiia plenipotentiaries, BOGDANOV.
supervised directly the elimination of [these elements1 l'rom the
raion of Novotorzhok.

183Pllko. 147/1/594. 11.2-12.
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-MIKHAILOV and BOGDANOV appear to be in particular guilty of
the illegal arrest of citizens and the fabrication of artificial
cases. It were these men, who gave the militsiia apparatus the
directive ta "put pressure to the hilt, " and suggested to detain
called up witnesses in the corridor of the raion NKVD deparlment
for twenty-four-hour periods. l84

The participants of the Party-Komsomol meeting of the Torzhok

raion NKVD requested to release the three l8S. The case against them

and others had dragged on for a year already. Steps against Mikhailov

and Bogdanov were suggested instead. The final outeome of this case

remains in shadows; Mikhailov apparently was employed somewhere in

the oblast' direction of the NKVD. while Bogdanov had been transferr-:!d

earlier to the Buriat-Mongol republic l86. Obkom secretary BoilsOV asked

Vorontsov to check the records on Mikhailovl87. The chaotic and

hysterical situation within the NKVD. created by the purges during

1937. is evident. Local NKVD workers in Torzhok lost ail sense of

proportion and started to round up too many people --at least in the

opinion of the their successors a year later. Most of these detained

witnesses and suspects must have been regular citizens, who probably

had nothing to do with the Party.

The NKVD workers' opinion that their colleagues had misbehaved 

-although not enough to hold them responsible in a serious way, since

they had been under pressure of others higher-up-- probably found its

roots in the return to a more routine "revolutionary legality." This

return to "regular proceedings" has often been connected with Ezhov's

succession by Beria as People's Commissar of Internai Affairs.

184Pako, 147111594. 1.2.
18Spako , 14711/594. 11.2-12.
186Pako. 147/11594, 1.3.
187Pako. 147/11594. 1.3.
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• D.S. Tokarev, NKVD head from early 1939, retained his post (Iater he

hecame NKGB/MGI:l chief, when the NKVD was split in two during the

war) untiJ December 1946, another sign of a return to sorne kind of

routine l88. He left the Kalinin oblast' when LP. Boitsov was transferred.

ln Stalin's lifetime, Party and security organs preserved a very

positive image of the l'urges. ln January 1945, ob1ast' NKVD boss Pavlov

appreciated the events of the 1930s and the role of the NKVD therein:

ln the period of peacetime construction, our organs
protected the productive work of industry, transport,
agriculture, etc., from the intrigues of foreign spies and internai
enemies. We protected our society from spies, saboteurs,
bandits, swindlers, and crooks, [and] ensured social order. 189

One of the results of the 1930s terror was the enormous

expansion of the labour camps in the Soviet Unionl90. Penal institutions

for political prisoners, however, were probab1y not new to the 'l'ver'

area. A native of Vyshnii Volochek remembered the existence of a

prison for political convicts in the town in the second half of the 19th

century l91.

ln Soviet times, the Kalinin oblast' also "benefited" from the

t'orced labour of the convicts. In the middle of the 1930s convicts were

building the Moskva-Volga canal near Konakovol92.

188See e.g. pp No. 257 (8132) December 29, 1946.
189Pako, 147/312679, 1. 880b.189.
190ror lin account of ilS hhtory from 1929-1941 and the variety of types of camps,
colonies, places of eKile and so on, see Khlebniuk, "Prinuditel'nyi ... " See also N.G. Sysoev,
"'Praktik morksizma'," in: Yoenno-istoejcheskii zhurngl, 2, 1993, pp.84-87, which
desceihes the ca.'CCr of one of the heads of the GULag ;n the 1930s, MatVei Berman.
191According to the testimon)' of l.A. Yukhotsky in a rcccot work on Russian cmigrés
(Norman Stone, Michael GleMY, The Othee Rusig, London and Boston: Faber and Faber,
1990, p.80 and p.82).
192Testimony of G.Y. Lubov and others in the survey. See YIA for more on the camp-system
in the Kalinin oblast', and on the construction of this canal by conviets. They inhabited the
"Dmitrovskoi loger'" (Khlebniulr.,"Prinuditel'nyi," p.78). ln ail, 196,000 z..ki helped to
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There exists a somewhat more detailed account ahout the

foundation of one of the camps in 'l'ver' guberniia, located in the Nilova

Hermitage on Stolbny Island in Lake SeJiger, near Ostashkovl93. 'l'here

during the autumn and winter of 1939-1940, the largest group of

victims of the Katyn massacre --a misnomer probably in this case·

were interned bet'ore c1eparture to their place of execution.

After the dissolution of the monastery, the buildings first

accommodated, between 1929 and 1935, a workhouse (bo..l/.,dl:'!'n.ù~194.

From 1935 to 1939, a children's labour colony was located in the

former monastery, where the pupils were raised according LU the ideas

of the pedagogue A. S. Makarenko; the colony strikes one as weil

equipped:

... a workshop WolS buitt for the production of
blow lamps; it [the colony) had its brass band, theatre, cinema in
the Bogoiavlenskii Cathedral, in the park was a Ferris-wheel, a
swing, and a sports field. 195

'l'hen, in 1939, the monastery WOlS turned into a camp, and placed

in the care of the 135th batallion of the 11th K Vbtigade of the NK VD,

under the command of Major Mikhail Naumovicb Ishchenkol96. This

build the canal. The cMal wus finished by the middle of 1937, olthough additions or
perfections of the water-way continued until at teast the end of 1938 (Sysoev,
"'Praktik.. .' ," p.86).
1930n tbe Polish officers in tbe Hermitage, Vludimir Abnrinov, K!lly.n:i1di I.abirint" pp.44
54; Helier and Nekrich caU Ostashkov erroneously Ostashkovo, but their account is similor
to Abarinov's (HeUer, Nekrich, pA04-406). Conquest mentions the camp, and calls the
location Ostachkov (Conquest, The Great Terroc, pp.447ff.).
194Abarinov, p.46.
195Abarinov, p.46.
196Abarinov, p.46. The obbrcviation KVis unclear, but likely meont punitive (klll1Jl'oJ'nO'~
depattment (r'l!domsll'à), analogous ta klnut'/'n)'l' oldel (compare to J. Rossi, The.JlliJAg
Handbook' 8n enc.y.c1opedic dictigo8CX gr Soviet. penjlenLiacy. jn,ljluLjQos und Lecm y re1Jw:.d...la

the forced labor camps. New York: Paragon House, 1989, p.152).
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• balallion had made ils mark as guards of the Lefortovo, Butyrka, and

'l'aganka .Jails in Moscow. Polish prisoners of war slarted ta arrive in

Seplember and Oclober 1939; they were transported by boat ta the

island in Lake Seligerl97 . One source mentions tbat 5,692 police

a l'fi cers and gendarmes were inlerned in tbe Ostasbkov camp198. Tbe

camp's living conditions must bave been bitterly spartan: many of the

l'ales lraded their gold watcbes for a loaf of bread. Starting l'rom

around lhe first of April 1940, the l'al es were escorted asbore over tbe

frozen lake, and laler, wben tbe ice bad thawed, in barges199. In ail

likelihood, tbe Pales were then transported ta the NKYD jail in Kalinin,

and suhsequently executed neal' Mednoe, around tbirty kilometers l'rom

the oblasl' capital200. By June the camp near Ostashkov was empty of

Poles, according to one author; tbis might not be completely

accurate201. In VIA it will be shown that, by 1946, sorne Poles were

still interned in the same camp, or another one 10cated nearby.

During the war, the camp near Ostashkov accommodated army

units, and taler a military hospital202. In 1944 it became again NKVD

ten'itory in an incarnation as a labour colony for juvenile delinquents.

At the end of the 1950s, it would provide the scene of a prisoners'

revoit whicb was bloodily suppressed by the colony's authorities. Sorne

of the latter were penalized for excesses in suppressing the revoit.

Finally, in 1961, it was definitively dismantled as a camp,

197AblU'inov, p.47.
1981u. Zoria, "Rczhisscr katyn'skai tragcdii," in: Beria: Konets kar'ery, Moskva: Politizdat,
1991, pp.174-184, p.l77
199Abarinov, pA7.
200Abarinov, pp.51-53; a1so lu. Zaria, p.175.
2011u. Zoria, pp. 179/180.
202AblU'inov, p.53.



• appropriately perhaps, considering Stalin's concomitant remov:11 th.1l

year from the mausoleum in Moscow.
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CHAPTER IV: THE GREAT PATRIOTIC WAR

It is hardly possible Le give a c1early defined moment in

chrolloLogical terms for the ending of World War Two in the oblasl'

and the beginning of the so-called postwar reconstruction.

Officially, of course, the war in Europe ended in May 1945. However,

hy the middle of 1943, German troops had been cleared out of the

obla~"l', and German air raids were reduced to a minimum!. The

reconstruction of the economy in the orny briefly occupied centre of

the oblast', which included a short lived occupation of Kalinin,

already began in the second half of December 1941. At the same

time, new levies of conscripts for the war against Germany and its

allies were called up until May 1945. The Red Army soldiers were

not all immediately demobilized, and many returned only in 1947

from army service.

How difficult it is to define the war in precise temporal terms

can be understood fmm the fact that around 1960 the town of Rzhev,

the second largest town in the prewar oblast', had not yet recovered

from the devastation. UntiJ today, it bas remained less populated

tlHm Vyshnii Volochek2• Its countryside --roughly Rzhev, Zubtsov,

Vysoko, Olenino, and Staritsa raions-- suffered just as much: ail

Iivestock was destroyed, orchards disappeared, and the area

!That is, if the geographical territory of the oblast' described is that of the immediate
post-war period, as it is in this thesis. Once more, in August 1944 the Velikie Luki and
Pskov oblusts were formed, to which the western-most part of the KaliJlin oblast' was
given. To be precise, this otlïcially occurred on August 23, 1944; see Gosvdarstyeon)i
urthjv Koljninsko; obl..t; Puteyodjte!', ch. 2, Kalinin, 1977, p. 116 and Qçherki,
p.507; the oblast' lost tweaty-three raioas to the Velikolutskaia oblast' and three to
Pskov oblas'; see KaL obi za 50 let y tsjfrokh, p.11.

2Sce TSllo!ral'nr; Rojoo, pp. 571, 573, 574.
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• suffered a huge depopulationS. Similar to the town of Rzhev, these

rural areas still l'eh the effect of the war in 1960. NevertheLess,

the chronology followed in this chapter conforms to the tr:lditional

periodization of the war between the USSR and Nazi Germany l'rom

June 1941 to May L945, although some 01' the events descrihed in

this chapter were 01' great importance for the periocl afterwards. The

only exception to this is a discussion 01' the demobitiz;uion 01' the

Red Army soldiers, which was deemed more appropriate within this

chapter. Sorne of the war's consequences, when they seem to be 01'

greater significance to the postwar period, will be described in the

next chapter.

IV. t'l'he War

Not long al'ter the commencement of hostitities in June 1941,

the rapid advance of the German armies reached the Kalinin ohlast',

at that lime still bordering Latvia. Towards November 1941, 60% 01'

the oblast' territory (pre-1944 borders) was occupied by the

Germans4. The oblast'5 final Hberation (pre-1944 borders) only

occurred on July 17 and 18, 19445.

'l'he Nazis destroyed almost all kolkhoz property, MTS, and MTM

(Machine-Tractor Repair Stations) in the occupied territories, and

slaughtered most of the canle that feU into their hands. According

to obkom secretary Boitsov, the Germans eliminated eighty M'I'S and

ST.eotral'oyi Rajoo, pp.572/573.
4Qçberki, p.464.

5Z. Karpeoko, pod fa.bjstsk;m ;g2lIl. Kalioio: Izdanie gazety "Proletarskaia Pravda",
1945, p. 34.

234



• MTM, twenty sovkhozy, more than 5,000 kolkhozy, more than 115,000

communal buildings, 67,000 kolkhozniks' houses, and stole and

slaughtered 543,000 heads of cattle6 • The total sum of the damage

amounted to more than lïve billion rubles. When he mentioned these

numbers in January 1945, BoiLsOV exaggerated. He conveniently

included the damage done to the raions that had become part of the

Velikie Luki and Pskov oblasts in 1944. ln a very authoritive source,

the 1950s edition of the Bol'shaia Sovetskaia Entsiklopediia, a much

lower estimate was given:

The Hitlerite armies destroyed a large number of
inc1ustriaJ enterprises and cultural institutions, more than
1,000 kolkhozy, thirty-one MTS.... ?

This seems to reflect the truth more closely, inasmuch as only

l'ifteen raions 01' the smaller post-August 1944 oblast' were l'ully or

pal'tially occupied, a raion harbouring two MTS on average. According

to one source, 350,000 inhabitants of the Kalinin oblast' --ot' the

larger size between 1935 and 1944-- fought at the fronts.

The oblast' capital Kalinin was occupied only for a short while

in 1941, l'rom the middle of October until December 16, when il was

liberated by Soviet troops. who were likely aided by the

6Pl\ko, 1471312679, 1. 8. See also Dcherki, p.486 , or lu.K. Strizhkov, "Deiatel'nost'
SNK 88SR po organizatsii vosstanovleniia narodnogo kboziaistva na osvobozhdennoi
territorii v pervyi period veliko; otecbestvennoi voiny(I941-1942 gg.)," in: lU.A
Poliakov(ed.), Yozrozhdenie prifrontovjkh j osyobozbdennykh mjonoy 555B y gll1\Y
Yelikoi Dtecbcstvennoj voiay 1941-1945, Moskva: Nauka, 1986 [from bere:
.Ylm:ozbdenie] , pp. 38-64, p.S7, wbo gives a lower number for the cattle that was lost.
'(B.A. Vvedenskii, ed.), Bol'shaia Soveukaja entsjk1opediia. Tom XIX (Istorizm-Kandi),
1953(2), p.432. Compare ta the map.
SN.G. Korytkov, Kaljoioskoe selg: prgsbloe, nastoiasbcbee budusbchee, Moskva: Kolos,
1978, p.37.
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• exceptionally cold weather (in December 1941, the temper.lture

reached minus thirty ta minus thirty-three degrees Celsius)9.

KaJinin's town population was given a respite of LWO days in

October 1941 when the German advance was tem poruri Iy halted

outside the town: through this a large part of the population escuped

German occupationlO . Sergei Sergeevich Sergeev was not sa luck)'; he

Iived in 1941 for a white under German occupation in Kalinin:

ln 1941, 1 was excepted l'rom service at th e front as a
factory worker --1 was "n'-l broni" [exempted]. We le!'t
KaJinin on October 14, 1941, along the Staritsa highway,
through the forest; no one defended the town. We met Germans.
We reached Pute10vo --my village of birth. 'l'hen the Gel'mans
began ta take the cows in the villages. IL became dil'lïcull Lo

live there: the Germans began ta round up the men ta work.
Kalinin burned --that was c1ear from twenty-five kilomelers
away. At the end of November we returned ta occupied Kalinin.
We came home, father had sta)'ed there, Germans already lived
there. The front was in Kalinin. The front-Ii ne Germans did not
misbehave. They even protected our things. We scoffed at our
Russians much worse. We were liberated on December 16,
1941. On January 10, 1942, 1 was caJ1ed up for the army.ll

9A.N. Vershinskii, Boi 2U gorod Kulinin. Kulinin: 12danie gazety "Proletnrskaia Pravdu",
1945, pp. 25-36; lu. M. Boshniak, D.D. Slezkin, N.A. lukimunskii, "Kulininskoe
operatsionnoe napravienie v Bitve pod Moskvo~." in: Na pruvom !lange Mo.koy.koj bjlVy.
K SO.letiiu OSYQbozbdeoiia g. Kalioioft y Veliko; Otechestyennoj voine, M09kvtl:

Mo.kovskii rnbochii, 1991, pp.7-61, p. 51; aiso I.S. Konev, "Vo.pominuniiu,", pp.62·
65, in: Na pravom OMg:L......... Konev, lllter communder-in-ehief of the Wnrshaw ('aet
IIrmie., was the eommllllder of the Kalinin fronl. The severit)' of his eommand is obvious
from un order of OClober 12, 1941, in whieh his .ubordinute Khomenko hud to
immediately exeeute any deserters and cownrd., and tho.e who punickcd (Bo.hniak n. o.,
p.i7). He also demanded that Colonel Rotmistrov would be eharged by a Military
Tribunal for unuuthori2ed relrent (Bo.hniuk a.o., pp.19 and 20). Zhukov, however,
seems 10 have felt that Konev himself was responsible for many of the mistakes on the
Western Front, und that Konev put the blume on others for hi. own failures (Boshniak
a. o., p. 14). The chuos was obviously enormous in carly October 194 J, judging from the
fact that ont)' 450-500 regular Soviet troops were in Kalinin (MLpmvom flange ....
p.15?). They were supporled by a unit of the "home-gullrd", some cudets and
telegraphists in training. and un NKVD destruction butal1ion.
10Vershinskii, JW., pp. 1/8.
llTeSlimony of S.S. Sergeev in the survey.
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Sometimes in the countryside the authorities succeeded to

evacuate sorne of the cattle; some industry of the town of Kalinin

was evacuated to the east before the Nazi onslaught. The evacuation

was not ail that organized: for example. a knitted-wear factory was

bestowed upon the unoccupied town of Kimry. when a barge with

macbinery from an evacuated faetory in Toropets somehow never

travelled furtber tban Kimryl2. Apparently. the Party Archive oC the

oblast'. according ta V.A Feoktistov. the director of the recently

created archivai centre for recent history in Tver', was evacuated at

this time to the town of Tiumen. behind the Uralsl3. UnCortunately.

part of tbe transport was bombed by German airplanes, which is why

only a certain portion of the Party records for the pre-1941 period

is available for scrutiny today.

One G.V. Lubov, a survey respondent. has written an account oC

the 19305 and the war in tbe Konakovo raion oC the Kalinin oblast'.

that temporarily bore the front line in the autumn of 194114. The

account conveys some intriguing images about the wartime

situation. Unfortunately. the author apparently remains to this day a

die-hard Communist or, more precisely. a Stalinist. Hence his

12Tsentral'n)li Bpjon, p.SS7.
13Personal conversation with mm. August 1992. Compare a1so the Nazi confiscation IIIld
plunderiJIg of Russian and Soviet archives in N. Muller(and others) , Die l'ascbistisçbe
OkkuJll'lionap1otik in den zeitwejUg beSelzten Getlielen der 5QJlljetpDjoD (1941-1944),
Berlin: Deutscber Verlag der WissenscblÛten. 1991, pp.408-414. OM archive
menLioned here is a collection of docoments concerniug Rzhev (Muller,p. 412). I.S.
Konev remembered how he. on the verge of the German occupation or the town, discussed
with Boitsov and other obkom members the evacuation of banks, stllte valuables, and
imporrant docllDleDts, which indiclltes the high prioritr atlribllted to the latter br the
luthorities (1.5. Konev. "Vospominanüa.", pp. 62-6S, in: Na )1'lI11Qm Cauge ""
pp.62/63).
'.0. V. Lubov t M.cmjal yslUpi1e1lgOÎ _"Ii "Kn;,; pamjW 11 KogekoyskOlQ rBÏgDe.

Konakavo. sentiabr'·noiabr 1991 godl (carbon cop}').
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• peculiar view of re'llity <Iistorts the picture, especially of tife

before the war. A paragraph he dedicated Lo Lhe \Var gives some idea

of his treatise as a whole:

ln the town, the selliemellls, [and] the villages, iL [the
war] man1fested itself for the present in the tears of the
soldiers' mothers and wives, in the queues of mobilized and
volunteers at the Konakovo and Zavidovo mobilization points.
Soldiers t'rom the dear and tender Al;illll;1 Rot/ilw went to defend
their great Soviet native land: Russia :Ind Ukraine, the Haltic
countries [only recently having become involulllarily part of
this great Soviet land] and Belol'ussia, Kazakhstan and Moldavia
[!], tlte Transcauca5u5 and the Centralasiaticrepub lics [si cl.
They were prepared to spill their blood for them, and if it was
demanded, to give [their] life it5elf. 15

Soon after the German invasion of the Soviet Union, windows

began to be blinded; ration cards appeared; nocturnal blackouts were

decreed for el1terprises, houses, and streets; passes were issued for

scaying outside during curfew in Konakovo raion16 . During October

and November 1941, alm05t aH equipment, ma.terial, specialists, and

workers of responsible positions of the porcelain factory in the

town of Konakovo were evacuated to the Urals and Bashkiria. Also

removed were the artificial fur and textile factories, the peat

chemical products' 1:ombin:lf, and the wood-processing works that

produced insulation-plate. A destructive (isrrt:'bilt:'IJl)'~ suhdivision

was formed to combat German paratroopers1? An underground raion

15Luboy, p.3. Compare the last sentence 10 the essay by Ibe secondary sehool pupil in lhe
second half of the 1940s as quoted in VllI.6.
16Luboy, pp.3-S.
1?These are also mentioned in Ocherkj, pp. 4611462; see also V.l Md here below. Thesc
pararnilitary units were apparently engaged in the combat oguinst criminality and
banditry as ",ell. They were subordinate 10 the NKVD, Md mMY membCCll of !he Pllrty
and employees of !he militsiia joined !hem (I.S. Konev, p.62; lu. Panoy, "Etapy bol'shogo
puti," pp.S-16, in: Kazbdyi.Jnjg nacheku, Ocherkj 0 mj!ilS.ii., Moskvn: Moskoyskii
rabochii, 1987, p.12).
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• commÏltee of the Party and partisan units was established in case

the enemy succeeded in conquering the district's territory18. On

November 16, the German troops invaded the raion in the south and

south-west. 'l'he German advance at this point was already running

out of steam. 'l'hanks to the blowing up of sorne bridges over the

Volga and the Soviet army's fierce resistance, it would eventually

grind to a halt19 . The district became one of· the battlefields on the

l1anks of the larger banle for Moscow. On November 20, 1941, the

German advance to the east was quelled. The Germans decided to

concentrate on the attack southward and conquered the town of Klin

in Moscow oblasl'. And then, "[onJ November 25 the temperature

dropped strongly and there was abundant snowfall. ...Towards early

December the front of the 30th [Soviet] army stabilized .... "20

Üeginning on December 5, 1941, the Soviets, on the orders ot'

Zhukov, launcbed an unexpected counterattack21 . The whole territory

of Konakovo raion --1990 borders--, was Iiberated on Decernber 20,

1941. 'l'he Germans had, according to Lubov, inflicted ruin on the

raion, although at this point in the text he conveniently lists the

destruction of the bridges (see above) as being the work of the

Germans. By February 1942, the porcelain factory resumed

operations in Konakovo. In May 1942, the peat-chemical J:ombin;1( of

Redkino reopened. ln the same year, the lumber industry was quickly

resurrected, and l!-afl'ic resumed atong tbe October Railroad and the

18Lubov, pp.3-S.
19Lubov underplays the raie of the ferocious cold that set in at the beginning of
December, which caught the Germnns unprepnred.
20Luboy, p.6.
21Lubov,pp.6-8.
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• Leningrad Highway. Lubov nOles lhe "heroic" (l'orced, one ma)' add)

contributions of rural dwellers la the Soviel w.lr effort:

The kolkhozniks had it more difficult than 'l1l)'one.
Basica.lly women, children, invalids, and old people remained in
the villages. But also under those circumstances the village
coped with the orders l'rom the front for foodstuffs .l1ld raw
agricul tu l'al m aterial s. 22

Industrial artels (making, for inslance, fell hOOlS) and I.trger

industrial enterprises produced for the front in Konakovo raion .15

weil. In the battles for the raion 2,031 Soviet soldier5 lost their

lives23 . Perhaps more telling, however, is the number of raion

inhabitants who perished at the from: over 6,000 did 1I0l retul"l1

home out of more than 17,OOQ who fought in lhe war.

At the time of the lïr5t Soviet counterattack in lhe H.mle for

Moscow, the cold weather 5urprised the Germans and added lo their

problems. As a part ot' this counterattack, the lown of Kali nin and

the Konakovo raion were liberated. 'J'he Germans were so unprepared

l'or a Soviet coullterofl'ensive that they failed to secure a large

amoullt of trophies, which had been prepared in Kalinin for lransport

to Germany24. The town had been almost completel}' razed LO the

ground: the Germans obliterated more than seventy induslrial

enterprises, among which the railroad --car constructi on factory, a

factory producing weaving machinery, the cotton-fibre kombinm,

and the Vagzhanov and Volodarskii textile facLOries25 . 7,700

22Lubov, p.9.
23Lubov, pp.9-tO.
24This experience was somewhat traumatic for tbe Germans; they lricd to avoid this
mistake on future occasions (See Mutler, pp.237/238 and 259).
25Qçherkj, p.484/485.
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• aparlmenl huildings were demolished. The eleclricity network, lhe

sewers, ancl the hyclro syslem dicl not function, and lhe streetcar,

tt:!Iephone ancl lelegraph lines were out of operation as weIl. 'l'he

briclges over lhe nvers 'J"maka and Volga were in ruins. In lhe enlire

oblasl', 312 food.inclustr)' l'actories, and man)' of the construction

malerial facLOries, would be equaHy ruined26 , The Party's lask was

unenvi:tble:

Complicaled questions stood before the oblast' parly
organizalion: it was necessary ta provide for an uninterrupted
operation of railroad transport and of communications serving
the front; to protect the operation of industrial enterprises
in the dislricts which had not been exposed to the conquest of
the enemy; as saon as possihle to re-evacuate and resurrect
lhe destroyed industrial enterprises of raions that were
liherated l'rom fascist occupation; and to produce new
armaments. 'l'he solution to these problems took place without
q ualified labourers, eq ui pment, and electricity.

As a rule, together with advanced units of tbe Red
Arm)', leadi ng raion workers arrived in the tiberated raions,
and re-established the party raikoms and the organs of Soviet
power. 27

AJread)' on December 27, 1941, the t'irst of Kalinin's hydro

electric:t1 stations resumed operation, and two more electro-

stations functioned by February 194228 , On January 6, 1942, the

ohlispolkom alreacly slressed the urgent need for the resun'ection of

schools, kindergartens, and hospitals in the oblast' capita129 , A few

26Strizh kov, p. 5'1.
27Qcherki, p. 4116.

28Slrizhkov, p. 53; Qcberk;, 1'1'.4841485. Still in January 1942, the USSR Peop1e's
commisSllt of the food industry, V.P. Zotov, issued un order on the resurrection of food
p,'ocessing enterpl"Ïses in the town of Kalinin and in the obiust' (see Strizhkov, p. 55).
29Strizhkov, p. 'ID
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days later the town akliv met to discuss how to resuscitate the

town. Here Soviet president Kalinin made an appearance30.

In the midst of the ruins, an obkom plenum was held, on

February 2 and 3, 194231 . Qnly twenty-eight candidate and full

members attended, together with sorne rai- and gorkom secretaries,

rai- and gorispolkom chairs, heads of MTS political departments, and

a few unnamed guests32 .

On February 20, 1942, the oblispolkom accepted a plan for the

resurrection of the sma11er industries --those that did not resort

under the Central USSR or RSFSR people's commissariats33. In

February and March 1942, the oblispolkom was actively organizing

the rebuilding of roads, bridges, and crossings34. At this time, the

USSR People's Commissariat of Communications monitored

reconstruction work in the oblast'. During 1942 a part of the

railroad-car construction factory of Kalinin was rebuilt and started

to operate3S.

In the late winter of 1942, measures were taken to revive

sorne of the ravaged sovkhozy36. The resurrection of destroyed MTS

and livestock fanns within the kolkhozy were, in March 1942, the

30See below.
31Rossüskii tselltr kbraaeniia i izucheniia dokumentov noveishei istorii (Moscow).
f.17, op.43, d.741, 11.1-3 [from here indicated in the following maaner: Moscow.
17/43/741, 11.1-3]: compare to Strizbkov, p.39.
32Moscow, 17/43/741,1.1; the rai- and gorkom secretaries and ispolkom beads bere
melltioned were not members or candidates of the obkom.
33Strizhkov, p.S5.
34Strizhkov, p.43.
3SStrizhkov, p. 45. This faetory also made mines and grenades for the front during the
war, see (V.G. Osipov, A.N. Kosarev), Obelisk pobedy(pamjgti pqvshjkh bad'te dostojay).
Kalinin: Ordena Trudovogo Znameni Kalininskii poligraficbeskii kombinat
Glavpoligrafproma Komiteta po pechati pri Sovete Ministrov SSSR, 1971, n.pag.).
36gtrizbkov, p. 57.
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• suhject of resolutions of the Central Committee and the Council of

People's Commissariats37 . Aid l'rom the central government enabled

the obi ast' s kol khozy to dispose at spri ng sowing in 1942 of a full

stock of spring seeds for flax, 99% of the grain seeds necessary, and

70% of patata seedlings38 . Meanwhile, the front was pushed back

fUlther ta the west in the spring of 194239 .

ln .lune 1942, in the recently liberated raion of Turginovo, ooly

forty tractors and 426 horses ;vere available for spring sowing40 .

Most of the ploughing had ta be done manua11y41. The rnajority of the

kolkhozniks lived in threshing barns, sheds, and in houses of

neighbouring kolkhozy which had escaped destruct!on42 . However, the

I>arty was already dissatisfied ;vith the work habits of sorne of the

kolkhozniks, whose work days were said ta be no longer than ten

hours43. The political departrnents of bath raioll MTS in Turginovo

raion hac! failed in making these kolkhozniks toil harder.

Wllell Rzhev was finally liberated in the spring of 1943, il was

a heap of rubble artel' the prolonged battle for the town44 .

37Strizhkov, p. 58.
38Strizhkov, p. 58.

39Strizbkov, p. 59.
40Moscow, 17/431741, 1.14.
41Moscow, 17/431741,1.28.
42Moscow, 17/43/741,1.14.
43Moscow, 17/431741,11. 28/29.
44Qchcrki, pp.484/485. Plort of the dest"uction was apparent1y due to the "scorched
clU·th" strategy of the retreating German troops (N. Muller, "Uberblick uber die
Qkkupationspolitik in den yom faschistischen Deutschland besetzten Gebieten der
l1dSSR,", in: N. Muller(ed.), ~fa5chj!itische Qkkupatioospolitjk in den zeitweilig
btJ:ietzten Oebieten der Sowjetunion (1941-1944). Ber/in: Deutscher Verlng der
Wisscnscharten, 1991, pp.28-99, pp.84/85). Qn certain aspects of the Banle for
Rzhev, A. M. Sam.oIlOY, ZllllLi..polDnit' Dialog istocika 5 chitatelem. Mosleva: Izdate1'S!yo
politicheskoi Iiteratury. 1989, pp.69170, p. 94, and I.S. Konev, "Vospominaniia,",
pp.62-65, in ~prRYOm flllDg.L......
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According to one questionable source, railroad Unes,

especially of the October Railroad, were continuously bombed until

December 1944, frequently obstructing provisions to the North

Western, Kalinin, Leningrad, and Volkhov fronts4s. This is dubious, liS

the Germans had already retreated from the oblast' territory by

halfway 1943. l'rom around January 1944, they were doubtless

unable to launch serious bombardments that far behind Ru~'Sian Hnes

anymore. It remains unclear how much damage the Soviets aetually

inflicted on themselves in 1941, at the time of the initial relreat,

as a part of their 'scorched eartb' tactics.

A joint resolution of tbe Sovnarkom and tbe Central Committee

in August 1943 ordered the evacuated livestock to be returned to the

Kalinm oblast'46. This is an indication of the extent of the province's

liberation, which then included the areas bordering Latvia.

Liberation must have been almost completed. Ooly the few westem

most raions remained in German bands. These would be separated

administratively from tbe oblast' one year later. In the resolution of

August 1943, tbe oblispolkom was instructed to purchase cattle

from kolkhozniks, workers, and employees for resale to tbe kolkhozy

that were being revived in the formerly occupied areas. Some of the

rural and urban dwellers who possessed a plot of land or some cattle

were exempted from paying taxes on their private possessions in

1943. People's Commissariats were instructed to deliver materials

and ~'Pare parts for the resurrection of the MTS and MTM. Leading

4SQçberkj, p.48S.
460fhe abbreviated text of the resolution, "0 J1eol1ozlmyk/J mentk/1 po WJSStllJ1oll/e/IÜu
klJoZJi1iSlVll IlmioJId:IJ. osll06ozIJdeJ1JZykIJ (J/ J1emetskoi okbJptllSil can be found in
yozeozbdeoje, pp. 202-204.
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• agricultural warkers and specialists, al'ter returning l'rom their

place of evacuatian, were ta be designated ta the formerl}' occupied

terri tories by the obkam and ablispalkom. Furthermare, Party and

soviet organizations were ta organize the construction of bouses out

of locally available materials.

'l'he oblast' had the honour ta receive two ]Jolitburo members at

the front during tbe hostilities: immediately in January 1942,

oblast' native M.1. Kalinin visited tbe town of Kalinin and, in March

1943, the newly liberated town of Rzhev welcomed Stalin, making

his only excursion close ta the front line during the wat-47. Tbe house

in which Stalin spent the night was quickly turned into a CommuniSI:

tourist attraction al'ter the war48 . KolklJOznitsa N. K. Kondrat' eva was

forced ta cede her house to the authorities, in exchange for a similar

house and " ... corresponding abjects of household articles and

necessary consumer goods. "49 It is, by the way, rather curious tbat

the document (an account of one of the obkomburo sessions in the

Part)' archive) gives the date of Stalin's visit as August 3 and 4,

1943, which might be a misprint. But if this date is correct, the

visi t would bave taken place almost half a }'ear later than tbe

Hrezhnevite version of the history of the oblast' Party indicates. It

could be explained by the fact that the front line in March 1943 was

still very close ta the newly liber-dted town of Rzhev, while in

Aug ust t1le Germans had already retreated further westward. Stalin

was overconcerned for his personal safety in his later years, sa the

47Qçb!!rki, p. 486.

48poko. 147/312701, 1.190ob.
491bid.
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second date seems the more likely one. The question persists, of

course, did Stalin ever really visit this area at the timeS0?

After the war, the partisan movement could have functioned as

one of the sources of pride in the defense of the Motherland against

the German army. It is still a matter of debate as to how far

partisans were entrusted with political responsibilities

immediately after liberation. Soviet sources argue that they were,

while Western specialists have indicated that the Soviet regime did

not trust the partisansSI . The official post-1953 publications on the

war period never fail to dedicate a large passage to the partisansS2•

In January 1945, I.P. Boitsov also commended the partisan

movement: from the moment of Stalin's speech on July 3, 1941,

Party committees had been organizing partisan unitsS3. From July

1941 until the year' s end, three obkom secretaries were supervising

these activities; in order to lead the partisans, most prominent

Party and soviet workers stayed behind in their area after the

Germans occupied it. Others were sent into the occupied zone later.

The resistance distributed newspapers and brochures among

the population in the occupied territories. On November 1. 1941, in

thirty-eight occupied raions of the oblast (pre-August 1944

borders). there were fifty-five partisan units. with a total of 1,650

partisans. Exactly one year later 5.640 partisans were active in

SOin 1956 severa! inhabitants of tbe oblast' hall tbeir doubts about this: see IX.2.
SIR.!. Kirichek, "Vozrozhdenie i organizatsionno-polticheskoe ukreplenie
ltomsomol'skith cqanizatsü v osvobozhdennilth raionaltb," in: Vozrozbdeoie, pp. 77
95, p.80.
S2See, for iosiance: Ocbedd, pp.473-483, KIl Obi 0Cg. KPSS y dgkumeptlkh i
pp.268-283.
S3Pako, 147/3/2679, n.20,20ob. ,21.
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fourteen l'ully and seven' partially occupied rai ons. There were more

than 12,000 in early 194454 . The damage they inflicted on the

Germans was huge: 62,390 German soldiers and officers were killed

by the partisans during the war. Dt' course, the Party had supposedly

kept strict control over ail their acti vities.

Boitsov's account was designed ta instill pride in his audience

about the war effort, and the numbers given on German casualties

were probably exaggerated. From a numerical point ot' view,

Boitsov's numbers would translate into each partisan, out of the

maximum amount of 12,000, killing l'ive Germans on average. A book

published in 1989 c1aimed that the "avengers" even killed more than

100,000 enemy troops55. However, a recent German publication on

the German occupied terdtories in the Soviet Union does not

indicate the area of the "smaller" Kalinin oblast' as harbouring a

major concentration of partisans56. If one accepts the information

of this latter source, significant partisan activities were only to be

found in the later Velikie Luki oblast'. The approximate number of

60,000 German deaths tbat Boitsov spoke about, in January 1945, is

melltioned in a publication of 197157 . This publication explains the

skewed arithmetic used by the l)arty secretary in January 1945:

first, he added up all German troops kilJed by the partisans l'rom

54A1though the Germons already had retreated elU'lier from the territory of the obiost' of
post-August 1944, through which Boitsov's account of the partisan's feats for this
pe";od (spring 1943-spring of 1944) was l'lIther superfluous in January 1945.
55 Kal ObI Org KPSS ,p.282.
56500 the map of Müller, pp. 628/629.
570cherki, pp.482 and 4113. Tllis publication cannot be accused of outrigbt 1ying in this
case, because by 1971 the Knlinin obla~' bad regained quite a large slice of the oblost' of
Velikie Lulci, dissolved in 1957.
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July 1941 ta luly 1944. This, of course, was nOL really con'eCI; Lhe

oblast' terri1or}' of Januar)' 1945 was already cleared of Oermans by

at least the summer of 1943, more Ihan one ye'lr befon~ July 1944

(see above). Then he must have included sorne casu:llties LhaL

resulted l'rom the open baules in which p.trtisan uniLs began 10

participate towards the end of Ihe liberation of the "grealer" oblast':

The struggle of the partisan units especially was
activated in .Iuly 1944, during the final Iihenltion of the oblast
l'rom the German invaders. In that period the partisans fought
sixty-two open battles, defeated eight garrisons and stl'Ong
points of the enemy58.

Il is impossible ta believe that so few Russian partisans killed

sa many Germans, when on the whole during the war probably four to

five Russians died for each German59 . Because of the partisans'

necessary l'reedom l'rom involvement of superiors, it is certainly

plausible tbat they were general1y more erncient fighters than tbe

regular soldiers. After ail, the Red Army service men had la follow

the orders based on the wolfish strategies 01' Stalin and his

commanders.

58Qcherki, p.482.

59This is denled by a very recent publication on the war ClIsualties (G.I'.
Krivosheev( ed.}J, Gril sekeetnoslj .nint, p. 129 lUId p. 391). This publication muinLuins
that the USSR sustained roughly the same amount of militury deaths a.. Germany and il'
allies during the war, but its information is SUSpeCl (see 111.2). An even more recelll
article challenged the number of twenty-seven million victims (8. Sokolov, p.5). The
author arrived at the startling number of forty million of deaths during the war, of
which twenty-six million were mililary death.. Sokolov ndded lhat the lo••e. on the
Eastern Front trnnslntcd into nine-lUId-a·hnlf Ru.sinn deatbs for ench German or
German-allied death. The number of people who served in the Red Army during the Wlll'

was around foety-three ta fOrly-four million, more than one per.on in rive of lhe totn!
Soviet population. Sokolav'. numbers are supported by V.1. Kozlov (V. 1. K07Jov,
"Dinamika naseleniia SSSR {Obsbchii i elnodemogruficbeskii obzor}." in: I.torija SSSR,
5, 1991, pp. 3-1 7, p. 17, cndnote 2).
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• IL remains difficulL Lo assess the Kalinin Party organization's

appreciation of the partisans after the wa~o. Boitsov gave full

praise La the movement while the war was still raging in .January

1945. 'l'hen he apparently felt obliged to petition Stalin himself in

Lbe summer of 1946 for JecaraLians for ail the former parLisans61•

From 1941 La 1944, 799 partisans became candidate Party members,

and 349 full members62. If 12,000 partisans had been operating in

Lhe oblasL' at the height of the movement in 1944, this resulLs in a

paiLlY number, especially in Iight of the fact that so many of the

l'egular troops would join the ParLY at the front63 . In tbe end, more

than 5,000 partisans were decorated in the oblast', but il is unclear

il' this number refers ta those partisans wbo lived on the oblast'

territory of before August 1944, or onJy to those who lived on the

smaller post-August 1944 territory64. Apart from that, many

decorations were probably only awarded long al'ter the war, wbile

only slighLly more than 1,000 had been decorated by the USSR

Supreme Soviet with different medals and decorations by December

194665 . FurtJlermore, if the survey is any indication, almost anyone,

either working in the rear 01' fighting at the front, seems to have

been decorated by now for their efforts during the war.

60As opposed 10 during the war, to whicb Boitsov's speech of Jonuary 1945 reoJ1y
bclongcd.
61puko, 147/4/63, Il.1751176.
62Knlilljnskuja QblustnHÏa orgsoizBtsiis KpSS y dokumentokh i fotQ8[ftfiiakh. 1880e
1.987gg" Moskvo: Moskovsltii rabochii, 1989, 1'.274. This would menn that about 10%
of the growtb of the party between 1941 and 1944 was camposed of partisans.
63Sce V.3, for example.
64KBli.ni.Mkain ableslnnis"., 1'.283.
65 Bloknol agitalgr., Kulinin: "Proletarskaio Pravda" 1948, No.l, 1'1'.23-26.
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• Certainly sorne underground Party organizers, who were sent

behind German lines, were still members of the oblast' leadership

al'ter the wat66 . Perhaps a distinction should he made between those

who were deliberately sent by the Party and those who became

paltisans on their own initiative at'ter the German occupation. It is

possible that the tïrst group mainly engaged in politieal .tnd

organizational work, and le!'t the active fighting to the

"spontaneous" partisans. At the outset, the first group w.tS probably

srnall in comparison ta the second one, and only gathered in strength

al'ter the Soviet c1efense musterecl more organizatioll.

There is an example of one case relatedin the sUI'vey, which

might be a confirmation of the authol'ities' distrust of self-styled

resistance fighters. It concerns an interviewee's brother, who was

executecl on the orders of the partisan leader Kovpak in Belorussia.

Nikolai Mikhailovich Gaponenko had previously, in 1942 ta

1943, distributed partisan literature among Czechoslovak troops

who were part of the Nazi occupation force in Belorussia67 . Then he

had been forced ta join the German side as a member of the l'o/izel.

Gaponenko and a friend arrested the head of the German potice, when

their Po/izei unit --ten days al'ter bis t'orced enlistment-- was

attacked by partisans. 'l'be two delivered the German police

commander to the partisans, who eventually executed ail three.

Al'ter the war, Gaponenko's mother had to pay double the amount of',

taxes for being a relative of a collaborator, although her husband and

66For exemple. I.S. Borisov. in tbe war secretary of tbe Leninskii ruikom, becwne aCter
the war obkom secretary. and M.N. Zinger remwned ruikom secretery after 1945 (sec
Kaljninsksia oblaSlogjA ,p. 270).
67Testimony of L. M. Gaponenko in the survey.
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• another son fought in the Red Army. A copy of a statement by two

fellow partisan.ç of Uaponenko, testifying his good behaviour during

the war and participation in anti-Nazi activities (part of the effort

to have N. M. Gaponenko rehabilitated) was given to the interviewer.

ln the end the KUU rehabilitated him, but only long after Stalin's

death.

'l'his anecdote at least iIJustrates the partisan leaders'

distrust al' the population in the territories where they operated,

which might he a refJectioll of the paranoid suspicion of the m,rod

and, consequently, of more independent-minded partisans, among

Soviet authorities in general. However, this kind of paranoia is by no

means exceptional in l'esistance groups in other European countries

which were under German occupation, Double agents were a reality,

and were dealt with harshly everywhere when exposed. Of course,

this does not diminish the personal tragedy of this case.

IV.2 War Damage

As has been described ab ove , the Kalinin oblast' of the borders

drawn after August 1944, when the western area of Velikie Luki was

adminislratively separated (and some smaller parts of the oblast'

territory were transferred to the oblast' of }-skov), was not occupied

for more than one and a haU' years by the Germans, although the

damage inflicted by the war was substantial. Yet, in several official

pub Iications68 , and even in severa! speeches given after August 1944

68E.g. Oçbcrki, or Kal;ninskaia Oblostnojo Ozganjzfttsjjo KpSS y dokumenlAkh..i.
l'lllagrotïiokh.
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• by the Party elite of the oblast' --as in Hoitsov's :lL the sixth ohlast'

Party conference in January 1945--, the destruction occ:lsion:t1ly

took on an exaggerated quality.

ln a very frank report, written just hefore Stalin's death, it

was noted that the Germans only occupied l'ifleen out of il tot:t1 of

forty-seven districts of the post-August 1944 obJ:lst'69. In olher

words, no more than about 30% of the oblast' h:ld been actually

occupied, much Jess than the 60% menlioned above, a figure given in

the "official" history of lhe Kalinin oblast' l'arty organization

published in the early 1970s70 . In the war, according la the same

source, J ,394 schools, 236 clubs and theatres, t'ourleen museums,

twenty-three libraries, 375 hospitals, polyclinics and out-p:ltiellt

departments, and 122 children's institutions were wipecl out in the

oblast'71.

Strictly speaking, of course, the aUlhors al' the latter accoullt

were not Iying, but il gave the impression that the oblast' was in

more desperate ruins than was in t'act the case. Ily depicting the

damage in these inJ'1ateci terms, not only authors such as those who

wrote the 1971 history of the local Communist l'arty, but also lhe

contemporary Party leaders of the oblast' in their speeches artel'

August 1944, wanted ta create an image ot' an utterly devastated

territory72. This image could then be used as a convenient excuse l'or

69Pako, 147151906, 1.1. See also the Bol'sbajo Soyet.kojA Eotsiklop.e..diiR" Tom XIX,
p.432, in which it is stated thnt the oblast' wos libcroted br Morch 1943.
'/01. e. Ocber1<i.

71 Ocberkj, p.485.

72Witness as well the pre-August 1944 numbers on tbe rnzing of MTS, MTM. ko1lthozy
in IV. 1.
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• explaining the dift'iculties and delays in the subsequent rebuilding of

the economy al'ter the German retreat, bath to oblast' inhahitants

and to the central Party leadership and government. There is

sufl'icient indication that these exaggerated numhers served at

celtain moments as an excuse for the pOOl' performance of various

sectors of the ohlast' economy al'ter 1943, ail the way up te 1953,

and even later?3.

III 1945, Karelinov, head of the oblast' agricultural department,

reported ta BoilSOV on the extent of the most heavily damaged rural

areas of the obJast', in which he included only twel ve r.tiolls?4. To

his numhers on the agriculturdl destruction in the occupied

territories, Karelinov added figures on the extirpation of draught

horses, of tractors of fifteen-horse power, and of the total number

of horses in these r.tions. On average, just 10% to 15% of draught

horses remained in 1945 of tbeir prewar number75 . Rougbly 60% of

tractors, and 30% of the talai amount of horses of 1941, survived

the war. Cleady, the damage was enormous in tbese mions, and it

should he rememhel'ed that for a short white, apart l'rom the above

twelve raions, the raions of Zavidovo, Mednoe, and Kalinin were also

partially occupied, and some others (Konakovo raion, for example)

la)' in tJle front line7~.

73A~ for csomptc in lhe case of lhe prOlrOcled reconslruccion of lhe lown of Rzhev. lhot
wo~ still not, cighteen yenrs ofter Iiberotion, complclcly reslored in 1961.
74Se" Tubi" 10.
75Pako,147/3/1966, 1.62.
7~Scc, c,g., l'oko, 147/3/1966, 1.76, and 147/3/2701, 1.86.
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• 'l'he situation of the oblast' ag.-iculture was descrihed on Mareil

l, 1946, in olle of 130iLSOV'S reports ta Malenkov77 . Between Lhe

Hiles, !3oitsov admined that :It most l'ifteen out of fort)' six niions

had been partiall}' under German occupation. Although he descrihed

the situation three years al'LeI' Lhe Germans lJ:ld retre:lted l'rom Lhe

Clblast' Lerritory, the agriculture of the liherated nliClns W:iS still a

shambles. Instead of 3,067, only 2,310 collective farms operaLed III

the formerl}' occupied r:uons; instead Clf 186,974 kCllkhO'l.niks ahle LIl

work, there were anl}' 86,484 in Marc!l 1946. Draught horses

numbered less than l 0,000. cam pared ta 64,143 before .lune 1941,

alld tractors anly 884, campared ta the prewar 1,484. Withill the

socialized sector of the collective farm, the average kolkhozllik h:l(l

more than twice as much land ta take carl' of, and each horse hall Lo

work nineteen hectares of arable lalld insLead of 6.1 hectares. From

'l'able 10 one can deduce, as Boitsov had done in January 1945 aL the

sixth l)art}' conference, that the greatest damage was dane in Lhe

districts of Rzhev, Zubtsav, Maladai Tud, Olenino, and l)agoreloe78 .

Here the socialist sector of the kolkhoz}' and the houses of the

kalkhozniks were almost completely abliteraLed. In the Emel'ianovo,

Turginovo, Vysoko, and Kirovo raions, 56% to 78% of kolkhazniks'

bouses had been razed. Arter the German troops had reLreaLed, only

eleven draught horses and twenly-one cows were left for tht!

71pako, 147/4/63, 1l.67/67ob.
78Pnko, 147/3/2679, 1.8. Sec Tuble 10. BoiLsov udded in lhe ubove rnenlioned report lo
Malenkov of Mnrch l, 1946 also the raions of OSlushkov and Slarilsu (sec Pnko,
147/4/63, Il.67167ob.).



•

•

kolkho;;niks of Olenino raion79 . More than 6,000 inhabitants of this

ralOn had heen deportecl to perrorm forced lahour in German}'.

Without the l1umher or solcliers who were killecl in battle, the

rollowing figures on victims or the war in the oblast' are given:

40,Jl76 civilian.s killed, 17,055 people hecame prisoners of war, and

2:'0,755 "rell into (jerman slaver)''', in alher words, were fOl'cecl to

work in GermanyS0. ln two sources the number of total casualties for

the oblast' is 24J1,00G, and the number of Soviet arm)' troops ancl

partisans killed on the terrirary of the oblast' is higher than

200,00081 . A commemorati ve publication, publishetl in connecliofl

with the official opening of the victory obelisk in the town of

79N. G. Korytkov, Kalinin~kQ.~_selo.:..pr9Jjbl18....J1llStlliashm«,.Jl.J!illI;;hillg, Moskva: Kolos,
1971\, p.'12.
80I'uko, 147/3/1966, 1.88; also sec the publication Kglininskuia oblnsl' y g.2.dy. Veliko;
OleclleslVeJ1I101 Voin)' (V ekspozitsiiakb KuliniJlskogo.gos.udurstwl1Jlogo.ob'.edineWlogo
iS1llciko..:.llc.kJJilmurllQgJLi..J.ilID:ll1lU:JlQgo muze;tÙ, Knlin.in 1985 (this publication has
no puge numbering), and Z. Knrpenko, pA. Sorne of the Germon otrocities against
Communi'ts, KomsolDol" non Part)' member, und Jew, nre describcd in the publication
Ne zahudcmL..Ne...prosti m'nZ1Qdeinni il1Jl.tlllI ~slto..:illshistJjkjkILmhY[g,Ç.hillov y rniQJIl!.kh
Knlin.insk.oi. Oh1J'51i. Kolinin: Izdnnie Kalininskogo obkoma VKP(b), Kalinin, 1942,
pp.3 S. The ntrocities ngninst Jews described here, were omitted in post·war
publicutions. In the full of 1941, Ihe Germans nt one point mossocred most of the
putients of n pS)'cbiatric hospitnl (l'k znhuclcm !"" pr.! 7118 nnd Korpcnko, p.19). Sorne
civil ion. died of starvation in 1941·1942 (Knrpenko, p.27). According ta 0 mop in
Muller, 01" ''Ir.. p.632, Germon concentratIon comps were orgnoized in Olenino ond
Rzhev, and mnss executions of civili~Jt, t~ok place in Rzbev nnd Zubtsov. For tbe RSFSR,
the total number of civilian victims was 1,193,000; 400,000 inhnbitonts of the RSFSR
werc forccd to work io Germony (see the table and text of the essayaI' N. Muller,
"Uhcrblick...," p.96). There ore scme documents avcùloble in Moscow with a Iimitecl
omounl of information on the war damage in t11e Centrol Stote Archive of the Grent
October Revolution (l'sGAOR). Fond 7021, apis 26, delo 528 of TsGAOR contnins letters
in which Soviet citizens of tbe Kalioia oblast' psk the government for restitution of
mone)' IInci goods lost in the war; r. 7021 op. 26 d.529 bns further information on damage
innictcd on some of the oblast' kollthozy; 1'.7021 op.26 d. 539 Hsts the nomes of roughly
6,600 obillst' iob.bitanls who had been in rje,mon concentration camps; 1'.7021 op.26
d.S41 ct'ntains information of oblast' citizens' experiences of the Germon comps: when
the)' were aITested, how they were troosported, and wbat their lives .vere like in the
camps.

S1Klll_QbJ.....y..Y~....Ql~c2i..<Y.mttQZit.silllklL......).
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• Kalinin in lhe autumn of 1970, mentions a number of 141\,:\29 people,

barn and raised on the lerrilory of lhe oblast' of the pOSl 1967 size,

who perished in lhe war either in haule or as a consequence of

German terrol~2. BOlh these publications do not menlion sources for

their numbers. At the lime of their puhlication, lhe ohlasl' W.IS

substantially larger than al'ter 1944, sa lh:1l lhe dealhs resulling

l'rom acts of war on the terrïlory of lhe size of lhe immedi:ne

postwar period might have been more in the neighhourhood of

200,00083 . Accordillg la lhis calculalion, around J65,OOO soldiers,

who were inlulbilants of the Kalinin oblast' of the 19441956 size,

clied in lhe war84 .

It is unclear whether deaths I"esulling I"rom lhe natul"al drop ln

the population in 1941-1945 were included in lhe 24/1,000. 'l'hat

cloes not seem likely, because bOlh publications were

commemorative, and therefol"e not wriuen on lhe hasis of extt?nsive

archi val research. 1 know 1"01" a fact lhat V. G. O~irov, the coaulhor 01"

one of the publications (Obelisk pobedy:), had nevel" seen lhe inside 01"

the Party archive bel"ore the autumn 01" 1991. Therel"ore he canllol

have used in his calculations the demogl"aphic lIumbers that 1 I"oulld

820beli.k r®cly-.
83See Tuble 1.
84Qcherki, pAn, Al Jeast, if wc do not toke .eriou.ly slories thut the post-wu.. Soviet
government ',Yas prohibiting lite demobilized .oldiers to return ta lheir native
provinces, pluof of which could neither be round jn documents, nor in Lhe survcy: if one
odds the 40,000 civilia:l' kiJled, one arrive. at a lotal number of deuth. that is
240,000. However, KilLgbl v Vel Ote VoVV ~pozilSii"kb, ) is describing lite lotal
105""5 for the larger territory of the 1985 obl""t' (sec Table 1 for its .ize in
comparison with the size of the oblast' in 1945). If one extrapolat.. Lubov's numbe,."
for the Ko~akovo l'sion (6,000 deaths out of 17,000 .oldier.), then around 110,000
.oldiers (rougly 35% of 320,000) would have becn killed in the war, substanti.lly less
thon the abave estimutes,
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• in lhe archive on lhe nalural population's movement during the war

(which 1 have rendered in 'l'able 5).

'l'he prohlem Wilh the slatistics on war casualties is discussed

in Krivosheev's inlroduction te a very recent publication in which

the number of casualties of the Soviet armed forces during the war

is analysedS5 . This publication mailllains lhal the demographic loss

of ail Soviel mililary amounled to 8 ,668,40()86. It suggests that

almost nineteen million Soviet citizens were killed in tbe w:u-,

which seems an unlikely high number. In fact, il is highly

improbable, because the relation between battle victims and civilian

r.:asualties is quite different in the Kalinin oblast': l'ive soldiers and

J'artisans to one civilian (see the numbers above). It sbould be

pointed out that the partisan deaths were not considered to be part

of the lasses of the Soviet armed forces in the 1993 publicationS?

110wever, as was seen above, no more than 12,000 partisans engaged

in battle in lhe Kalinin oblast' during the war; obviously, they were

not all killed. In appreciating Krivosheev's distribution of army and

civi li an deaths, one should consider the much shorter period of

occupation of Kalinin oblast's western parts, because of which many

civilians were spared, for example. the fate of the Belorussians. The

amollnt of military deaths in the Kalinin oblast'. probably the

equi v.l1elll of 9% of the total oblast' population, if extrapolated to

the whole USSR, would lead one lo an estimate 01' about sevenleen

million Soviel soldiers and partisans killed; this presumes that the

85Krivoshcev. pp.3-8.
86 Ibid. • p. 129.
8?lbid.. pp.128/129.
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• Soviet population was roughly 1YO million in .June 1941 (a figure

probably tao low), much more Lhan Lhe 8.67 million cited by

KrivosheevS8. Krivosheev admiLs LhaL il was impossible ta find

precise figures on the casualties in the lïrsL mOlllhs of the war

because of tlle chaos created b)' Lhe German aLtack89 . The number of

military deaths in Krivosheev's publicaLion for Lhe consecuLive

Kalinin, fi l'st Baltic, and Zemland fronts for 1941-1943 seems to

indicate that more than 200,000 soldiers of the Soviet armies who

made up Lhese fronts died90 .

AI'ter Lhe war and demobilization, onl}' 93,000 La 94,000

troops reLurned ta Lbe Kalinin obl35t'91. However, even before Lhe

loss of territory of 1944, the largest proportion of the populaLion

Iived in the area of the October Railroad and the south easL. I)uring

World War JI, 350,000 soldiers might have served in the army who

were oblast' inhabiLants of Lhe LerriLor}' of Lhe 1970-province,

which is confirmed by a number of 320,000 inhabiLants serving in

the army of the 1935 -1944 oblast' territory --only until Lhe end of

88Heller, Nekrich, pA62 indicule lhul in 1941, 194.1 million people lived in lhe
USSR; B. Sokotov gave the precise number of 200,100,000 for June 22, 1941 (Il.
Sokolov, p.S). The 996 is bascd on un estimate of 165,000 Red Army und parlisan dcmhs
during the wor (7896 of lhe 200,000 mililary and partisan deutbs ror lhe 1967-size
oblast'; this 1945 oblast' -osee Table 1.. was upproximate1y 7896 of lhe size of lhe
1967·1970 oblast'). Sec below as weil.
89 Krivosheev , pA.
90lbid., p.252. The Kalinin Front was crealed on Oetcber 17, 1941, und WIl.S

transformed into the First Baltie Front on Oelober 20, 1943 (Syel Qkli.btiu,
Kaliojnskaja Qblast' za 70 let, Slll!y.tiia ElIkly....J20kuJlte.llty:. Moskva: MoskQvskii raboehii,
1987, p.123). VQlkogonQvs estimale of the amount of dealhs among civilians und
military are similar to lhose Qf Krivosheev's publicatiQn (VolkogonQv, Kniga Il, cbus!'
2, pp. 26/27): len million killed in balt1e and died in captivity, lwenty-six ta twenty
seven million deaths in all, the majority Qf dcoths lherefore auribuled ta nQn-militury
people.
91See Table 8.
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194392 . If one accepts this number, then roughly 273,000

inhabiLants of the 1944-1956 territory of the oblast' might have

served. Accordillg to this calculation, since only 93,000 to 94,000

returned, about 180,000 soldiers were kilJed during the war; this is

rather more than the 165,000 estimated above. If one adds 40,000

civilian deaths attributed to the war, then the total number of

victims would have been 110,000 for the 1944-1956-size province.

Ail in ail, these figures should be regarded with extreme

caution. On the basis of avaiJabJe numbers, a maximum of 220,000

deaths on the province's terriLory of the 1944-1956 size as a direct

consequence of acts of war in the "Great l'atriotic War" would seem

reasonabJe93 .

On February 2, 1946, second oblast' -secretary Vorontsov

reported to Malenkov in Moscow about the emplo)'ment situation of

the demobilized soldiers in the obJast'94. At tbat time, there were,

according to Varontsov, 115,395 families of Red Arm)' soldiers in

the oblast (il is unfortunateJy unclear whether Vorontsov is mereJ)'

referring ta soldiers who had dependents, or to the famiJies of ait

saldiers). The oblast' had 19,516 war invaJids, of wham more than

20,000 had faund work.

92S"" for the 350,000 in IV.I; Ocherki, pA72.

93Thus the deatb rate is less than tbat given by Sokolov, who claims that about 20% of
the USSR population died in the war, but Sokolov included the deaths in Soviet camps and
those that died from hunger, cold, and illness (8. Sokolov, p.5). If onl)' the victims are
counted who died as a direct result of acts of war, then in Kalinin oblast' the proportion
was around 11.5'16 (see Table 2; in this caiculation the population of the 1946 oblast' is
used, to which the 220,000 victims of acts of war are added and the "natllral"
demographic loss of 100,000). However, if one adds the decrease of the civilian
population as a reslllt of the high mortality rate from Juae 1941 to May 1945 (see
Table 5) --another 100,000 probably-·, one would arrive III a proportion of 16.7'16.
94Pako, 147/4/63, 1.36.
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ln June 1942 oblispolkom chairman Starotorzh~kii announc~d

at an obkom plenum that "lat] the moment we are experiencing th~

effect of adverse market relations for our ruble, which has given

rise to bartering. "95 He added tbat not ail of the loss of cattle cuuld

be blamed on the Germans:

An adverse factor was the fact that at the mom~nt of th~

evacuation ot' cattle, when, one year aga, many of our raions
were being occupied, self-seelcing elements emerged among
the catlle drivers, as a consequence of which we had
exceptionally serious losses of cattle. Incidents of the
squandering of communal cattle took place and take place
among the majority of the kolkhozy of the raions.9~

'l'he last complaint would be endlessly repeated in the records

until Stalin's death. In contrast ta the personal cow and pigs, the

communal or socialized animais ..i. e. the live~tock that was kolkhoz

property-- was never taken care of very weil. It was not valued by

the kolkhozniks in the same way as private livestock, essential

ol'ten for their sheer personal survival.

At an obkom plenum in November 1942, one Zubynin, probably a

local Party leader responsible for agriculLUre, said that many

kolkhozniks had started to sow grain on their personal plot, for

instance, amounting to 22% of ail kolkhoz households in Goritsy

r31on97 . In tbis way, according to Zubynin, the kolkhozniks tried

above ail to secure cereals t'or their personal household. This would

point to the fact lhal, indeed, several kolkhozniki abandoned the

socialized sector of agriculture during the war, and were engaged in

95Moscow, 17/43/741, 1.390b.
96Moscow, 17143/741. 1.3900. See Table 11 for the extent of the extermination of
cattle in 1942.
9'Moscow, 17/43/741, 1.141.
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• private farming; or in Soviet terms: U[t]he deterioration of the

• material situation of the kolkhozniks during the war also gave rise

to negative phenomena, 50ch as the revival of a greedy mentality of

private gain. U98

The lack of enthusiasm for the socialist cause, or of Usocialist

responsibility, U even while the Motherland was at war, was not

strictly limited to the countryside. In the protokolof an obkom

plenum of July 13 and 14, 1944, the following statement can be

found:

The plenum of the VKP~) notices that as a result of poor
political-educational and cultural-educational work in many
towns and raions of the oblast', in particular in the town of
Kalinin and in the raions of Rameshki, Kushalino, and Toropets,
hooliganism and other amoral phenomena are growing among
the youth. 99

In 1943, more than 320,000 families of Red Army soldiers

were counted in the oblast'; almost 100,000 households received

sorne form of dispensation from the state procurements or from

taxation1oo.

Obkom secretary P.S. Vorontsov, at an obkom plenum of June

1942, portrayed the exc:eptional renewal of leading cadres, another

consequence of the war:
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In this period [from February to June 1942], as a
consequence of the calI-up for the Red Army, and of the
liberation of raions from the German occupiers, 6,606 people
were selected for various leadiog positions, and just for
functions of responsibility that have ta be conHrmed by the

98Anokhioa, Shme1eva. p.286.
99Moscow, 171441546, 1.113.
IOOQçherki, p.472.
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party obkom and the CC of the Vk'/~-b) li. e. part of their"
nomenJ:Jarur'/l more than 1,000 people were selected. 101

In some areas, 90% of the kolkhoz directors Imd 10 he changed

si nce

... in raions, such as thost! of Turginovo and Molodoi 'i'ud,
up ta 60, 70 or even 90% of tht! chairmen had ta he changed. as
one could not trust these people anymore, after sorne of them
had been used by the Germans as smros~r [village eiders]
and several others simpJy had become accomplices of tht!
German occupiers, had worked for tht! Germans102.

Many of tlle chairs left ta st!rve in tJlt! Rt!d Armyl03. Perhaps as

a result of this, out of 6,545 kolkhoz directors only 660 were l'arty

members, 163 candidates, and sixty-eight Komsomols in .Julie

1942104 . Vorontsov, who did not gi ve the im pression in his ensuing

career of a proponent of gender equality, lamented the insuflïcit!nt

number of women who were promoted ta responsible positions lOS .

The motive for his complaint was surely the fact thal the trit'ling

number of men remaining behind could not t'ill ail positions anymore.

Many of those few males lacked competence, were tao advanced in

age, and sa on, ta acquit adequately of lhe demanding lask al' leading

101Moscow, 17/43/741, l. 79. The number of communists after the German retreaL in
the Iibemted areas of Lhe RSFSR stood st 38'16 of the pre-war level, sec N.1. Kondakovu,
"Partiia-organizator ideino-politicheskoi raboty v osvobozhdenlti kh i pri fl'OnLovykh
raionskh,", in: vozrozhdç.ni.l1., pp.20-37, p.26.
102Moscow, 17/43/741, 1.801800b. This stutement is 1\ sign of the exceptionully
vindicLive attitude, which WIIS common for the whole of Stalin's tenure at Lhe belm of Ihe
Soviet Union. Since mlUlY wcre forced into collaboration by the Gcrmans through th': ose
of death threats and the Iike --resistance led often to immediate execution by the Nazi '!l

-, the summary condemnlltion of these people WIIS rather heartless, bu! vcry much
typical (for the threat of execution, sec Karpenko, pp.28-31).
103 Moscow, 171431741, 1. 81.
104Moscow, 17143/741. 1.810b. However, a high percentage of Party members among
kolkhoz chairs did not exist either bcfore 1941; see ChapLers 11, V, VI and VIII.
lOS Moscow, 171431741, 1.810b. Sec Chapters V, VI IlIId VIII for more on Vorontsov, Wl

weIl a9 Appcndix Ill.
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collective farms. Half a year later, at the end of 1942, obkom

member Borisov returned to this subjectl06. 20% of the chairs were

women at that moment, as opposed to 9% before the war. Borisov

noted that:

The compOSition of the kolkhoz chairs has sharply
changed. At the Lime of the beginning of the patriotic war more
than 4,500 kolkhoz chairmen entered the ranks of the Red
Army. At the head of the kolkhozy now stand comrades who
have been very recently promoted ta this work. We have the
following breakdown of kolkhoz chairs according ta work
experience: 1,330 people have worked up to six months, from
six months to one year 2,641, and from one to two years
1,681 people. I07

In other words, more than 5,600 cbairs were highly

inexperienced, something that did not help the desired quick

recovery of agriculture. But the lack of work experience would be

only one of tbe problems plaguing the countryside in these years.

In April 1944, Vorontsov analysed the composition of the

kolkhoz chairs again: 1,518 of the 7,306 kolkhoz direetors in 1942,

or 20.7%, were female; in 1943, 2,229 out of 7,942 (28%) were

womenlOS. The Party layer among the leading kolkhoz cadres was

precariously thin: in 1942, out of a total of 7,306, 523 were full

Party members, 235 candidate members, and 96 Komsomols. Thus

854 in ail were (young) Communists, slightly more than 10%. In

1943, these numbers were respectively 7,942, 752, 590, and 111. In

other words, there was a significant rise of Party and Komsomol

membersbip, but still less than one in five chairmen was a

I06Moscow, 17/43/742, LlO.
107Moscow , 17/43/742, 1.10.
IOSMoscow, 17/441546, 1.730b.
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Communist or Kornsornol. In 1943 already 1,042 of these 7,942

chairs were war invalids.

The Party itself suffered l'rom the loss of experienced

members tao, as Vorontsov pointed out at lhe ohkol11 plenum of April

11, 1944109 . Seventeen st:!crt:!laries of raion commillt:!t:!s perbht:!d in

the war, in particular of raions in the German-occupit:!d weSlern P;U'l

of the oblast'. Eliseev, Semenov, and Grigor'ev, who were

respectively Parly secretaries of Rzhev, Slaritsa, and K:llinin's

Zavolzh'e raion, had lost their lives. Most of lhe other victims :Imans

the secretaries were l'rom raions which would become part of the

Velikie Luki oblast' a few months later. Vorol1lsov added in April

1944 that not ail positions in the obkom "pp,mll were l'illed. lnslt:!ad

of 160, 145 people worked there, 33% (fony-seven) of whom wt:!rt:!

wornen. Still, despite the lack of cadres, some Party secretaries had

been exc1uded from the I)arty since June 1941, most of them l'or

drunkenness.

The Germans never stretched their hold much l'urther than the

oblast' capital, from which they soon had to retreal. Starilsa. in the

south-west was Iiberated in January 1942. The oblast' within its

post-August 1944 borders was more or less l'ully Iiberated by Mareil

1943, when Rzhev was reoccupied. 'l'hus the Germans bad tiule time

to try to incite the local population to take up pd vate agriculture, il.'

they did that at all. It is consequently impossible tO assess through

109Moscow, 171441546. 1. 70-71ob. A-A. Kondrashov was twenty-nine or thirty in
1941, and, although chairman of the raiispolkom of Torzhok, left to serve in the nrmy III
the beginning of the W8r . Mter he was wounded in 1942 in battle, he almost lost one of
his legs to gangrene. Up"n his dismissal fro'll the hospital il1 194~ .-, was demobilized
(tc3timony of A.A. Kondrashov in the sorvey).
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an analysis of the response ta German measures in transforming

agriculture how much the collective farms were unpopular in the

oblast'110. On the whole, any German effort in the direction of a

reintroduclion of private farming seems to have been very limited.

Although there were certainly exceptions among individual

rr",J"IlUICÛI soldiers, the Nazis generally behaved as if Russians were

nothing more than a higher form of caltle, as one wartime

publicalion described their attitud e111 .

At ail obkom plenum in June 1942, obHspolkom chairman

Starotorzhskii exclaimed:

... this result is remarkable, because in the end the
Hitlerite German fascists lried a year aga to disorganize OUI'

economy, to destroy our kolkhoz system, counting on the
collapse of the ko1k11oz, on the weakening of the rear. A year
ago, to the German burgher, and also to the German bourgeois,
it was inexplicable, and bardly do they even now suspect,
that our kolkhoz life is sa stable, sa much of a powerful factor
in the economy of our country that, with the fullest right and
justificati on, we can rely on it, precisely as on cement. On this
firm basis our agricultural production is created. 112

110Korpenko indicoted tbm the Germons tried to creote "communlÙ forms" (obshchi1U1J'"
klto,,~ùll'srw~. led by Germon functionories ond, in orens further own)' from the front,
"eintroduced !urge Inndownership (Knrpcnko, pp.28/29).
111Korpenko, 1'1'.36-41. It was part and pa..cel of the Nazi tlleories of racism, that bod
declared tbe Siavs to be UOlerm..nscl1l'J1.
112Moscow. 17/43/741, 1.39. Something is discernible of the surprise among the
l'art)' membership itself of the endurance and tenacity of the kolkhoz system and ilS
relatively simple resrorntion after the German retreat. The vacillations and "ami-Soviet
mood" among the population of Moscow in the autumn of 1941 can be found in W1 article
puhlished in 1991 in btociia SSSR ("Moskva voeonaia. 1941 god ...(Novye istochniki iz
sekreLn)'kh arkhivn)'kh fondov)," in: Istorijo SSSR, 6, 1991, pp. 101-122). It is likely
that this "anti-Soviet maod" was much more pronounced in Russian terri tories that
were ocNaU)' occupied by the Nazi rroops, such as the western port of the Kalinir.
oblost'. In the finlÙ nnolysis, however, be,·e. Ils in Moscow, tlle majority of the
populntion remnined 10yll1 to tbe Motherllllld as a consequence of tbe inimicttl behaviour
of the occupiers.
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'l'hus the Germans l'ound no symp:lthy in the temporarily

occupied districts apart l'rom that of a few renegades,

Starotor7.hskii concluded. 'l'he degree of collabor.nion is lInde'lI·, and

was undoubtedly smaller than in the Baltie republics, since the

memory of pre-l3olsbevik times must have faded alllong the ohlast'

population by 19411 13.

ln the I>alty archives, a few examples of people who aclll<tlly

collaborated can. be encountered. 'l'hese examples concel'l1

predominantly people who had been Party members bel'ore lbe

German invasion, or h<td joined it afler the German retreat; they

were exposed as collaborators al'ter the war. The kolkhoz chairm<tn

D.V. Bobrov (1899) was one 01' them114. In 1943, he had become a

Party candidate, seemingly an honest, jl' little ed ucaled, pe<tsant.

However, the raikomburo 01' Kirov nljon moved to exclude him l'rom

the Party on July 18, 1946; Boitsov subsequently ralilïed lbei!"

decisiou. Whether criminal prosecution ensued is unclear in this

case. Bobrov's misdeeds were describecl as l'ollows:

Bobrov maintained contacts with the Germans when
he Iived on German occupied terlitory jn the Kirov l"aion, ancl
bad German ol'ficers living in his IlOuse. Bobrov worked for the
Germans, made them a wooden sledge, slaughtered cattle
seized by the Germans l'rom kolkhozniks, and made sausages.
Bobrov cont'iscated potatoes t'or the Germans l'rom the
kolkhozniks. In contrast ta a11 other inhabitants, Bobrov was
not l'orced ta leave his village, when people of areas close to
the front were forced to resettle by the Germans. At the
time that he entered the JlKP(b) as a candidate member,

113And Ihe German attitude was, of caurse, br camparison more benevalcnt ta the Baltic
peaples than ta the Russians.
114Paka, 147/4/57, 1.535.
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Bobrov concealed l'rom the part)' that he had worked for the
(jermans. 115

Il is impossible ln establish how man)' people deliberatel)'

stayed behind lo welcome lhe Uermans, inslead of attempling lo l'lee

l'rom lhem. Il strikes one as ralher odcl when some Soviet authors in

1986 implied that many who stayed were criminals, trailors, and

renegades116. Artel' all, bow could there have been many of those

artel' lhe cleansing perpelrated in the 1930s'?

ln lhe records, there is at least one blatant case of someone

who saw his chance lo take revenge on Soviet power with the aid of

the Nazis117 . This case is proof that Stalin's policy of trying ta

create disciplined. monolitbic, obedient, and faithful subjects with

the aid of terrol' on a massive scale in the 1930s produced the

opposite result among certain individuals. Ueorgii Stepanovich

Siniukov was bOI"ll in 1891. ln 1929, he and bis father were

dekulakized and exiled to Arkhangel' sk oblast'. There Siniukov junior

engaged in "subversive" economic activities for which Ile was

al1'ested b)' the NK VI) in 1935. He was sentenced to ten years of

imprisonment as an enemy of the people, according to one or more of

the clauses of article 58 of the RSFSR Cri minai Code. He apparent1y

waS released early, moved ta the Ka.linin oblast' and, upon the

(iermans' arrivai in the fa\l of 1941, immediately volunteered for

the German police. Al'ter the war, he was repatriated ta the Soviet

115Pnko, 14714157, 1.535.
116S. V. Bilcnko, S.V. Borodin, V.P. Moslov, "Vozrozhdenie i dal'neishee ukreplenie
sotsiolistichcskogo pravoporiodko v osvobozhdcnnikh raionakh," in: Vozrozhdcnie, pp.
107-117, p.109.
117poko, 147/4/66, 1. 170b.
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Union and exposed by the NK\lD as a collahOl"1l0r 111 th~ lï/f/;ifSiù

process. He probably did not survive this tim~.

ln the autumu of 1945, the former h'ur:..l{e'rllle'l~1t:'rof Rzht'v was

discovered by the NK\lD among a group of repat\iated Sovi~t

citizens118 . He was probably 'lue of the re1alive1y l't'w inh.tbil.tnts of

the Kalinin oblast', who can he call~d a genuine war criminal. NK\l1)

head Pavlov reported his crimes ta Uoitsov in early 1946 as follaws:

KUZ'MIN VLADlMIR lAKOVLEVICll, barn in 190n, in the
town of Ostrav in the Leningrad ahlast', panyless, seredni.ik
ancestry, no crim inal record.

In Dctaber 1941, al'ter having deserted l'rom the Red
Army and gone over ta the side of Ihe enemy, KUZ'MIN took up
residence in the town of Rzhev, which was occupied by the
German armies.

In January 1942, KUZ'MIN jained of his own free will the
German-installed authorities in the function of burgam.tstel' of
the towu of Rzhev and worked as such until May 1943, thal is
ulltil the expulsion of the (jermans hy Red Army units.

Through his subordinate apparatus, the police, and the
town eIders (s{;/ros{J'), KUZ' MIN established the fascist
system and arder in the town of Rzhev.

In May 1942, on the orders of KlJZ'MIN, fourteen .Iewish
families, thirty-one people in ail, were exposed in the town of
Rzhev, handed over ta the SIJ, and ail executed.

Aided br the active personal participation of KlJZ'MIN in
the years 1942-1943 10,000 inhahitants of the lOwn of Ihhev
were sent off ta German slavery in Germany. KUZ'MIN carried
out these measures in the following way [apparently a
document is quoted, that was found by the NKVD in Rzhev,
or elsewhere, and was addressed to Russian functionaries, who
worked for the Germans]:

"Utmost urgency, to ail eIders of the town quarters.
The German command has asked the municipal authorities la
evacuate immediately 500 persans 01' both sexes withollt
children to Germany.

118pako, 147/4166, 1l.17117vv.
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As the municipal government is glVlJlg this question high
priority, il proposes to smoothly execute these measures,
without any roughness .... In arder not ta have ta turn ta the
gendarmerie for help, you are obliged, upon notification, ta
give [the evacueesJ a full e.<pianation of lhe importance of
the assignment and of the prospects that are Iyi ng ahead of
them, that we have sulïïcieot evidence about flourishing life
in (iermany. People are obligpd ta lIppear without any delay on
November 14, 1942, at sevell in the mO~!ling, al Decembrisls'
Streel No. 77, l'rom where 111ey will he directed ta the village
of Silpino for lransport in railmad cars ta Germany.119

And 50 on. Kuz'min l'led with the German troops ta Germany, but

failed ta escape repalriation. His l'ate is unknown, but it seems

Iikely that he was sentenced ta the death penalty. Not ail

collaborators automatically received capital punishment. For

example, T. V. Karavashkin was sentenced ta ten years of labour camp

in la te 1942 for having worked as " village eider u11der the

Germ ans120.

Al'ter the war, 3,075 full members and candidates of the

Communist Party, who had Jived temporarily on German-occupied

ten'itory, were investigated: 2,040 were exc1uded outright l'rom the

Patty, but sorne 390 were a11ow,~d ta keep their membel'slli pt21.

Others had died or left the oblast' before their case could be

investigated. It is difficult ta interpret these statistics, as it

remains c10udy if ail of these people wel'e natives of the Kalinin

ohlast', or if the)' had only moved there al'ter the war. lI' the large

majority had been in the I)arty organization of the Kalinin oblast'

119Pnko, 147/4166, II. 17117vv.
120Pllko, 147/4/519, 1.80.
1211'nko, 147/4/1344. 1.96. According to another document, a lelter by Boitsov of July
1946 to Andreev. at the lime lleed of the Cenll'lll Control Commission, and to Zhdanov,
dW'ing the WIU' 3.067 Purt)' members had Jjved on German-~ccupied terntor)' (Peko,
147/4/63. Il.166-167).
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before the war, a probahle scenario, il would indic:lle thal a

subslantial number of Communists did not choose to or did 1l0l have

a chance ta retreat befOl'e the German offensive in 1941. 'l'he numher

says nothing about aclual collaboration, because sometimes lhe 1':1 ct

that one had Iived on German te....itory was enougll ta be excluded.

Some of the more fortunate, a minority, would only be put on

probation fa.. this offense.

ln October 1946, I.G. 'l'svetkov's exclusion l'rom the l'al1Y by

the raikomburo of Olenillo was confirmed by Boitsov122. Bis c:lse is

typical. 'J'svelkov was not weil educated, having completed only four

years of primary education. ln 1940, 'l'svetkov had become :1 full

Party member, when working as vice·brigadier of a M'I'S hrig:Hle. Ile

was about thirty·one years old when the Germans occupied his

native district; appa..ently, he was unable DI' unwilling ta leave this

native locale at that time. He remained a passive bystandel' during

occupation, neilher resisting or aiding the (jermans; he had hurned

his l'arty membership card when the Germans c10sed in on his

viJJage. Arter lhe German retreat, he was sent to the Sonkovo ralOn,

further behind the front Hne, and was called up for service in the

Red Afmy. From November 1942 until March 1945, he fought in the

army, without ever mentioning his Party membership to the l'arty

organization of the army unit in which he served. 'l'his, combined

\Vith his passivity during the occupation, was the pretext for his

exclusion. Perhaps further judiciaJ steps were taken against him

arter his exclusion. 'l'his seems unlikely, since there was no

122Pako, 147/4/57, 1.597.
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rl:!ferl:!ncl:! in lhe records, wh en there usually was one when cri minai

procl:!dures Wl:!re instigated againsl a former Party ml:!mbl:!r.

TSVl:!lkov's altitude Sl:!ems faid)' typical l'or many Soviet

cili'l.ens al lhe beginning or the war. 'l'he l'arty and Soviel

governmelll appeared la be on the verge or collapse, 50 one could

easily conclude lhat resislance against the Germans was useless,

iil1d lhal il would he besl ta try lo adapt la the new rulers. AJ'ter ail,

in Ocloher 1941, almosl ail the Party and government apparatus

evacualed Moscow, and only at the fast moment, did Stalin himsell'

apparel1lly decidt! lo slay and lead the CilY'S defense.

'I\vetkov's decisian came al the lime when the Kalinin oblast'

WilS being marauded hy lhe Germans, and nalhing seemed capable of

blinging the German ildvance to a halt, Even if he had made a

consciaus decision ta await l'urlher developments, 'l'svetkav'~;

decisian la remain would be understandable. He seemed to have

served his dutY artel' the German retreal, when he was called up for

army st!rvice and had regained confidence in the Soviet regime's

iihililY lo survive the onslaughl. In lhe end, he l'an out of luck al'ter

lhe war, when the Party began to check the war recard of ils

memhers, and 'l'svelkov was exposed as having survived on German

occupied territory, 1I0w l'al' he tried, al'ter the war, ta "rejoin" the

l';uty (paying his dues, altending meelings, et cetera) bel'ore he was

exr,ost'd, is l'aggy.

One wonders what Tsvelkov should have done ta minimize the

dilmagl:!. Ohviously, he decided against reporting on his "sin" dUl'ing or

artel' the war, hoping ta pass unnoticed, 'l'his was somewhat naive,

since the l'ilrty's cOlurol of its membership was one or its more
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~nïci~nl aClivities. Woulcl h~ have [J~~n wiser lo ~IV~ himself up

imm~dial~ly in 1942'1 'l'h~ answer is pro[J;lbly no b~l'allse, in lh~

confusion of warlime, he mighl haw be~n r~gard~c1 as an oUlrighl

Nazi collaborator, ancl he execulecl or s~lllenc~c1 Ln a long Lerm in lh~

camps. 'l'svelkov musl have f~ar~c1 of being equ;H~d wilh lh~ Cierman

ancl .Iapanes~ spies who had been exposecl ~verywh~re hdwe~n 1936

and 1938. l'erhaps his behaviour was in lhe ~ncl lh~ wis~sl. Ile losl

his l'arlY memhership in 1946, but he m;l)' have ~scaped mor~ st:'\!~r~

punishm~nls.

Others d~s~rled lhe R~c1 Army in 1941, si nc~ lhe)' prohahly Iwcl

lost ail faith in a Soviet victol')'. 'l'he kolkho'f.nik M.\. (iallls~v, of lhe

same birth year as 'l'svelkov, c1eserlecl in 1941, join~d lhe ann)' onc~

more under anolher name in 1942. and bec;lIne a candidale m~mher of

the Party in 1943123 , [n 1946 hu was expos~d and shullned from lh~

Parly. 'l'he MVD was investigaling lhe c"se furlh~r at lhe lime of his

ex pu [sion.

'l'hat ail was nol weil with the cilizenry's sleadfasl loyall)'

behind lhe tines is illustrated by a remark in the proLOcol of lhe

obkom plenum of Novemher 1942:

'l'he party organizalions of the oblasl'. especially of ,l'e
districts at the front line and of the c1istricts liheraled l'rom
the German aggressors, do not appreciale the ex(:epliona.
characler of political work among the population in wartime;
they combat the el'I'ects of the (ierman occupalion
inadequately, and do not ~xrose and eradicate when lhey should
the diffusion of all kinds of rumours and unheallhy allitud~s

among several groups of the inhahitants. 124

123Pnko, 1'17/'1/57, 1.659.
124Moscow, 171431741, 1.105; compare lU KoncJukovu, p26.
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'l'he level of propaganda in cerlain places call11ot have been very

concJucive ta Lhe eradication 01' these "unhealthy attitudes," if people

were treated, l'or exarnpl.e, to explanations about the postponecJ

opening of' a second front by the Allies, at the Krasnaia Zvezda

factory 01' Kirnry:

The agitator Chudova answers to the question of a
/fernaleJ worker, why the second front is not opened ancl
where il could he opened:

"This is a war secret, about which no one is allowed ta
speak, otherwise our enemies will t'incl out. Moreover, one
cannot say as weil, where the second front will be opened,
whether on the Kalinin front, whether on the Moscow one.
Wherever it will be more advantageous, there it will be
opened. "125

Religion and ail kinds of superstitious beliefs gained some

ground during the war126 . A Soviet postwar publication disparagingly

described Lhis phenomenon:

Atm ost in evelY district, l'rom the ranks of either
spiritually inl'erior people or deliherate charlatans, fortune
tellers and soothsayers appeared who exploited naive women
and became wealthy on their account. 12?

At some point between August i 943 and \ofay 1945, the Central

C')mmittee (that is, its Orghuro and Sekretariat ,hat handled the

al1'airs in between the sparse plenums of the CC) macle the obkom

report on tbe oblast's state of affairs, with particular respect to the

problems of the economic recovery, and ta the improvement of the

;i,!fI'rprop work among the population at large128.

125!\'loscow, 17/43/741, 1. 1'8.
126Anokhinu, ShmelevlI, p.286.
127Anokhinu, Shmelevu, p.286.
128KondrRlovR, p.34.
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ln July 1944, the new chair of the oblast' ispolkom, Simonov,

returned ta th e subj ect of the pernici ous in fi ue nce of the Ci erlll li ns

on the minds of the locals:

ln the first place, we should not forget lhal the ;thsolute
rnajority of thos.: Komsornols and youth, as weil as the l'est of
the population Iiberated l'mm the German occup<ttion --who
Iived on territory occupied by the enerny for a longer periOlI
were cut off l'rom lhe Motherland, and, natura.lly, did nol
fincl out aboul al! that has happened during this time. They
have not b;len explained, for instance, how lhis "miracle"
cccurred, that in the course of the war, in the beginning sa
unfavourable for our country, allaI' a sudden a turn ;iround took
place and the enemy has corne to the eclge of destruction.129

This is a revealing way of pulting it; perhapsit conveys agai n

something of the surprise of the Soviet Communists ami of others

that the Soviet troops in the end did fight for their country and

m ..naged to det'eat the Nazis, and that the prewar system coulcl he

restored without tao many problems in mo.[ areas (except in the

areas annexed in 1939-1940). Stalin's total despair in the Iïrst two

weeks of the German attack was perhaps typical for the initial

attitude of some of the Communisls, for example, of those, who c1id

not flee l'rom the German troops130. Simonov continued his speech by

exclaiming:

129Moscow, 17/44/5'16, LI '190b.
130For Slnlin's renction 10 the beginning of Lhe '''lU' sec Dmilri Vo1kogonov,~
Iri.umph and Trqg<:dy.. Ed. und trlUls. by Harold ShukmlUl, London: Weidenfeld und
NicolsOIl, 1991, pp.405-414. Il is slill, 1 presume, Il moUer of sorne conlraversy how
mony Soviel troops allhe begilUùng of lhe war deliberalely, willingly, surrend""ed, und
how mllllY were forced to surrender, 50 to say, owing 10 Germun encirclemenl el celera.
ln 1941, sorne apparenlly lhoughl lhat German rule would he preferoble 10 Soviel rule
("Moskva voennain," p.112). Perhaps it is appropriate 10 speak of a "miracle," when
trying la dcscribe lhe stubborn resistlUlce lhe Soviel troops put up, dcfending Il sY'lem
whicb had 50 mueh previously oppressed lhem. lt might he lhal lradilionn! patriolie
loyallies, skillrully explOlted by Stalin, proved decisive. Incidenllllly, according la A.A.
Kondrashov, Stal'olorzllskii llad made woy for Simonov, because of lbe promolion of lhe
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St!condly, at the time of the occupation, the Hitlerite
blackguards spreacJ the most shameless Iying demagogy about
the course of the war, about the situation in the Soviet rear
and the international position of the USSR. They tried to poison
our people with the venom of doubt and disbelit!f in the
possibility of the return of Soviet power and the former life.
Tht!)" distributed the most vile slander about the system in the
Soviet Union, tried ta discredit the kolkhoz system and,
although the efforts of the fascist occupants and their stooges
to intimidale the population were shipwrecked, still some
backward people came close to accepting the bait, apart l'rom
those traitors who wittingly sold themselves. Among them the
opinion arose Ihat the Germans were not ail that bloodthirsty,
not those kind of robbers and ... [unclear in text] as we had
portrayed them. 131

1t is undoubtedly true that the returning Soviet authorities

more t!asily reestablished the former pre-1941 arder in the only

hrit!l'ly occupied parts of the Kalillin oblast', than in areas only

annexed by tht! USSR in 1939-1940 which spent a longer period in

German hands l32. However, tbe mood in the newly "liberated" Russian

regi 011 S was far l'rom sati sfactory for a long while after the German

retreat as wt!l1. In order to improve matters on the ideological front,

the Central Commillee dedicated several res01utions to the

importance of POlilical edi.Jcation of those who, at some point or

otht!r, 1lad been banefully iI.'fluenced by tbe Germans or the Westl33.

forme,' ta the Council of People's Commissal'S of the RSr,SR (testimony of A.A.
Kondrllshov in the survey). In the middl. of Oelober 1941 the whol. system temporarily
collaps.d in Moscow as a result of the rapid German advance 00 the city and the ensuing
punic (" Moskvn voennnia," p. 102). Undoubtedly, a similar collapse occulTed in Kalinin
lit this ti",e.
131Moscow, 17/441546, 1.1 490b.
132Kondakovn, p.25.
133Kondakovu, t,.25, numes two general resolutions, one of 1943-" 0 mt'l'Opnï"rù;ilcû po
usilt'f1JÏu Kul iumo-pro,·vt!firt.'l'noi mborj' ,. rtliomudl, o.·volJozlttlenn.vKA or m:mt.'tsKoi
olt:kuptJ{»ï' -, and one ai 1945-" Ob 0fJ/IIJ1/;!{IlS/ï polirilro- >'Ospirort'J 'noi moory s
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The judiciary was involved in the speedy resurrection of the

passporl regimentation in lhe liberated ar..as, and in th.. trials of

active Nazi col1aborators134 .

While Simonov's spe..ch of .lui)' 1944 ma)' wllllder illlo ahslr:tCI

notions, another speech al the s:lIne plenum by the Military Tribunal

head, Sladlov, can be found, which gives a more concrele piclur.. of

tbe lack of arder in Stalinist, ,var torn Central Russia135 . Aft ..r

Slarilov had pointed out that kllUllgmJSIV{} and olh ..r l'ClI111S 01' crime

were recently on the rise, he provided sorne speci fi cs:

ëxcept for kl1ul{i/;/IJSIVO, a parlicularly CIl:lraClerislic
sort of crime is the catTying of arms, incJuding fireanl1s;
moreover, these weapons are aClually used in violenl
robberies. l will mention a number of examples, which lire a
colourful ilI.usLration of the shorlcomings 01' our work 1Wilh
the educaLion of the youLh]. AL the railroad-car
construction factory the secretary of the Komsomol
comminee, Martynov, stood at the head of one gl'Oup of
hooligans; he, together WiLh oLhers, organized a group of
I.ooligans, armed with knives and revol.vers. They kicked ur a
row. moreover, not only at their own factory, but aJso in other
places; these hoolig~ns went into the Voroshilov club and
provoL<:I t'ights and beaLi ngs. Once they were an·esled. Lhey
aLtacked the milltsionety [policemen], killed one, and the
other one had to fJee.

... Thus not long aga, in June something else happened:
near the drama theaLre they killed one Illiliu1rJlJel: wounded
anoLher one.

...These kind of things take place at the railroad-car
factory and especially flourish strongly in Vyshnii Volochek,
where we are exami ni ng many c 'tses of kllUlig;fII.11 va

r<'plllriiro. 'lll1I'YRIi sa r·'t'{skimi srmrlJdllJ/llllll, al though lhcre wcrc lnony more, i n
porliculor ..."oIUlion, conc\!rning a .p\!cific r\!public or ob1a'l'.
134Bilcnko, Borodin, Moslov, p.115.
135Moscow, 17/44/546, 1.154.
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... We are publicly examlnlng these cases in the military
tribunal; we try ta influence the unstable as much as possible
through open trials, but that is not enough. 136

ln the scarcity of tlte war period, several people had

apparently no scrupies about maldng a prolït off the backs of their

needy compatriots: in December 1944 alone, the local NKVD an'ested

264 people for theft, speculation, a.nd similar offenses13? Another

114 were arraigned strictly for fraud and theft of grain in the

cou ntrysi de. In the same montlt, 350 people were still on the run who

had deserted the Red Army or dodged the draft138. Some of these had

already deserted in 1942. liJndits were also terrorizing some

areas139. How far these pbenomena were a consequence of the

pernicious Nazi propaganda is not c1ea.r. 'l'bey probably resuILed l'rom

tlte system's hreakdown in 1941-1942, that led some people ta

believe that il was worth taking risks, attempting to profit l'rom the

temporary chaos following the German invasion. Others might have

simply increased the scope of their criminal activities because, jn

spite of the official propaganda, wltat perhaps could be called

"professional cti.minality" existed bath before and after the war in

Stalinist Russi a140.

The incidence of orphaned children multiplied due ta the

enormous lasses the Soviet population susta.ined during the war. On

./anuary l, 1946, 7,480 orphans were counted in ~he oblast', 4,252 of

136Moscow, 17/'1'1/5'16, 1. 15'1.
13?Pllko, 1'17/3127'18, I.IR·22.
138Pllko, 1'17/3/27'18, 11.23·25.
1391Jako, 1'1713/27'18. Il. 28·31.
140See Chapter VI in particulaI'. The hardened criminal eonviets in the labour COllpS,
who U'OC 10 be encountel-ed in u1mosl UlI)' description of camp life under Stll1in, provide
other tcslimon)' of l10urishing crime in the USSR.
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whom were living in orphanages (rJ:f pI/lrOfl:u". and 3.221\ of whol11

were in wardshi p141. The number of "neglected" (bl:'zl/l/d:wf"fO'i) <lnd

homeless (bl:'sprizorny" childl"en became a prohlem l'or the SovieL

autborities142 . In Lhe absence of supervision. some of them bec,une

Iittle criminals. l'ven when housed in an orphanage. or which

examples will follow143.

The Kalinin oblaSL'S Komsomol had come under the all:lck of

the Central CommiLLee of the VLKSM in April 1942. when Lhe

deficient reorganizaLion of the Komsomol in Lhe recelllly liheraLed

areas was criticized144. KomsomoJ obkom secreLar)' Ivanov

complained about the small proportion of Komsomol memhershi p

among the oblasL' youth two years later145. Of the more than

300,000 youngsters who reached Komsomol age, only 60,000 had

r110sen La join. This is an illustration of Lhe depletion of Komsomol

ranks in the firsL war ye~rs: at the beginning of Lhe war. the

CommunisL Youth League had counted 138.135 members in Lhe

obJasL'146. The frustration of the Komsomol Central Committee two

years earlier becOines understandable if, l'ven in the middle of 1944,

sa few young people were attracted Lo join the League'~; r:tnks.

141 Pako, 14714/63, 1. 1360b.
142 Bitenko, Borodin. Maslov, pp.! 141115.
143Their fate is graphically described in some of the works of Vladimir Muksimov; see
VI.3 and VIA.
144Kirichek. p.90.
145Moscow. 17/441546, II. 1610b/162. This plenum was staged before. -·in July
1944.. the separation of the pRlts of the Yetikic Luki oblast' in August 1944. The
statcmelJ, i)f Kirichek. thnt an obkom plenum in 1942 or 1943 took decisions on the
Komsomol could ~ot be verified in the archive (Kirichek, p.89). Ilowever, the plenum of
July 1944 did deal with the "...improvell'.~nt of Komsomol· and party work among the
youth... " of the oblast' (see Moscow. 17/44/546, 1.113 fL).
146Kirichek, p.77.
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• However, the situation in the Kalinin oblast' was by no means

exception!.'l, for on Janual}' l, 1945, the Komsomol in all liberated

areas of the USSR had but 40% of its prewar membershipl47. The

depletion of the ranks had been extremely severe in the areas that

had undergone occupatl:m, since at the moment of liberation of the

last of them. in the thirty-eight fcrmerly occupied raions of the

pre-August 1944 Kalir..in oblast', only 9,213 Komsomols were

counted, where there had been more than 47,000 in 1941148.

Komsomol leader Ivanov was of the opinion that. owing to the

fathers' absence in the families and the mothers' employment,

children remained without sufficient supervision while growing up;

the Komsomol should have been filling tms void149. The youth.

however, demonstrated its good points: it was responsible for

clearing the mines, rendering harmless 600,000 explosive units

found in the soil. basements, and ruins in 1,100 settlements

throughout the oblast' 150. Furthermore, saon after the expulsion of

the Germans, the Komsomol organized field-crop culti':ation "links"

(zv/;,./1 ïÙ) for the attainment of the highest possible harvestl51 .

ln July 1944, conservative family values were highlighted by

the head of the oblast' health-care department. Ermolov, who tried

to empbasise the importance of the decree of June 8, 1944, of the

Supreme Sovietl52. His oratorical style stands out as markedly

-_._--------

279

•

1'41See the footnote or Kiricbek on p.93.
148V. G. Eremin. "0 vk1ade molodezbi v likvi';atsüu usbcberba, nanesennogo fasbistskoi
okkupatsiei." in: Yozmzbdegje, pp. 96·107, p.97.
149Moscow, 17/44/546, 11. 162/162ob.
ISOEremln. pp.99/100.
ISIEremin. p.l06.
IS2Moscow. 17/44/546. 1.166ob.



• hypocritical, even more thau that of mo.t other speakers at this and

laoor plenums. Instead of frankly admitting that the Party and

government had realized that it was necessary to increase the

birthrate to compensate for the immense slaughterhouse of the war,

he explained the decree as follows:

Comrades, the Ukaz uf the Supreme Soviet of the USSR on
motherhood and infancy, published on June 8, is a MOst

important historical document of the party ot the bolsheviks
and the Soviet govemment. In the terrible days of the
patriotic war the government issued a new law full of love for
mother and child. This document once more underlines the
concern of the govemment for mother and child. for the
strenghthening of the foundations of the family, the basis of
Soviet morality. The Soviet couotry liberated woman from
great oppression, lifting up ta a new height the woman
mother, who rears the children. The rearing of children has
become a case of valour and honour. 153

Goodbye. Alexandra Kollontai! Girls had ta be impregnated with

the feelings of motherhood; special attention should be paid to this

in the education of the youthlS4.

Perhaps this is merely a florid testament of the simple

proposition that: "... the Communist state is interested in increasing

the population. and consequently increasing the birthrate." (55

The demographic tables, discussed more extensively in Chapter

VII, show that the natural population growth was in faet negative

around this timel56. This, combined with earlier civilian losses and
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153Ibid. III 1936 abortiOll had become once more iIIegai, which led to a rise in "back·
alley abortions" and ta the use of anti-conceptive home·remedies that were dangerous ta
the bealtb (Eagel, p.319). See also VII.2 on the extent of iIIegai abOltions after the war.
:54Moscow, 171+1/546, 1.166ob.
ISSr.A. KllIianoff, women in the USSR, S.B.O.N.R. Publisbing House, London, Ontario.
1971, p.147.
15Gsee Tables 2, 5, and 6.
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the deaths at the front, made it imperati ve ta substantially l'aise

the province's natality. 'l'he high mortality during the 1942· 1944

periOlI is a sign of the extreme hardships and malnutrition that

plagued the population in the rearl57 . The countryside especially

suffered l'rom the privationsl58 .

First oblast' secretary Boitsov summarized the war's

consequences for the oblast' in January 1945159 . 96% of the

COl1scripts l'rom 1940 to 1944 inclusive hac! been Iiterate. 111 the

ohlast' seventythree destruction batallions were formed during the

war, into which more than 2,000 Communists and more than 1,000

Komsomoh were sentl60 . OpoldJenù' (somewhat similar to tbe

British Home Guard of World War Il, distinct l'rom tbe regular police,

which in Russian is called militsii;1) units were formed by

Communists and Komsomols. The oblast' became a battlet'ield l'rom

August 1941 onwards. At tlwt time tbe government ordered the

oblast' ta construct a de1'ensive line of 240 kilometers in the

shol1est possible time. The PartY;I1"[/[/ led hundreds of tbousands

workers and kolkhozl1iks in building this del'ense. Up ta tbirty strollg

points were created. These fortifications were constructed witbin a

157See Tubles 5 uncl 6.
158Complu'c ta I.E. 2ctcnill, t·cv. of UfllJlskqjo derçyniil1 y pçrjod yeljkoj otechestyenooi
YQi.uy-(J~gg..),by G.E. Kornilov, and of K.olkh2zY- Vrain y g~ VelikQj
Qu:.chc.s.lY.l:JUloL'loiJl}:. by V.l'. MQtrevich, in: lstoriin SSSR, 6, 1991, pp. 168-172,
p.170.
159 "ukQ, 147/3/2679, II.120b.,13.
160Thcse were subol'dinnte tQ the NKVD, and afler the GermM retrent cQntinued to exist,
a1thQugh Ihey nQ IQnger were engnged in finding Germlù1. pnrotroQpers (PakQ,
147/3/2679,11.89/90). lnslend they fQcussed stricUy Qn the erndiction of criminnlity.
The bntnJlions cons;slcd predQminont1y of pre-conscription nge boys. Ily January 1945
more thon 17,000 vetel'ans Qf the destruction batallions hocl been transfelTed to the Red
Arm}' or to pOltisan detnchments.
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• very short period in 1941 (from June to October). They had li most

important defensive significance. and, Boitsov added proudly. had

played their role in stopping the German advance. Afterwards, in

1942 and 1943, roads were bui/t. and the defensive fortification

combined with these roads undoubtedly made the battle operations

of the Red Army easier. According to the Party leader, these

construction works turned into
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... a serious school of patriotic education of a large mass
of people, a test of their determination in the face of Jlmger. a
test of their preparedness to do ail for the defense of their
native soil against the enemyl61.

The oblast's toi/ers donated more than 200 million rubles Lo

the country's defense fund during the war162. Apart from this, they

collected and sent packages to the front. 150 tons of meat and dairy

products. 455 tons of potatoes and vegetables. 6.5 tons of tobacco,

Cifty-Cive tons of bread and confectionery produets, more than

250,000 varied goods, and so on, were dispatched. Evacuation

hospitals were equipped by workers and kolkhozniks. Women working

for the Red Cross were singled out for praise by Boitsov. Never

wanting to give the impression that he failed to notice certain

negative phenomena, he mentioned that, unfortunately, among

several of the hospitalized soldiers instances of hooliganism and

drunkenness had occurred. Party and government had constantly

concerned themselves with the care for the families of the soldiers

and invalids. Livestock, firewood, clothes, and pensions had been

distributed. On December l, 1944, 22,096 invalids Iived within the

161Pako, 147/3/2679, 1.13 .
162Pako. 147/3/2679. 11. 13/130b.
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Obl:lst' borders, 1"1,134 of whom h'HI been provided with IV 0 .. k,

mainly in agriculture. About 2,O()() of them were eng:lged 111

prom ilient kol khoz, soviet, 'lnd l'aity wo..k. Courses were creat ..d l'or

the requalification of invalids. For those who needed permanenl

care, invalid houses had been opened, graced with some f.trmhtnd,

animais, fowl, and beehives. Furlhe..mo..... Iïnancial aid w.tS handed

out to j nvalids.

t-1owever, the state of affai..s was not so appa..emly sunny for

everyone. Certain ..aion bosses h'ld ta be warned, inasmuch as theil'

districts failed ta suppon the families of soldiers and in\'lliids. Il

transpired lhat one reg uest was rejected b}' the departmenl of

welfllre in Sllndovo I.'aion, because the raion's grain rese..ves had

been exbausted. And this case was l'al' l'rom unique, as lïve olher

raions were criticized for neglecting the provision of aid to ramili ..s

who were Jegally entitled ta il. One suspects that it was simply

insurmountable for the weHare departments to come up with any

relief funds because of the pOOl' economic situalion of these raions

in wartimel63 .

At tbe end of this part of 13oitsov's speecb ··to which we will

return in tbe next cbapter--, he utte..ed a complaint about the dismal

state of the ./'izkuJ'rur and sports' associations in the ob1ast'164.

One interesting development might have transpired under the

influence of the patriotic wave generated by the IVar. Sorne l'any

members noticed in 1945 a genuine improvement in the kolkhozniks'

163In 1944 the raiispolkom of Olenino raion turned away severnl requesl' for bread of
"very needy" families of conscripts, because it did not have any bread reserves left
(Pako, 147/3/2679, 1.49).
164Pako, 147/3/2679, 1.14.
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allitude during the war165 . As a consequence, the produce that they

were obliged [0 hand over to the state was 1I0W regularly delivered.

1I0wever, it is Ilot impossible that the improvement of the labour

discipline partially resulted l'rom the widespread u!"e of

plenipotentiaries (upofIJonJocôt:'nnyt:') in the countl'yside166 ,

Furthermore, the labour discipline did not improve unrestrictedly,

l':micularly in their obligatory work in the wood procurement

industf)', mallY kolkhozniks continued ta opel'ate below the norm167 ,

IV.3 I)emobilization

Soon al'ter the conl'erence of January 1945, the Party was

l'orced 10 consicler the efl'ect of the imminent return of Red Army

sol di ers La the oblast'. In June 1945, an obkom plenum discussed the

dangers connected with this168. In Septembel' 1945 a second group of

1651'oko, 147/3/2679, 1047.

1661'oko. 147/3/2679, 11.470b.-480b., 1.51. These plenipotentiaries, judging by the
!'emurks of diffe!'ent obkom members in these records of eorly 1945, had specÏlù
outhol'it)' and could order evcl')'one living on 0 certain territory ta nid the completion of
n porticulod)' urgent ogriculturul lask. Sorne of them were oppointed by the obkom und
sent to the ruions, where they had the responsibility for lhe successful performance of
the whole mion ù, agriculture; olhers were dispatcbed by the raikoms. and bad the
."sponsihility for lhe kolkh07.y of one or several rural soviets, 01' even of just ooe or
moo'" coll"ctive farms. Sorne plel1ipotelltial'ies were respol1sible for non.agricultural
""clors of lhe economy, such os the wood procu.'ements in a certain area. ACter Moy
1945 plempotenliaries were used oImost os oflen liS during tbe war. Furlbermore, it is
likely lhol even more radient pumshments were applied during the war for the l'ailure to
discharge of tbe obligalions for grain deliveries 10 the state. In the Vrais, sorne kolkhoz
dircclors were even executed for titis offense (Zclenin, l'CV., 1'.170). Rank-and·file
kolkhoznik. were threatened by severe penalties for failing to work lhe mimmum of
trudodni, which Were significantly increased on April 13, 1942.
1671'ako, 147/3/2679, 1.490b.; severnl kolkhozmks avoided the work in the forest"
l'ully or portially by resorling to bribery of tbose responsible for lhe upkeep of the
wOI'kbooks (rrut/o.;,.... knizbklj.
168Moscow, 17/45/732, 11.340b. fI'. This discussion was provoked by a Supreme Soviet
decr.", of June 23, 1945, tltut caUed for the demobilizotion l'rom lhe Soviet army and
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servicemen was demobilized. The obkol11 secret:Hy' for propaganda

and agitation warnet!:

... as a result of the l'atriotic W:H' :1I1t! our victor)', the
contacts 01' our state with capitalist society have
significantly broadened. Tod:l)' and in the future man)' of our
people are and will be abroad, directl)' mixing with the
capitalist world. In this respect the possibility incre:tset!
substalllially for the penetration in our Soviet midst 01'
bourgeois ideology, and bourgeois ideas and moods169 .

ln luI)' 1945 the question 01' supplying the demobilizt't!

soldiers with work was brought up in an obkom buro session170 .

'l'hose demobilized were mainly the most senior ex-soldit'rs. The

obkom ordered the lower Party corn miuees to provide work l'or the

veterans, in wbich they could use the slcills they Iwd acquired in the

army. 'l'be calibre of the jobs had at least to equal the work they h:HI

done berOl"e their call-up. Kolkhoznik veter<tns were to he provided

with a personal cow, if their famiJy did not possess one already.

Factory directors were to organize special courses for veterans who

were wilJing to improve tbeir expertise. Several or the veterans

would find emplo)'ment in the NK VD/M VD: in 1946 alone 1,013 were

recruited by the security ministry171.

Despite the political education the veterans had to endure, it

seems clear from this inrormation that they were to he treated with

proper respect, and given advantages over people who had not

participated in the actual fighting. I-Iowever, the same rt'cord shows

llav)' of the aldc5t veterans amaog the cansct'ipts: thase that bclangcd ta the thirtccn
aldest years of birth (SowLskll;. dereyni"~, p.43).
169Mascaw, 17/45/732, 1. 74.
170Pako, 147/3/2701, 11.178/179.
171Pako, 147/4/81 l, 1.129.



• that there were limits to the Party's preferential treatment of

veterans, even if they were invalids. The buro noticed that the care

for the invalids in special institutions had been failing l72. They did

not receive sufficient food or Medical care, and the institutes were

dirty. However, the fact that some invalids thieved and were engaged

in selling off state property was not tolerated. In Torzhok raion,

fifteen war veterans were thrown out of their institution. It is

286
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unclear from the records what these disabled people were supposed

to do after their expulsion.

In August 1945 the Central Committee reprimanded the obkom

for failing to provide for the returning demobilized soldiers l73. In

Kalinin, some of these men discovered upon their return that their

former apartments were being used by ether people or for purposes

other than housing. Some apartments had not been rebuilt, and some

were in urgent need of repair. Families of demobilized soldiers, of

those still serving in the army, of war invalids, and of those who

perished at the front --if the soldier had been the breadwinner-- did

not receive the legal ration of consumer goods, nor the fuel that had

been promised ta them. Apart from that, of the almost 10,000

demobilized who had arrived in the obla~' by August 15, 1945, only

3,276 had been employed. In certain rural areas the veterans had not

been obliged to participate in agricultural work, which was

unforgivable at harvest time.

The situation had improved by October 1945, but the

obkomburo apparently was still very worried about the destiny of

172Pako. 1471312701, 1.l830b.
173Pako , 14713/2702, 1.56.
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demobilized soldiers l74 . On Oetober l, already 22,904 .u·my veterans

were eounted within lhe oblast', of whom 53% h;\(l found work. Theil'

housing remained inadequate; sorne of them did nol reeeivc eilher

their entitled pensions nor tax breaks. Rzhev was singled oul for ilS

negleel of the heroie defenders of lhe MOlherland. More lhan lhree

hundred of their familie~ were housed in clugouls ancl hovels for laek

of deeent alternatives. The head of the lown's welf;tre deparlmenl,

Miasnikov, was dismissed by the obkomburo fur wiJal \Vas e;tlled a

"eriminally negligent altitude lowards his work." 175

By JuJy 20, 1946, 69,367 demobilized soldiers were in lhe

Kalinin oblast'176. BoilSOV reported ;lround lhis lime 10 Zhd;HlOV on

the veterans' reentry in the labour force, emphasising in pal'licular

the politieal work eondueted among lhem. 'J'he Celllr;lI Commiuee

had underlined the weightiness of this polilieal work and given

guidelines Cor il in a l'l'solution on May 27, 1946177. Towards .fuly

1946, 59,558 of ail returned velerans had J'ou ml employment; out of

the last group of returnees, already 5,919 (70%) had found work.

Among the almost 70,000 who had made thei .. way home by this

momh, there were 19,661 full and candidate Party members17a . Ily

October 1 of the same year, 74,756 demobilized servicemen hacl

174Pako, 147/3/2702, 11.241-243.
175Pako, 147/3/2702, 1.241ob.
1?6poko, 147/4/63, 11.179/180ob.
177The title of the l'l'solution was '0 politic1lt'skoi t'liDO/t' S/'I.'lli dt'DJobiJizoVURI1YKO iz
VOorllzAt'DR.r.kO Sil SOillZII SSIl, v sviuzi oS demobiliztlJs/ei Jœl 'ei oc1Jelt'di lic1Joo..eo
sost/wu VoorllZÔt'lIRyk.b Sil Soillza SSR. .. (Pako, 14711/63, 1.179).
17anus being largely responsible for the l'xceptional growth of the Party in the ye....,.
1945 and 1946.
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arrived in the oblast', and 95.5% had found workl79 . In the end,

perhaps 93,000 ta 94,000 war veterllns returned ta the Kalinin

oblast' l'rom the Red Armyl80.

Another group of natives were tracing their way home ta the

Kalinin oblast al'ter the war: those who had been forced to go to

Germany (l'ew had departed willingly). In the last three months of

1945, 3,481 such people returned ta the Kalinin oblast'181. They al!,

apart perhaps l'rom the 113 children among them, underwent the so

called fi/lml)'Ji',,: the NKVD check on their behaviour and activitie~

in Germany. NKVD head Pavlov informed Boitsov that thirteen people

had been discovered who were German spies, Po/Izel: or other

collaborators. 'l'he example of the burgomaster of Rzhev has already

been related. Towards the end of 1946, 3,492 former Soviet

prisoners of war were counted in the oblast', 396 of whom hac!

179Pako, 147/4/63, 1.214: out of the 10,554 of the "third group", 95'16 had found
work.
180Sec Table 8. In sorne wa)'s the rather late demobilization of man)' eonscripts is
somewhat mysterious. Perhaps I1le events in the reconquered territories in the Baltie.

, western Belorussia, and western Ukraine were a cause for the late release of 50 mllllY of
111em. N.D. Eliseev hnd been in the Bnn)' sinee 1942, and renehed Lubeck with his unit in
1945. However, he had to wait until 1947 to return to Knlilùn. He gave an impression of
the aetivities of the Soviet ann)' in the Baltic region: "B)' the wa)', ;n Germany itself
thCl'., was no resistanee sfter the vidory: we went around without being eautious,
without nrms. And then, when they trllllsported us to OUr own temtories -to the
Raltie--, we had ta endure a great deal of fear. In Uthuania not one day passed without
one of the soldiers being killed. They were able to throw a noose over a soldier who was
wallting ulong the sidewallt, from a gnteway, or from the second floor [of a building], and
hang him from a lree. 1 walked a10ng the Middle of the street with a Parabellum in my
briefease --the whole lime 1 was a1er'. Once in the town of Kaunas anxiety rose to a
piteh. Groups were formed: five soldiers aad an NKVD or army counter-intelligence
offieer heading il. They ordered us to comb out every apartment. AlI, both the right-wing
ones, and the guilty ones [presumabl)' of anned resistanee against Soviet rule), were nt
the slighest suspicion loaded oato trains and seat off into the depths of Russia, to Sibcria.
When the eleetion eampaign begllll, a part of the local inhabitants activel)' resisted il:
they burned the polling stations, murdet'ed soldiers, who stood guard. Once, whea 1 was
on dutY as head 01' the guard, an anack took place that was aiJned at the blowing up of the
unit's stomge of ammunition" (testimon; of N.D. Eliseev in the survey).
181Pako, 147/4/66, 11.17-22.
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served as Red Army officers182. However. this number did nol

include those who have been placed in lhe "lïrst calegory" by lhe

MGR and MVD, according la lhis record 183. Ostensibly lhase who fell

under this "first calegary" ended up in Soviet camps or were

executed outright. This informalion re:J.ders the c1aim llml ;111

former POW's were immediately sent on LO Soviel c;lInps ralher

difficult to maintain184 .

It seems that the reintegration of the veterans inta peacetime

society was not extremely difficult in the Kalinin oblasl'. 'l'hey wert:!

perhaps at times laaked upon with a measure of suspicion b}' lhe

authorities, but the latter did nol really have sufl'icient li me to

concern themselves with the ideological orthodoxy of demohilized

soldiers. Recause of the labour shortage there was plenty of work

for them, and the ex-soldiers themselves must have been g;ad lo

have survived it a11, longing for a more quiet way of living al'ter the

hardships of the l'ront. As they were often lauded for their part in

the defense of the Motherland, received special privileges (l'or

example, special stores for war veterans) and preferential

treatment v'hen seeking work, the degree of alienation among lhem

would have been slight, and they did not seem to encounler

exceptional dift'iculties in adjusting themselves to the realiLies of

peacetime.

182Palto, 147/4/67, 1.226; the report is of December 31, 1946. Sec below on the fule
of sorne of the respondents of the surve)' in the fj'J'lnIls,ii'.
183Pako, 147/4/67, 1. 226ob.
184Fainsod's sober apprecialion of the treatment of repatriates ond the demobilized is
probably close ta the truth (Fainsod, How .... p.2S7). It is hard ta assess how many of the
repatriates were former émigrés, ond how many hod becn either prisoners or war or
forced labourers, a1though it seems obvious that the first group must have bcen very
smalI in the Kll1inin ob/ost'. Sec IVA as weil.
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IV.4 The Experience of the War

Ali the official Soviet accounts, and the one by Lubov (which

reads Iike an oflïcial Soviet account) do not manage ta convey the

population's experience of the war as a whole18S. In this

di ssertation, the sLOri es of the survey interviewees can produce a

c1earer idea or what the war actually meant la the Russian people,

what horrors lhe individual had la endure, how people coped with the

extraordinary siLuation186 . From the interviews a highly varied

piclure emerges. First or all, many of the men sent to the front

never returned187. Those who did return had orten become invalids.

Obviously, most women did not serve in the army, although sorne

worked as nurses. Many helped with the building or defense trenches,

with logging, and so on. In 1941 almost 140,000 people, largel)'

18SAs A. Portclli pointcd out, bc it in a language somewhat top-heavy with Morxi.t Ol'

Gramsciun ide.s about tlle hegcmony of ruling clll5ses:
"Oral history is not wherc the working c1asscs speak for themsclves. Thc contra,")'
statcmcnt, of course, would not be cntircly unfounded: the recounting of a strike tllrough
the words and memories or workers rather than those of the police and the (often
unfriendly) press obviousl)' helps (though not automatically) to balance a distortion
implicit in the SOurCL'S. Oral sources are a nece.sary (not a sufficient) condition for ft

hi.tory of thc nonllegemonic classes; they lire le.s necessary (though ml' [sic] no mellns
usele.s) for the history of the ruling clll5scs, who have had control over writing and
leave behind a much more abundant written record" (Portelli, pp. 55/56).
186See, l'or a similor opproach, AM. Sam.onov, ZsulLi..pomnjt'.
187The hu.bonds or N.G. Timorceva, V.l'. Akimovo, A.N. Ivonova, Z.M. Vinogradova, M.N.
Nad}'seva, A.K. Sumugina-Shepeleva, M.l. Veselova, E.S. Shigorenkova, l'.N. Bashilova,
1..1>, Fel'kovll, A.Z. Zhumvlevo, AV. Skobeleva, the futher of N.N. Osipova, and six(!)
loclotives of M.M. Golovnova 011 died at the rront (testimony of the same in the survey).
N. D. EHseev lost a brolher (testimon)' or the same in the survey). A.S. Efremov said that
ofte,' tbe war in his native village in Emel'ionovo mion, men returned from the front to
only l'ive out of eighty houses. Other than him, no one of his birth year returned home.
The cOllscripts of the birth year 1925 fell 011 oear Rzhev, according to Efremov
(testimony of AS. Efremov in the survey). ln the sixty houseliolds of the village of
Korostelevo onlr three or the men arter the war returned home (testimony of A.K.
Sumugina-Shepeleva in the surver).
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kolkhozniks --'lncl prob'lbly fem'lles··, were engagecl in building

defensive ,,·orksI88 . In the rear, women took over man)' of the jobs

involving heavy physical labour lhat had been done exclusively by

men before the commencement of hostilitiest89 . 11ensioners rejoined

the work force l90 . The population in the rear worked between twe1ve

ta eighleen hours a d,,)' in lhe autumn of 194[191. Quile li few people

were under Germa.n occupation l'or a while. Sorne men hecame

pattisans. Some, uncloubtedly, collabonlted Wilb the (iermans, but

their lestimony is lost, since they were dealt with summarily arter

the war, with the exceplion of a few who managed ta caver up their

activities al'ter the return of Soviet power, or or those who esclIfled

ta the West with the retreating German armies, avoidi ng the

reevacuation of Soviet citizens. One has ta assume, though, that

most lost their lives c1uring, or immediately after, the war.

No one of the respondents could be c1assi['jed as tin outright

collaborator, but that collaboration was not such an outlandish move

became clear t'rom tbe staries of quite li few peoflle, who maintained

tbat the German occupiers bebaved quite decently, and that al leasl

some of Hitler's troops dicl nothing la cause resentment or hate

among the native population. It makes sense lbal someone observing

this might be willing to perform certain tasks or services for the

Germans without having ta be coerced into doing so. Although we

188Korytkov, K.!jojosko~~, p.38.
189LD. Korzun, "Kolininskie vagonostroiteli i pcrvye mesi.t~y veliko; otecbestycnooi
voiny (iiun' -dekabria 1941 goda)", pp.275-286, in: lz..prosWggo i oastoiashell!:go
Kaliojuskgj oblasti( istgrjko-kraeyedcbeskii sbgC!lik), Vyp.!, Moskva: "Moskovsldi
n1boehii", 1965, p.276.
190K "K 1" k' " 279orzun, a lmns le... . p. .
191Korytkov, Katjoioskoe sclo, p.38.
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know that many l'arty member:, sacril'iced their lives at the front,

diee! as partisans, and were someLimes e!eliberately sent behind the

German tines ta organize or aie! partisan units, Party membership, or

more particularly rull-time work as :l lo~al Party leader, kept .,ome

l'rom actively parLicipating in the fighting.

'l'he women of the non-occupied part or the oulast' continuee! ta

do the same kind 01' work as before 1941, working on collective

l'arms or in the towns' factories. 'l'he difj'erence was that the amount

or labour increased immeasurably. No one enjoyed an)' leisure time

during the war. The war stamped a tremendous imprE:ssion 011 ail

people wiLhO\lL excepLion: the male population was decimated al"

worse in certai n villages, and almost anyone last family members in

the war, bath in town and country192. For example, Mariia

Mikhailovna Golovnova, of above mentioned Konakovo raion,

t'em ini sced:

... 1 worked in the reat., helped the front. Brought up the
[seven] children, milked the cow. 1 die! not engage in
combat, but my three brothers and three brothers-in-law were
killed Olt the front. My husband they took ta work at the mines,
although he was excused J'rom the front. In the mines he, tao,
found his end .
...The German [forces] did not reach us, the swamp stopped
them. It [the swamp] is large here. Their machines a150 got
stuck. 'l'he baUles were huge, the killed soldiers were buried
in the village of Selikhovo. Here severai times more Russians
were killed than Germans.

192As Laqueur wrote rightfully: "The "Great Fatherland War" has been the central event
in Soviet postwar consciousness." (Laqueur. Staljn ,p.213). Compare also to Zubkova.
"Obshcheslvennaia ... (1945-1946)," p.S.
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[n 1941, the (Iermans lhrew a bomb 0.1 lh~ village il l'ell '!!'

our hause, the house was in splinlers--, l'alher was killed. l93

Several other female respondellls cOlllinued lo work in lhe

rear, while mosl men l'oughl al the fronl, amI if so. lhey \Vere

almosl a1ways wounded 194 .

Sorne people [ived for a while uncler (ierm.ln occup.tlion; for

inslance Madia Matveevna Kozenkova-I'avlova states:

Al the lime of lhe war 1 worked in our Il<Itive kolkhoz.
was a parlicipant of defensive works: 1 clug tr",nches under
Staritsa, sawecl wood for the l'rom.
...The Germans were not long in our village Father clug a lrench,
and l with the small children [two at the time] sal in lhere,
when they were shooting. 'l'he Germans took many goods: eggs,
fowl, clestroyed the beehives. We hid fooel and vicluals l'rom
them. We did not betray communists. They clicl not kil! anyone
in our village. The Germans took my grammophone l'rom me a
present l'rom my ilusband. 195

Mariia Ivanovna Veselova also L:Olilcl not escape German

occupation:

Yes, lhe Emel'ianovo raion was occupied l'rom Ocwber 12
ta December 1941. IL is terrible ta rememher those years Ii.e.
the war yearsj. The Gprmans took our cow l'rom us. They
immediately stole eleven cows l'rom the village, grabbeel .111
meat that was buried in pits, ail food proclucls, excepl for
potatoes, beets, pickles, and anions, but luckily lhe old house
survived. But it was possible ta live; we were very happy

19aTeslimony of M.M. Golovnova in the survey. (t is remnrkable that many of lhe survey
respondents used the singulnr Nemt!ls for lhe (Nuzi-) Germuns insleud of the plural
NemlS)'. The use of the singular transforms the enemy into somelhing Ilot nltogeth<'r
human, something quintessentinlly evil.
194A.M. Afanas'ev was wounded and demobilized aCter three months in the hospitnl in
1942 (testimony of A.M. Aranas'ev in the ,-urvey). Oft"n they w"r" injur"d mor" than
once, as in the case of V.P. Gavrilov , who was demobilized in 19'13 ufwr his second
injury, and in the case of the three-times-wounded N.A. Arlthangel'~kii, P.A. Kashinov,
and A.F. Antonov(testimony of V.P. Gavrilov, P.A. Kashinov, A.F. AnLonov, and N.A.
Arlthangel'skii in the survey).
195Testimony of M. M. Kozenkova-Pavlovll in the survey.
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when :lg:li n ours c:lme. From .I:lnuary 2, 1 once more started to
work in the school in the village in which my own mother lived
(just across the Volga); our house lprobably of the mother]
W,IS burned (the Germans set it afire) but our cow remained,
which ran illto the woods :lnd was saved, thus M:lm:l also
helped us to Iive. 196

;\Ithough il is true th~t a Im'ge part of the population of the

town of K:llinin was evaeuated, not everyone left town, whieh

explains the seemingly eontradietory :lnswers Evgeniia Stepanovna

Shirochenkova gavel9? She was barn in Tver', lived in KaliJÙn during

the war, :lnd is still living in the town today. When she was asked

what she did during the war, she answered that she worked (she gave

her profession :lS ractory weaver). But in reply to the next question,

if she lived in German occupied territory at sorne time duLing the

W:lr, she stated that she did not, "... and in 'l'ver' the German larmy]

was only for a short white.... ", perh:lps indieating that she tried ta

coneeal th:lt she resided in Kalinin at the time.

On the whole, it should he rememhered that arter the war it

was not appreciated if one had lived under Nazi occupation. Not only

W:lS the government highly suspicious of this, but even one's

neighbours might ostracize (or denounee!) one. ln the 'l'ver' of today

the war is orten a saered eow. 1 observed for myself in 1991 and

1992 that even now it is unwise ta declare that one has not always

heen on the right side of the front line. Nikolai Dmitrievieh Eliseev

W,IS in I<alinin in Oetoher 1941:

1 lived as a student for two rnonths on temporaLily
oeeupied territory, when the German [troops] took Kalinin. Our

196Testimon)' of M. J. Vcselovo in the survey.
197Testimony of E. S. Shirochenkovo in the survey.
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famil)' did not manage le, evacuate: the hridge over the Vol"a
" 0

wa$ aJready mined and they dit! not allow u~, '1 l'am il)' and '1

handcart with luggage, ta cross ta the other side of the river.
We returned home. German t:1nks came in sight in the direction
or Mig'llovo. 'Ne hoys, who still had no fear for Ihe occupiers,
went out into the streets. The German tank personnel gave us
chocolate. ln the area where the luzhnyi raion is today was a
civilian airfield. The Germans used it as 'il! airfield for their
planes. In our house a Germ'ln ofl'icer was billeted the pilol
Hans. And through the whole two-momh peliod of occupation
we lived under his guanlianship without l'ear and withol1t
brutalities. Once two soldiers, obviously Finns, tried la take
food l'rom us, but when they saw an ortïcer's l1niform in our
l'DOm they quickly c1eared out. In our 'Irea the Germans did not
commit acts of violence. It is true that 1 heal'd that they hung
the raikom secretary Sergeev. Saon our troops 1iherated
Kalinin. 198

Eliseev was then called up l'or the army in Fehruary 1942, and

was sent ta fight on the Kalinln front t99. Almost two years hller he

was wnunded in the head and treated l'or three months in a hospilal.

He returned ta the army in an engineer-sapper brigade 'It Ihe second

Belorussian l'l'ont, was wounded at the liberation of Warshaw, and

was in Lubeck at the time of the German capitulation. His 'Iclive

198Testimony of N.D. EHseev in the survey.
199Teslimony of N.D. EHseev in the survey. He udds that the war wus much more cruel
lIIld inhumnn than portrnyed for Il long while in books and films. OUling lhe fir.l lWO
wecks in Eastern l'russin in January 1945, the Soviet lroops followed the slogan" [)eulh
for denth, hlood for blood," part of an arder of the Suprenle Comllland issued llllhe lime
of the crossing of the German borders. "...everywherc we uFpeared. W~ did lerrible
things. Our tanks crushed Germllll curIs wilh refugees, the aUlobahns were a humllll
mash. They rnped Germllll women, IInd III lhe l'i,'st sign of resistance executed them ....
Ailer Il while, cleurly , ufler denunciations [think of tlte desperote HcLions of Lev Kopelev
Ils described in his Khronil' vecbno, Ann Arbor, Michiglln: Ardis, 19751. prolesls, u new
order wus issued, pushing the commanders in the opposite direction: 'D""lh for
mamuders. 1'0 behnve peacefully towards the civilian populution.' Then, it i. truc, lhey
alJowed packages te be sent home with confiscated property --ten kilograms of packuges
per manth. IL WHS allowed ta officers 10 take German uutomobiles for their personol use"
(Testimony of N.D. E1iseev in lhe survey). Eliseev is the only one who describes such
scenes of the hnndful of people in the survey who, os Soviet soldier., reoched Gennuny. Il
should be ndded, hawever, that Ihe re.pondents were not explicitly asked for detnil'l
about their army experience in Germany.



• service conlinued for anolher IWO years, when he was slationed in

"olaml, I.alvia, and I.ilhuania. In 1947 he was finally demohilized.

The lraumalic impression the war left Wilh people is also

nOliceahle in lhe lenglhy answers given 10 questions dealing with il

in the survey. The family of Aleksandr Vasil 'evich Zelenlsev

certai nly had an unforgellahle experience:

1 foughl near Stalingrad, and landed in such a mess thal
il seemed lhal 1 belonged 10 the number of killed, and lhey sent
my parents a message announcing my dealh. Still, al'ter
several months of hospital, 1 appeared at home, and all gave a
start and rejoiced. 200

Madia Vasil'evna Bakhtina, a kolkhoz worker, still considers

berself fortunale tbat her husband relurned from the front201 .

Nikolai Arsen'evich Arkhangel'skii said:

1 fought l'rom 1942 ulllii lhe end of the war, and finished
it in Ciermany as sergeant-major. 1 was three times wounded,
the last time in the head, the splinter is yet located in my
brain, which was discovered only three years ago. At the
beginning of the war, as a youngster, [ took it as being nol ail
that serious; but when in July 1941 the Germans started ta
bomb Udoml'ia, 1 sensed how horrible it was. 202

Nikolai l'etrovich Golubev (li), an MTS worker, fought

heroicaJly in the war:

ln Belorussia in 1941, 1 l'ell into captivity, f1ed, again
was captured. again t'led, reached the partisan.s and joined
battle in a partisan troop right up to the Iiberation of
Belorussia. ] was heavily wounded in the head and demobilized
in 1943. [ was decorated for participating in the pat'tisan
movement, and with the medal "For Bravery".

200TeSlimony of A.V. Zelentsev in the survey.
201Testimon)' of M. V. Bukhtinn in the survey.
202TeSlimon)' of N. V. Arkhangel'skii in the survey.
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... ln the forests. ot' course, it wasn't sugary. hut the local
inhahitants providect us with foodstuffs th:IL somehow pourt~c1

off l'rom the Germans. 203

Some people fell into German h:iIlds more permanelllly: in

contrast to the idea existing ~oday among sorne Soviet specialisls,

when they reachecl the LJSSR al'ter their liheration h)' Soviet or

A1Iied troops, they were not ail throWll illlo the GLJL:lg204.

Apparently. upon return, the NKYD did screen them (in the

jj"jlrill.!J";j;~. but let them return bome205. Nikolai Feduruvich

Alekseev, a kolkhoz bookkeeper, l'eflects:

From 1939 onwards 1 served in the :lrmy, i Il 1941 1 t'el 1
into captivity uneler Smolensk. 1 was liberated J'rom C:lptlVlty
in 1945 by the Americans, al'ter which 1 still served another
year in the army.
... Yes, 1 was in captivity in German)', was lransfelTed several
times, worked on the f'arms of landowners. The circumslances
were diffi cul t. 206

Later on, he said, answering a question ilS lo whether he ever

had experiences with the "organs":

It bappened that 1 had conlact with that system af'ter
liberation l'rom captivity, when they exposed me to a check.

203Testimony of N.P. Golubev (II) in the survey.
204This view is, for instance, represenled in the work of Nicholus nathall on tha futa of
the Russian POW's after World Wnr 11 (Nicholas Bethell, ~.-.1luit~n1;...Eo.rçible.

~palriation to Russia 1944-7, London: Andre Deutsch Ltd .. t974, p. 3 and p.22).
Bethell, of course, had no nccess to any Soviet material on the repatriates. Sec IV.3 for
documentary evidence of the discrimination between the repatriates applied by the NKVJ)

in the lil 'lrolsùil process.
205An exception is the case of AS. Lukovkin, who was wounded and cnptured by the Finns
in the Winler War. Upon his return ta the USSR in 1940, he was sentenced to five years
of lnbour camp. Arter his return to Kalinin in 1;)46, he \Vos never allowed ta resume his
old job of train driver, and had ta work as metal worker until his pension in 1966,
although he was rehabilitated in 1957 (testimony of A. S. Lukovk.in in the survey).
206Tcstimony of N.F. Aleksecv in the survey.
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Bul il wasn'l bad, il came lo nolhing with me, lhey did nol
drive me ;nto some kind of camp.207

Ilow much lhis was typical, and lhus would undermine lIelhell's

and olhers' idea lhat every Soviet POW ended up in camps artel'

relurn lo the homelancl, remains unclear, of course. Nevertheless,

hecause of lhe documenlary evidence and the fact that two more

responclenls were ex-I'OWs, who escaped German t;aplivity ancl

joined lhe partisans, il would be undeniable that the security organs

used a degree of discriminalion in the .Î.J'jlra[~·jj;'fos. Some were

allowecl to return home afler lhe German retreat and subsequent

interrogalion by the NKYD, and escaped arrest as lraitors to the

Motherland. 'l'he proportion of ex-POWs who c1id end up in Soviet

camps is dubious at besl: GoLubev (H) implied that one of his

coml'llde-in-arms served time in a camp as a result of tbe latter's

surrender to the Germans at the beginning of the war209. Therefore,

ostensihly, a subslanlial number were sentenced to camp terms upon

return.

Pelr Arsen'evich Kashinov, a carpenter and sometimes joiner,

foughl l'rom 1941 to 1945 in the Soviet army, and was wouncled

three limes. He leve1s a devastating criticism on the conduct of the

war by the arm y st.lff and oflï cers:

207Teslimony of N.F. A1ekseev in the survey. Agnin, in IV.3, documentary evidence is
dcscribed which corroborates Alckseev's point that not ail were dispatched to labour
camps as punishment for their "surrender" to the Germans.
20STesiimony of N.P. Golubev (1) Md N.P. Golubev (II) in the survey. Neverlheless,
there is ellough evidence to sugge~ that many of the former POWs were penalized (A.Z.
Yakscr, "Personal'nye dela chlenov KPSS kak istoricheskii istochnik," in:
OtcclIClStv.ellJllÙ1Li~orüa. 5, 1992, pp.91-104, p.98). Apparently, lhe Central
Committee and Sovmin took a resolution in 1956 that WllS intended to right .he wrongs
commilted 8fler lhe wnr 8gainsl the ex-POWs.
209Testimony of N. P. Golubev (II) in the survey.
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• This was not a war, but an extermination of the mU'ml
We went directl)' throllgh open fields ta smash a pi IIhox. Our
caver was the one front shield of the gun. In the heginning 111)'

hair stood on end. In the river Volkhov there was more soldiers'
blood than water. 2tO

The artificially created state of siege of the 1930s and the

real state of siege of the W3r had left the population of the lJSSR

and of the Kalinin oblast' just as exhausted as the events between

1914 and 1921 had enfeebled their parents' gener:ilion. In co l1lr:t st

ta Lenin, who decided ta introduce the NEI) in 1921, Stalin would not

embark on a course of political retreat in 1945. Apart from the

armed resistance in the Baltic and western Ukr.tine. opposition to

the renewed potitical and econom ic offensive or the post war

reconstruction of sociaJ ism hardly ell1 erged in the Soviet lJ nion. 'l'he

experience of the 1930s had brought bath countryside and cities ta

Ilee\. Its memory impelled people ta fulfill ta the best of their

abilities the extreme demands by the authorities al'ter 1945. The

n:frod refrained from voicing any expectations of more freedom in

public. They might have hoped for less interference by the I)arty and

state in their .lives, but restra.ined themselves fl'Om expressing this

desire, even in a most tentative way.

After 1945, personal freedom would be again minimized as

much as possible by the authorities. Every partner in conversation

could be an informer. What remained for some was hope for a better

future (socialist, Communist, or other), but the more sceptical ones

did not expect any improvement of their fate. 'l'hey adapted and tded

ta live as best as possible in the circumstances. Sorne people had

210Testimony of P.A. Koshinov in the 91Jrvey.
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joined the Communist IJal1y during the war, or would join the IJarty

aftt'r it, and grasping as mueh as possihle the privileges derived

frorn its rnernbership.

Sorne genuine Cornrnunist zealots rernained. Theil' nurnber was

eOlH.:eivahly reinforeecl hy those su.seeptible ta the wartirne

palriotism propagated by the aUlhorities, laking pride in the victory

of 1945. ()thers triecl ta exploit the seareities that resulted l'rom

the failing distribUlion system, whieh had been partieularly

prollouneed in lhe war years. Most, after fulfilling lheir daily work

norms, retreated lo the relative privaey of their homes ta enjoy the

little they had, whieh at .Ieast included peaee al'ter 1945.
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CHAPTER V: THE COMMUNI8TS

Later Stalinism (and Marxism) was a reasonably fair
approximation [of the Idea/(ypus of totalitarianism). Its
triumph consisted not simply in that virtually everything was
either falsified or suppressed --statistics. historical events,
CUITent events, names, maps, books (occasionally Lenin's
texts)-- but that the inhabitants of the country were trained
to know what is politically "correct." In the functionaries'
minds, the borderline between what is "correct" and ..hat is
"true," as we normally understand this, seems really ta have
become blurred; by repeating the same absurdities time and
again, they began ta believe or half-believe in them
themselves. The massive and profound corruption of the
language eventually produced people who were incapable of
perceiving their own mendacity.1

Totalitarianism involves a systematic effort to control
every aspect of social and intel1ectual life. Thus the Nazi
OJeicnschllltung. the top-down coordination of economy,
potitics, education, religion, culture, and family. Radical
control, control in detail: perhaps earlier rulers dreamed of
such a tbing, but it became technically feasible --this is one
of the central tbemes of 1984- only in tbe twentieth
century.2

V. î The Party's Point of View: Boitsov's Speecb

Tbe oblast' in its post-August 1944 borders was liberated by

Marcb 1943. Tberefore, in reality, the local period of postwar

reconstruction began at that point. Before tbe announcement of the

ILeszek Kolakowski, "Totalitllrianism and the Viltue of the Lie," Ù1: Irving Howe (ed.),
19111 Revjsited' Totalitgrjaojsm in Ogr CeD1UQ'. New York: Harper and Row, 1983,
pp. 122-135. p.129.
2Micbael Walzer, "On 'Failed Totalitllrianism', .. in: IUf'Reyjsjted ,pp.I03-121,
p.l06.
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Fourth Five Year l'lan in 1946, which would coordinate the

development of Lhe oolasL' economy more eXLensively within Lhat of

Lhe whole USSR, the SiXLh oblasL' Parly conference Look place in

.January 1945. JIere a description was given of the oblast's state of

affairs; Lasks were seL for Lhe future development of Lhe oblast', in

relation to both the ruin inflicted by the war and the further

"tri um ph" of socialism. Second secretary Vorontsov opened the

conference the evening of January 13, 1945, selling the tone:

ln appreeiating our work in the past period. Lhe oblast'
party conference needs to bring to Jight, on the basis of
c1etailed criticism, the large shortcomings in the labour of the
Party obkom and other oblast' organizations and ta show the
way to the elimination of these shortcomings.3

Il is surprising ta l'ind this Party boss sa criticaJ of the

provi neial organization. At'ter all, victory was assured in January

1945. The Party could have been solely portrayed as the successful

organizer of the defeat over the Nazis. [nstead, Vorontsov pointed

immediately at "shortcomings." The key to the understanding 01'

Vorontsov's unexpectecl criticism is the peculiar mentality forged

within the Party during the purges of the 1930s. '1'00 many Party

leaders had been accused of compJacency in the EzIToFsITcJrin:l, and

purged as a result. Vorontsov obviously tried to forestall such

accusations. The powerful memory of the Great 'l'error had not lost

much of its force.

ln sorne ways this conference was a moment of triumph for the

Iïrst J)arty secretary of the oblast', LI'. Boitsov, who, al'ter surviving

the purges in 1938, had become the unrivalled leader of the Party

• 3Pako, 147/3/2679, 1. 1.
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.. organization during the war. and a hero of the defense of the rot/inli

against the invaders4. He played a crucial role during and direetly

after the war. and is together with his successors Vorontsov.

Konovalov. and Kiselev certainly the most prominently present

person in the Party records up to 1953. Boitsov was a model of the

"young guard" who benefited from the slaughterhouse of the purges

of 1936-1938. In comparison. his tenure of the first secretaryship

of the Kalinin oblast' would be unusua11y long: his appointment in the

spring of 1938 would last until the end of 1946. He was promoted to

the position of first Party secretary of the Stavropol krai. a position

from which in recent times someone emerged. who became General
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4See for ellample. Ocberki, p.465. and Kali";" ob otg KPSS, p.285. Boitsov was fondly
remembered in the survey by A.A. Kondrasbov. wbo etToneously be1ieved that he had led
tbe Party from 1937 unti! 1947. togetber witb A.P. Starotorzbskü, wbo was tbought by
Kondrasbov to bave served in tbe same years as oblispolkom cbairman. Starotorzbskii,
bowever. ontY served tbis function from 1938 to 1944. Tbese two men became
apparently leading paragons for Kondrasbov. wbo wor.ked during the purges in Torzhok
as raion plenipotentiary for the People's Commissariat of Procurements. and as
raiispolkom secretary and chairman of Torzhok raion. Kondrasbov then fougbt in tbe
war. was wounded and demobilized in 1943. lifter which he became raiispolkom chair of
Sonkovo raion. In 1945. he was appointed chair of the gorispolkom of Kim!')'. and from
1947 to 1952 first gortom sectetary of the same town. Mer a brief speU in the obkom
apparatus in 1952-1953. he went to study by correspondence at tbe Higber Party
School under tbe Central Committee. He ended bis career in the Party in 1970 as obkom
secretary of the Kalinin oblast'. His career was quite a good one for someone who bad ooly
received sevell years of education lit a rural school betweell 1918 and 1925. and attended
subsequently a few yem of facto!"1 school. wbere be learned tbe trade of weaving. !.Il
1928. he becante assistant foreman in weaving production. and joined the Party at the
age of seventeen (testimony of A.A. Kondrasbov in tbe survey). KOlldrasbov's background
is llot much different from that of I.I. Tiaglov. who also completed a seven year scbool in
a rural area. attended the oblast' Party scbool from 1948 to 1950. and was et tbe
Higber Party School Ullder the Central Committee between 1955 and 1958. Tiaglov was
active at a similar leve1 of the Party bierarchy as Kondrasbov. Tiaglov wu from 1945
to 1948 secretary for cadres ill Salldovo raion. and from 1950 to 1955 second. and then
first. secretary of Krasnyi Kbolm raiOll. III 1962. be was eleeted USSR Supreme Soviet
delegate. Tiaglov sbowed the same appreciltion for Boitsov and one of his successors. V.I.
Kiselev (see be1ow) (testimoay of I.I. Tiaglov in the survey). Tiaglov's career l'as aided
by the f&et tbat be led the raion of Krasnyi Kholm. one of the Most successful raions with
respect ta agricultural production. Krasllyi Kholm raiOll received. for eltBmple. ill carly
1945 the order of the Red Banaer of the State Defense Committee for its successful
cOllduet of tbe 1944 harvest (pP 7669/J8.IlulI')' 1. 1945. p.l).



•

•

Secretary of the Central CommÏltee. He certainly demonstrated

slaying power comparee! to his successors: Yorontsov was ousted in

1949, Konovalov was made lO leave in 1951, and Kiselev had already

lel't the stage in early 1956.

'1'0 a degree, Boitsov's success was just plainly due to luck,in

1938 and agai n in 1941. In the first year when he became secretary.

the purges, that had consumed his two predecessors, started ta

abate. rn 1941, the Germans were unable ta conquer ail of Boitsov's

fief, where furthermol~e part of the first Soviet miHtary victory

took place. \-le probably recei ved some credit for this triumph. A

persanal description of his earliel" career given at the third oblast'

Parly conference has survived in the records:

1 was barn in 1896 in the former Guberniia of Vladimir,
in the Shuiskii district, in the vil1age of Chasevo. 1 lived there
until 1915 and worked at a factory. In 1915, 1 was in the old
army --rank and file--; after 1 was demobilized from the old
army, 1 worked at the railroads at the Fil'th division of the
October railroad, in the function of traindriver-helper. In
October 1918, f was taken into the Red Army, served in the
railroad armies --in the Fifteenth railroad company, later
batallion, later division, thus its name changed. In 1925, 1 was.
for reasons of age, demobilized, and 1 was in Leningrad at
party work; at the time of the Zinovievite opposition, 1 worked
as secretary of the party committee of the Finland division of
the Dctober railroad; in 1926 1 was transferred ta study in
the courses for pat·ty workers in Moscow, al'ter which 1 was
sent ta the disposaI of the Leningrad party obkom and assigned
to work as a raikom secretary not far l'rom Leningrad.

AI'ter that 1 worked as p;lrrkom secretary of the Engels'
works: in 1930 1 was sent ta the PKlin its Leningrad branch.
Until 1932 1 studied, al'ter which 1 was again taken into the
Red Army. Following that, 1 was sent ta the Academy as a
teacher. By a decision of the Central Committee in 1934, l was
directed to work as a party organizer. In 1937, l worked as a
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secretary of the comminee of the Pskov okrug. 1 have "et'n a
party member since Mareil 1919.

IVoice: were there any party penalties?1
1 never had any. 1 did not take part in the oppositions, took
part in the struggle with those people everywhere 1 haprened
ta work. Neither \Vas 1 in anti-party groups.5

This autobiography constitutes the makings of ;1 l'airly tyrical

career, similar ta that of his predecessor Mikhailov, who W;IS

actuaUy some years his junior. More than anything else, he lacked

the imagination to even consider joining the oppositions ag;iinst tht'

"general line, " to which he rel'erred in his presentation. Although

pOitraying himself as a worker, it can be assumed that he actually

came l'rom a peasant background, a member of the Iïrst genel'ation of

Russians who reseuled in towns and found employment as industrial

workers. [n any other country, he probably would have remained a

railroad worker for the rest of his life.

However that may he, Boitsov found himself on the centre

stage of the Kalinin O"last' in January 1945. He .had the honour to

read the potitical report on the oblast's state of al'fairs and its

Party and govemment duri ng the war, and the prospects for the

development and improvement of Iife in the province. In orcier ta give

an impression of this kind of account, typical for the reports given

in subsequent years, a critical résumé of his speech l'ollows. Many of

the problems touched upon in the speech would not be solved until

1953. Time and again the oblast' Party leadership returned to the

same kind 01', or even precisely the same, difl'jculties.

5Pako, 147/1/555, 1.2441245; PKI"-ands for Institute of Red Professors (sec
Kalioinskaia oblastnaja ,,' p. 447). The Academy meotioncd by Ooitsov was army
politicat (see: Kaliojnskaja oblastoaia"" p. 447).
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• As was usual with these speeches, after devoting minimal

praise l'or certain accomplishments al' individuals and organizations,

the greater part 01' it was taken up by reprovals. l3oitsov had learned

his lesson tao l'rom the !:'zOOFSJICOÙU1. His style is unimaginative and

repetitive, but although 80itsov certainly epitomized the colourless

apparatchik, his successors' speeches are in no way more

interesting6 .

Boitsov started out by criticizing construction labour in the

oblast', a sign of the priority it had in the Party's policy, still very

much focussed on the revival of the areas destroyed during the war?

'l'he major building organizations had not fulfil1ed their plan in 1944.

Boitsov admitted that there was a labour sholtage; yet the available

workers did not receive sul'I'icient training, nor were there decent

living conditions for them. This led to a l'luctuation of manpower.

The building industry was also hardly mechanized8. As always was

the case at Party conferences, obkom plenums, and sessions of the

obkomburo, the first secretary accused the Party gorkoms and

t'aikoms, and in this case the obkom itself as weil, of being

responsible for this situation9. These Party commiltees dic! not keep

a close enough eye on affairs. WlIen a certain shortcoming is

described in the documents of the archive, this accusation is

invariably hammered home again and again. In the above case, as a

result of the oversights in construction work, the housing situation

6This WIlS undoubledJy pl\I"tÎally due ta the emulation of the "seminary" style of Stalin,
liaI' "'IlS Ol'igillaiity a que1ity much appreciated by the higher leadership of the USSR.
?PlIko, 1471312679, 1.5.
8Which cames as no surprise because it had not been terribly mechanized in the 1930s
eilher (Depretto, "Construction workers ... ," pp. 192-194).
9Pako, 1471312679, 1.5.
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• was singled out as being particularly bad in the Proletarskii and

Novopromyshlennyi districts of the town of Kalinin, and in the town

of Bezhetsk.

In 1944, industry had performed satisfactorily on the whole,

inasmuch as it had fulfilled the state plan by 103.5%10. However,

some factories had not come up to scratch, the Most important of

which was the railroad-car construction factory (it had met the

production plan in 1944 by only 89.7%). The textile factory

"Voroshilov," as well as the paper and window-glass industry, were

mentioned as other poor examplesll . Boitsov was not satisfjed with

the explanation of the direction of the railroad-car factol'}' that it

was all due to the lack of raw material; after ail, the factory had

lest in ten months of 1944 a total value of 1,313,000 rubles to

wastage. Stoppages of the production process had reached 23,000

man-hours at the factory during this period.

The industrial plan had not been fulfilled for a whole range of

products, especially consumer goods: steel castings, ceramics for

electrical stoves, blackboard chalk for schools, tailoring chaUt,

soap, furniture, and so onl2.

The situation with labour productivity was unsatisfactory:

technology was not skillfully implemented, and the labour force was

not efficiently distributed within the production process l3. ln
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IOIbid., 1.5.
Illbid., 1.50b.
t2lbid., 1.500.
t3lbid., 11.500.16. Voznesenslty aoticed after the war that the the labour produetivity ia
the war in the telltile, light, and foodstuff industries had f"len as a result of
interruptions in the supply of eleetticity, fuel, and raw materials of the faetories
(VozaeseasJtii, p.114).
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particular, th~ t~xtil~ industry had not m~t lhe planning larg~ls, not

jusl :n 1944, hut also in th~ two previous years, even lhough lhe

plans had b~~n signilïcanLly lowered in comparison with Lhe pr~w,lr

l~veIs14. lIer~, as weil as in other branches such as lhe food

industry, machinery repairs were not done on Lime 15 . Boitsov sLated

lhal stoppages surpassing the planned norms happened in almost ail

branches of industry. Shortages of qualified people and problems

resulting l'rom lhe shoddy organizalion of labour were perceived by

BoilSOV lCl be additional causes for low labour productivity:

During the war our induslry trained tens of thousands of
workers, female labour became numerically predominant in
many of our branches of industry. yet we do not have
enough people. 16

l'lut of the problem stemmed l'rom the unsteadiness of the

work fot·ce1? ln 1944, for example, in the textile factor)'

"I)rolelarka," 669 people were hired and 477 lefl; in the rubber-sole

factory, 514 were taken on, while 351 left18 . The lack of housing and

other primary necessities was a major cause of this rapid lumover

of workers.

14The post-19'15 situation of this brunch of industry would not be much better(see V.2
und VIII. 1).
15Pnko, 1'17/3/2679, 1.6.
16Ibid., 1.6.
l?lbid., 1.6.
18For u description of this problem in the 19305, see Rittersporn, pp.33/34. It is
I1l1hur sU'1,rising to cncounlur this problem, since in 1940 labour laws had been
inlroduced tbat made it mucb more difficult to change jobs (Helier, Nekrich, p.32I). As
in tlte case of the exodus of the kolkhozniks l'rom the countryside --aIthough it was
'"\Ipposedly almost impossible to leave the kolkhuz and receive a temporary work permit
01' u passport (sec bclow)-- Ü seems that, in practice, it was not ail tbat difficult for
industriul workers to chnnge employers either.
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'l'he quality of some industrial output was too orten

deficient19 . Still, m.IJ1Y Cactories did not surtïciently economize ln

their production process.

The socialist emulation movement had heen joined on .1 large

scale: in textile and Iight industry, 92.3 % of the workers

palticipated20 . But the trade unions did not propagate ,Ind stimuhtte

advanced methods of production rrequently enough.

ln order to hetter performance, Boitsov cane! uded this section

on the situation of industry by recommending the emulation of the

decisions of the 6ighteenth Ali-Union l'arty Conference and Stalin's

wartime speeches. Boitsov attempted ta rectiry matters in industr)'

by demanding better organization and discipline, hecause that was

the only recourse available at the time ta the Kalinin l'arty

organization and the provincial government. He indicated .treas

where he haped, by way of a more efficient organizatian, conditions

could imprave even with the Iimited disposable meltns. 'l'he war was

still being waged, and the state was unable and unwilling ta invesl

any significant manies in the provincial indusI!'Y. 'l'he l'any leaders

and the induslrial managers were thus admonished la rely on their

own strength in arder ta raise or maintain produclion levels.

ACter the outline of the prewar situation of agriculture,

Boitsov proceeded ta describe the havoc caused by Ihe wal.21. The

first secretary was satisfied with the fact that the kollchozniks'

19Pako, 147/3/2679, 1.6ob.
20Ibid., 1.6ob./7.
21 Ibid., l. 7ob. Cf. In III.l Boitsov's description of agriculture before the war has becn
recounted; sorne of Boilsov's slulemenl.s on the extent of the war damage have h'Cn
lII1IÛysed in Chapter IV.
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failh in the superiority of lhe kolkhoz organizalion had not been

sh:.lken by Nazi propaganda. Immediatel}' al'ter liberation, the

kolkhozniks, MTS, and sovkhoz workers, under the lead of lhe Parly,

began to resurrect lhe destroyed farms. Of course, the spe~ch's

stre,s was here on lhe Party's leadership in this process. However

high or low the enlhusiasm of the population may have been, BoiLsov

c1aimed lhal, in .January 1945, already 3,300 kolkhozy, forly-three

MTS, twenty-eight MTM, and eight sovkhozy had been revived. He did

nol mention whether lhese collective farrns were in fact funclioning

satisfactorily, which leads one to suspect that this impressive

number was one Potemkin had a hand in.

'l'he kolkhozniks of the unoccupied eastern raions had given

large support to their brethren in the west, sending 3,200

construction workers and 1,500 carters to help out22• 139,000

people had moved l'rom buts (zem/ù/DJa) to new house~3. In 1944,

the sown area in the liberated raions only amounted lo 57.5% of tbe

prewar leve!. In the earlier Iiberated t'<lions (Le. in Decembel' 1941)

of Zavidovo, Turginovo, Emel 'ianovo, Mednoe, and Kalinin, only briefly

and often not completely occupied, the sown area had reached the

prewar levels24 . In these districts, too, the 1ivestock numbers had

3uained the pre-1941 level by November 1944, with the exception

of the Ernel 'ianovo raien. In January 1945, in the previously eccupied

22Pako, 147/3/2679, 1.8.

23The term "house" (tlon1) hore is perhap. misleading, because the raikom secretary of
Rzhev mion, Fochenkov, described these constructions in July 1953 as buUt l'rom old
army dugout., old roilroad .Ieepers, aad collapsed farm houses (Pako, 147151662, 1.
69). Even these had not been tept up between 1945 IUld 1953, because Rzhev raioa had
no foresls. lllld therefore no wood had been avaUable for the repair of the bouse•.
24Pako. 147/3/2679, 1. 8/80b.
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• area of the oblast', taken together, strong horned caule was at

86.4%, sheep and goats were at 86.8%, and hogs were aL 59.2% of the

1940 level. Boitsov mentioned as the most important problems

plaguing agriculture in the liberated districts a lack of inventory

and machinery, the housing situation of certain kolkhozniks who

were still living in huts, the lack of draughtpower, the slipshod

organization of labour, the greatly neglected cultivation of land and

consequently low harvest results, and finally the creeping progress

of communal building construction.

Then Boitsov launched into a more detailed description of

agriculture as a whole, specifically focussing on the unoccupied

eastern part2S• The sown area of the oblast' in its post-l944 borders

was 1,098,000 hectares. The thirty-one raions that did not undergo

occupation sowed 830,000 hectares in 1944, or 6% more than in

1940; 2% more grain crops were sown, 41 % more potatoes, and 60%

more vegetables, while the area sown with flax remained at the

1940 level. Per hectare the harvest of cereals and flax surpassed the

1940 level, while potatoes only reached 80% of that level. The

average yield of grain crops in 1944 was 12.2 tsentoer [100

kilograms] per hectare, of flax 3.8 t.fentoer, and of potatoes 121

tsentner.

3 1 1
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These numbers are rather suspect if compared to a report on

the state of agriculture in the early 19505. In tbis report it was

noted that in no year from 1947 to 1952 had the harvest result been

higher than 9.4 tsentoer of cereal crops per hectare, and of potatoes

2SIbid.. 1. 8ob. ff.
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per hectare never more than 108.1 Isenlner 26 . The grain yield is

also remarkably high if we compare to the average grain yields for

the whol.e UggR in the years between 1933 and 1937, which was 7.1

/.}"eJll!Jer per hectare, while for 1949 ta 1953 it reached 7.7 rsentnl"r

pel' hectare27. What are the explanations for this?

First, the wartime agricultural production was higher because

of the relatively relaxed poticy towards private farmin.!!, which

might have lee! to better results. Second, Boitsov used the method of

measuring the crop "standing in the field," as was common under

gtalin, and the 1953 report ouly counted the actual collected

harvest28 . Third, because of the lack of incentive and workfo1Jc,

combined with bad weather or sail exhaustion, agriculture in the

oblast on the whole was performing worse after the war than during

il29 .

Laslly, however, it is possible that Boitsov deliberately

exaggerated the yield per hectare in his speech, in arder ta urge the

c1elegates to have the oblast' produce at least similar yields in

future years. Because many of the conference delegates were leaders

of the rural ntions --Party secretaries, raiispolkom chairs-- and

therefore responsible for theh' territory's agricultural results.

26Pwm, 147151906, 1. 9; sec Table 16. The numbcrs for 1943 for cerews, f1ax, and
l'0totoes were even better; Boitsov added that in 1940 the average yield of grain per
hectare had bœa 11.8 tst'AIl1<'1'in the oblast', of f1ax 3.1 tst'nfA<'I'. and of pototoes 160
tSt'dtAt'r (l'oko, 1471312679, 1.80b.).
27Heller, Nemch, p. 472.
28For Lbis inflated way of measuring the harvest crol', see SoveL.ka;. derev";a,
1'1'.232-236.
29A1thougb most of Lbe pollllO production came ftom lhe personat plot of the kolkhoznik!
(see e.g. Soyetskllia dereynia" .• p. SI) ln 1940, 65'16 of the potataes were grown on the
privote plots, in 1945 even 7596.
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Boitsov might have decided that it would be a wise move to convince

them that these crop-yield levels .had been reached even during the

difficult years 1943 and 1944. 'l'hese kinds of tactics of BoilSOV

would resemble those wielded by the Party and government in

Moscow. when setting astronomical production largels in the Five

Year Plans for the whole of the USSR.

'l'he most consistent and best resulls ln agricullure were

attained in the raions of Krasnyi Kholm. Bezhelsk, Kashin, Sonkovo.

and Sandova30 . Subsequently Boitsov analysed one of the advanced

k01khozy, and the reasons for ils success31 . UnfOftUnalely, lhere

were still many kolkhozy and even complete raions thal produced

mediocre harvest resu1ts. Boitsov thought that the pl'Îmal)' cause

was to be found in violations of the elementary rules of agro

technology, of which the failure to introduce lhe proper crop

rotation was the most g1aring. The harvests were small in the

majority of the sovkhozy, in the collective farms in the liberated

rai ons, and in the Firovo, Lesnoe, Novokarel'. Spirovo, and Kozlovo

raions. More than seven hundred kolkhozy in the oblast' remained

"backward," around 10% of the total number. The average reaping of

cereal crops at these collective farms did not surpass 600 to 700

kilograms per hectare.

Boitsov went on to argue for the system of using smalt

brigades or links (the zven 'û, ) in Iïeldwork, not only for f1ax

cultivation --they had dealt with Bl % of the flax production in

30Pako, 147/3/2679. 1.80b.
31Ibid.• 1. 9. Compare to VIII.3, where a similarly successfuUy operating collcetiv" Carm
is described.
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• 1944--, but also for grain cultivation. The ZVet1 'ia had cultivated

24% of the sown area for grain and of 44% for potatoes. Later, in

1950, these smaU brigades would be deemed inefficient for Most

farming by' the central leadership of the USSR32. ACter this change of

heart. they would only be preserved in flu cultivation and vegetable

growing. The zven'in seemed to have been most adept in cases where

intensive manual labour was needed. Especially during the war. with

little agricultural machinery av:.ûlable, this system was apparently

quite useful.

However, Boitsov added somewhat enigmatically, many of the

ZVet1 ïa , formed in springtime. dissolved during the agricultural

season33. The first obkom secretary did not explain what happened to

the members of these links, and who took care of agricultural

production in their absence. The kolkhozniks probably gathered the

harvest individually, a task not done all that badly. if the harvest

yields given by Boitsov earlier in his speech are to be believed.

The MTS, that numbered ninety in all in January 1945, often did

not fulfiU aU their duties ordained by the plans34. Machines were not

repaired Cln time before spring sowing. the cadres were inadequately

trained, labour suffered from inept organization, and insufficient

leadership by the Party prevailed as much as in other areas. The

complaints about the MTS were similar ta those voiced before the

war. Boitsov's remarks were very brief on the sovkhozy, a rel1ection

of their insignificant raie in the oblast's economy. Their livestock
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33Pa1l:o. 147/312679. 1.9.
34Ibid.. 1.90b.
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production had prospered in 1944, but their grain h"rvests amounted

ta a pittance.

Surprisingly. I:loitsov slaled that there was more Iivestock in

the oblasl' than before the war35. He proudly added that the oblasl'

took fi l'st place in animal husbandry among the ct'ntrally 10cated

oblasts of the RSFSR. A table was added la the written Iranscript of

his speech ta prove his point36 .

Aparl from that positive news. other uplifting results were

reeLed off about the milk production l'rom dairy cows. Already within

eleven months of 1944. 98.2% of lhe annua! plan had been met; the

average yieLd pel' cow was 1,080 litres, white the plan had aimed al

1.100 litres for the full year37 . These results are quile sIri king

compared ta the later livestock results of the oblast'. They stand OUI

brightly against the sombre background of continuous grumblings

about the performance of animal husbandry of subsequent years. In

1949, the highesl anJlual average milking pel' cow was reached for

the years untiL L953: 1, L40 litres for lhe entire oblasl'38. ln 1947,

1950, and L95L, the average yield pel' cow would be less lhan 1,000

litres, and only in 1948 and 1949 were the 1,100 litres surpassed.

Once mOl'e the faet was quintessential that the kolkbozniks enjoyed

more l'reedom in their activities during the war, because mueh of tht!

mitk originatecl l'rom their private cattle. Nevertheless, the same

reasons undermining our failh in the figures on crop yields may

apply here tao.

35Ibid., 1. 90b. CC.
36Ibid., 1. 10: see Table 19.
37Pako, 147/3/2679. 1.10.
38Pako, 147/1/906, 1.9.
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• Ostensibly, more cows were in the kolkhozniks' private

possession in January 1945 than before the war39. Whereas before

the war 21 % of the kolkhozniks did not personally own a cow, in

1945 only nine in every hundred households had to do without one.

However, Boitsov's argument is only correct if one calculates the

relative distribution of personal cows among the kolkhozniks, since

in absolute numbers on January l, 1946, there were fewer cows for

personal use in the oblast' than iJl January 19414°. There were in

fact far fewer pigs and sheep, too, the absolute number of goats

alone being on the rise. The latter trend continued until at least

195641 . Once more, the total number of strong-horned cattle, sheep,

and goats iJl 1941. 1946, or even 1956 in public and private herds

combined feU far short of the numbers for these animals in 192842 .

Although one would expect Boitsov to relish such reasonable

results, the fact that Many sucklings died disturbed him: 11.7% of

calves, 24% of lambs, and 9.4% of piglets had perished in 194443.

This would remain a contiJluous problem in the subsequent years. On

top of that, in some raions (those of Molokovo, Lesnoe, OviJlishche,

Brusovo, Bologoe, and Maksatikha). the annual milk production per
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39Pako. 147/3/2679. 1.10.
40see Table 18. A comparison between Table 17 and Table 19 shows that Boitsov's
statemeat is untrue. On January 1. 1941 the total number of cows in the oblast' was
342.500. and the number of cows that were pm of the socia1ized herds of the kolkhozy
amouDted to 137.200. Thus the kolkhozoiks possessed for persooal use 205.300 cows.
On January 1. 1945 the total number fOl' the oblast' was 266.600 cows and the
kolkhoz)' had 88,900 of those. Therefore, in Janulll')' 1945, the kolkhozoiks had
177.700 cows.
41See Table 18 01' NatpdAoe KbpZiajsryp, p."".
42See Table 17 or compare Altrichter, Tabelle X. p.209 to Narodope KbpZioj.tvo. p."".
ln 1916 in the Tver' guberoiia there was a total of 714,700 heads of strong horned
cattle. i.e. more than in either 1941, 1946. or 1956.
43Pako. 147/3/2679, 1.10.



• cow did not surpass more than 700 ta 800 litres. Boitsov would have

been more satisfied if he had known that in 1947 and 1951 the

average for the whole oblast' would be less than 900 litres per

cow44. These two phenomena were allegedly caused by irresponsible

tending of livestock, execrable organization, and faulty

remuneration of labour at the anima! farms4s. Afraid of having been

too complimentary, Boitsov further deplored the very minima!

development of fowl production, rabbit farming, and beekeeping.

The worst sector of anima! husbandry was horse breeding.

Annually the number of horses in the oblast' decreased, as too few

foals were born and many horses perished. In 1944 the number of

horses fell by 6%.

In fact, from collectivization onwards, the number of horses

would never again come close ta the level of 1928. Although in 1941

there were more than twice as Many horses as in 1946, the drop

between 1928 and 1941 had been just as dramatic: in 1928, there

were 480,000 horses in tbe Tver' gubernüa; in 1941, 230,800; in

1946, 101,500; and in 1956, 123,SOQ'lG. However, by 1956 the

reliance on horses fOl' draugbt power would bave become less

pressing for the collective farms, since by that time a large number

of tractors had finally appeared in tbe countryside.
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44Pako. 147/5/906, 1.9. In 1971 the average milk production of one dairy cow in the
USSR was 2,110 litres, half as much as that of a cow in the United States (Kedllay,
Table Il, p.252).
4Spako, 147/3/2679, 1.10 ff.
46See Altricher, Tabelle X, p.209. Narodgoe KbozjBj!ilyp, p.44. Even in 1916 there
were far more horses (347,100) in the guberniia than in Soviet times in the oblast'
that succeeded the guberniia.
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Al this point of his speech BaiLSav sing!ed out a group of

raians which were perfarming paarly with respect ta breeding and

caring for harses: thase of Udaml'ia, Rameshki, Kushalino, Firovo.

Likhos!av!', and sorne unmentianed ather ones41 . His address creates

the impression that it was designed so that no district wauld fee!

complacenl with its ecanamic performance. Lack of persona!

responsibility (ohezlic1JK;t), and barbaraus attitudes tawards the

horses were cÎLed as the main causes of the fall in number of hal:ses.

Raikoms and raiispalkoms were not taking measures to combat these

shortcomings.

Finally, perhaps samewhat surprisingly, the ablast' had been

able ta discharge completely ils procurement obligations assigned

hy the state for ail areas of crop and livestock production l'rom 1941

to 194548 . In 1943 and 1944, even more than the required amounts of

cereals and potatoes had been delivered. Curiously enough. during the

war years the ob!ast' had delivered, according to its Cirst secretary,

more grain on average to the state than in 1940. One reason for the

fu!l'illment of the delivery of the agricultural produce quotas was

undoubtedly the fact that the state procurements were assessed at a

much 10wer level during the war than before or al'ter it.

In conclusion Boitsov reminded his audience that the successes

recounted shauld not averly inspire smugness:

Comrade Stalin continuously warns us against the danger
of complacency, which unavoidabJy leads ta showing off, ta the

41Pllko, 147/3/2679, I.IOob .
481bid., 1. IOob.
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enfeebling of our work, and to the coming ap.ut of successfully
started warle. 49

The ablast' already had shown same signs of a self-satislïed

attitude as it came in second place in the second round of the Ali··

Soviet socialist competition --presumably in agriculture··, while it

had won the blue (red) ribbon in the lïrst round. The oblast' Party

organization was obliged to straighten out the failings in farming.

Boitsov subsequently paid tip service ta the wartime

achievements of the soviets, the official government50 . However, the

mass-organizational work of the soviets at ail levels remained

unsatisfactory. He discussed the oblast' budgetary plans of the

1941-1944 years, which on the whole, except for 1941, had been

realized. The oblast' plan for ils budgetary income had been full'illed

in the years 1942-1944, and there had been less spent than the plan

called for. These savillgs on expenditure had been transferred to the

Union budget. In 1943 the oblast' had received fewer donations from

the AU-Union budget than in 1942: 48% of the oblast' income came

from internaI sources, white in 1942 they merely contributed 22%51.

This il1ustrates the low level of state investment in the wartime

oblast' economy. The preliminary results of the 1944 budget --for

nine months of 1944-- had been below expectations because of a

revenue decrease from the trade organizations, suburban sovkhozy,

economic organizations in agticulture, and l'rom the communal

housing sector in the ob last'.

49Ibid., 1.1 Oob.
50Ibid., 1.11.
51Fainsod notes that in 1951 the central government hlUldled almoS! 80% of the totll1
budget (Fainsod, How " p.342).
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The subscription to slate loans developed poorly. These stale

loans were an extra bUl'den on the meagre incomes of the oblast'

population. fn May 1945, a new state loan would be written for the

recovery and development of the USSR's economy52. The subscription

went weil in most urban areas, where the target of tbe loan was

quickly reached. However, in certain rural areas the new Joan

received a less than enlhusiaslic welcome. By May 6, the plan for the

subscription was fulfiJ1ed for 97.9% by workers and employees, but

only for 74% by the kolkhozniks. In the Ostashkov, Molokovo, Lesnoe,

and Kesova Oora raions, the height of the loan subscriptions

exceeded the "available means" of the population. Peat diggers

refused to subscribe, as they had HOt been provided with work

clothes, consumer goods, and decent nourishment. Nevertheless,

virlually every bousehold in the obJast' held obligations of state

loans after the war53.

ln the final analysis, budgetary motives were of a Jow priority

in the local implementation of the Party's policy by the oblast' Party

organization. The obkom, the rai- and gorkoms, and the soviet'

ispolkoms at the different levels of the government administration

had to operate within the tiroits of the financial and economic plans

set by the centre in Moscow. They only in1'1uenced decisions on

52Pnko, 147/4163, Il.133-134; Janet G. Chapman argues convincingly that this
compulsor)' pW'chasing of goverwuent bonds in faet functioned as an additional tax
(JWI"t G. Chupmwl, Reul Wuges in Soviet Ryss;s Since 1228, Cambridge, Moss.: Harvard
U. P., 1963, p.116). They sdded around 509/; to the total amount of taxes paid b)' Soviet
households in 1944, 1948, and 1952 (Charman, p.119). Every year aCter the war, the
sute "borrowed" money in this way from the Soviet citizens (see Zelenin,
Obshehesrrenno • Tablitsy 14 ilS, pp.220/22 1). Only in 1958 was the practice
discontinued (ibid., p.222).
53IUokoot t\gilJltllru, Kalinin: "Prolctarsknin Prnvda," 1948, NosA and 5, p.6S: in
1945 there were 508,000 obligationholders, in 1947 more than 570,000.
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• distributing the limited funds within the local economy, funds which

had been allocated to the oblast' by the centre, or which the oblast'

government had been allowed to retain. Witb tbis money. the oblast'

government had to execute public works, build houses, operate the

educational and health-care systems, and so on.

The means were probably always far too limited, as the

tediously difficult and drawn-out resurrection of Rzhev shows. The

first economic priority centred on meeting the production plans. The

oblispolkom was left with very meagre funds to spend on public

housing, healthcare, culture, and so on. The records reveal a

continuous calI ta economize, to manage with the means available.

One infers that at no point in this period enough money was left to

improve municipal services and living conditions of the population in

any meaningful way. That, as we know, was indeed not something

about which Stalin and his clique unduly worried. For the average

citizen, there always seemed ta be only duties, and hardly rights,

especially in an area with the economic make-up of the Kalinin

oblast'. AlI meaas, even after the war, were dedicated to the

maintenance and improvement of the country's defense, a result of

the leadership's paranoid fear of foreign interventionS4. Largely

agrarian, Kalinin oblast' with an industry mainly auxiliary in

character (Le. the production of consumers' goods), did not play a

major role in the leadership's plans for the development of Soviet

defense. The oblast' seemed ta have been assigned the task ta
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• produce as much as possible for as little as possible ln its

contribution to the large armaments' industry.

An illustration of the exceptional sacrifices of the oblast'

inhabitants in an economic sense were Boitsov's numbers on what he

called the toilers' "voluntary" contributions toward the war effort in

World War lIss. More than 900 million rubles. in the form of loans,

had been donated by the citizens to the state for the deployment of a

tank column and similar defensive expenses. Apart from this,

seventy-eight million rubles of obligations to the defense fund had

been bought. and in four lotteries 143 million had been collected.

These numbers were quite significant. as is clear when compared to

the oblast's total budgetary income in 1942 (289.6 million rubles) or

1943 (304.1 million rubles)S6. It is no wonder that complaints were

often uttered in the survey about these "voluntary" loans, siphoning

off the last little extra that people had eamedS7.

Boitsov proceeded with his speech by describing the

resurrection of the school network and cultural-educational

institutionsS8. Although the results of the resuscitation of primary

schools. village reading rooms, schools of workers' youth, and

schools of rural youth were significant. he lamented children's high

truancy. Apparently, in the eastern raion of Krasnyi Kholm. Many

army conscripts were semiliterate, and there was a disturbingly
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SSPlIko, 147/3/2679. 1.1 lob.
S6Ibid.• 1.11.
S7Even G.V. Lubov, who is still loday an unreformed Communist. noticed lb. he and bis
family, lIitbough urban dwellers. complllÎ1led about lbe height of the stlUe loans
(testimony of G. V. Lubov in lbe survey). In VI.2 some more will be said about the StlUe
10lIlIS and their "voluntary" quality.
S8Pato. 147/3/2679. I.llob.ff.



• aeute level of juvenile c1elinqueney. Orphan,lges in the obhlst' hall

mushroomed l'rom twenty-eight in 1940 to sixtY six in eart)' 1945;

at the time 5,640 ehildren were re,lred in these. SOl1le cultural

institutions, such as one of the prewar drama theatres, the puppet

theatre, the philharmonie orchestra, and the music,1I school ln

K~llinin, ancl the drama theatres of Kimry and Vyshnii Volochek, h:1I1

ail been revived by January 1945. However, the oblast' c1ral1la theatre

still had not been restored. Amateur art, on the other 11<111 cl , was

supposedly flourishi ng.

Epidemies had been quiekly eradieated in the ohlast' al'ter the

German retreat59 . In January 1945, 189 permanent dayeares, six

clinics for ehildbinh, sixty-one consultation points for pregnant

women, and twenty-nine l1lilk kitehens existed in the ohlast'. There

were more fooel canteens in 1944 than in 1940, and forlytwo

special children canteens were operaling, where Illore th an 24,000

children were taking their meals60.

'l'he oblast' retail network operated inadeq uately: m:lny

neeessities were not offered ta the consumers61. Iloitsov mentioned

among other things an absence of pats and iron hardware. Ile

eomplained that these shortages were unnecessary, inasmuch as lite

raw materials for sueh products were to be found in the oblast'. 'l'he

elllerprises of local industry were being bl:uned for these sC:lrcities.

Bere the decline of lhe cottage industries wauld make itself felt62 .

Boitsov, obviausly, was nat prepared ta criticize the central

•
59 Ibid., 1.12; compare to VlI.2.
60 Ibid., 1. 120b.
61Ibid.• 1.120b.
62See Il.2.



•

•

gowrnll1enL'.~ decrees aL the end of the 1930s thaL had prohibiLed Lhe

l:olkho7.niks' ell1ploymenL in nonagriculLural Lnldes.

Local industry would l'ail La provide the oblast' popula':iun with

the consumer goods in demand during the postwar period. The

ubiquiLous 4ueues associated with shopping in the former Soviet

lInion were a widespread phenomenon in Lhe 1945-1953 pel'iod as

wdl, if the Kalinin oblast' can serve as an example.

BoiLsov demanded that the quality and quantity of consumer

goods amelior:ue, and urged the opening of more repair shops for the

1.0 ilers63. The efficiency of internai distribution failed to improve

during 1945. At the end of 1945 in Vyshnii Volochek, Bezhetsk,

K'lliazin, Kimry, Likhoslavl', and Bologoe, bread would not be

available for six ta eighL days, because of the absence of fuel for

bread factories and balceries-64. In severa! rural raions, most of

which had suffered occupation, the t'Iour mills languished, and grain

was sold directly ta customers.

From this point onwards in his speech, Boitsov concerned

himself wiLh the Komsomol and Party proper65. In the war years, the

Komsomol membership had fallen l'rom 138,135 to 51,928 on

OCLober 1, 1944, 63% of whom were young women. The first

secrt!lary of the Kalinin oblast' Party organization explained this as

the result of the Red Army mobilizations and the evacuation of

sections of the population before the German occupation. He did not

rel'er ta the loss of territory ta the Velikie Lulci oblast', which

63)'uko, 147/312679, 1.12ob.
64puko, 147/4/390. 1.4.
65('uko. 147/312679, 1.14.
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• erroneously was thought to have been subtracted from these

numbers66. Party members and candidates were extremely scarce ln

the Komsomol: only 1,297 in all had been counted. 3,372 Komsomols

were employed in functions of authority. In the countryside, 188

worked as chairs, and 469 as secretaries of rural soviets, 241 as

kolkhoz directors, 191 as heads of Iivestock sectors of collective

farms, and 515 managed village reading rooms.

During the war, 60 "1)0 Komsomols had filled the places left

open in industry by their comrades who had departed for the front67.

Zven 'ill of YO\lth working for a large harvest and female-youth

tractor brigades had been formed. Political-educational work,

however. was conducted at an insufficiently serious level: as

Boitsov remarked,

That explains to a large extent why a significant part of
the Komsomols remained behind on territory occupied by the
Germans. 846 Komsomols have been excluded from the league
for direct relations with the enemy.68

A lot of Komsomols only formally pursued the required

political education69. In Kimry rcÙon, not occupied during the war,

more than two hundred kolkhozy were bereft of a Komsomol

organization, and two of the raion Komsomol leadership were not

even members of the Komsomol70. A similar situation prevailed in

several other raions.
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66See IV.2.
67Ibid., 1. 14ff. Some of them had been apparently dispalched ta the front when their tum
came, because the number of Komsomols in November 1944 was below 52,000.
681bid., 1.1400.
69Ibid., 1.1400.
701n other words, hlU'dly AnY kolkhoz in this raion had a Komsomol cell, because 00 July
l, 1946, 230 collective farms would be counted here (see Table 13).
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ln general, BoilSOV was salisfied with the way in which the

Party organizations in the oblast' had coped with the evacuation, the

creation of a parlisan movernenl, and the resurreclion and l'ulther

developmenl of the economy?1. In the war years, 23,364

Cornmunists, or 43% of the totaL amount of Party members and

candidates, had served in the Red Army?2. MeanwhiLe 8,807

Communists had.,,~eft il! conl!ection with the evacuation, and 3,870

members and candidates had been transferred ta the newLy created

Velikie Luki and I·slcov oblasts. Through a11 this, the membership had

dwindled by 44% on November l, 1944: on January L, 1940, there

were 50,277 mernbers and candidates, and on November 1, 1944, only

27,98773 .

'l'he social composition of the Communists had significantly

transformed. In early 1940, 40.8% of the members had been defined

as industrial workers, but on January l, 1944, 29.5% were workers,

white in the same period the number of emp10yees in the Party had

riSl:'1! proportionaJJy from 37.1% ta 53.1 %74. The number of peasant

7lPako, 147/3/2679, l.15.
?2When refen'jng ta "Communists" in the records of the Party's archive, the speaker
wl'Ïter always meant full memhers and candidates comhined.
73The numher given for January l, 1945, hy an official Soviet source is 28,667 (see
Tahle 35).
74This confirms Ihe evidence from olher sources that the positive discrimination with
respect to entry ioto the Communist Parly of blue-<:ollar workers came to an end
toward. the end of the 1930. (see, for example, Hans-Henning Schroder, "Upward
Social Mobility and Mos. Repre.sion: The Communist Party and Soviet Society in the
Thirtics," pp.157-183, in: N. Lampert, G.T. Rittersporn(eds.), Slalinj.m· lU Nature
~y.s in Honour or Mo"he Lewin, London: MacMillan, 1992, pp. 178
IBO). Nevertheless, the postwar Party leadership of the Kalinin oblast' .eemed to
romain always concerned with the .ize of the workers' conlingent among the Party's
membership. Another factor was of influence on the drop of the proportion of faetory
workers: most of them had been recruited inta the Red Army, while hardly any of the
women who took their place at the work benches was Communist. Women, in general,
a1ways formed a small proportion among the Party's membership (compare ta VIl1.5).
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• Communists had decreased from 22. 1% to 17.4% Focussing only on

the drop in workers' membership, Boitsov mentioned three causes

for the decrease: army conscription, the faU in industry's share of

production in the oblast' economy. and the weak growth of Party

membership among the workers7S.

The composition of the Party's membership appeared to shift

towards more gender equality and ta a better educational leveF6.

Boitsov noticed a slight increase in the Communists' degree of

schooling77. However, the absolute number of people with more

education than merely primary --which at this time still meant the

four-year curriculum-- did not exactly boom in the previous period

(11,391 in 1944. 13.072 in 1940). The low educational level within

Party ranks was a reflection of the social situation in genera1: on

the average in the 1930s --and this seems a somewhat optimistic

guess-- a child on the collective farm received Cive to six years of

schooling. which was still more than children received in the

1920s78. In the countryside during the war, many of the children
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7SPako, 1471312679. 1.15.
76See also Chapler V. particularly for the represell1ation of women in the Party.
77Pako. 1471312679. 1.1500. Boitsov gave the following numben:
Education 1944 1940
Finished higher 4~ 2,8~

SecondlUY* 16,8~ 9,9~

1ncomplete secondary* 19.9~ 13.5~

Primary(four years) 58~ 73$
': Probably the seven year curriculum.
lu. Borisov noticed that at the beginning of the 19401 more tban 70~ of rai· and
gorlcom secretaries in the Soviet Union had only primary education (lu. Barisov, "Stalin:
Che10vek i Simvol.. ... p.487). The numben on the situation in 1940 in the Kalinin
oblast' concur with Borisov's. In 1946. still more than a quarter of rai- and gorkom
secretaries in the USSR had only prïmary education. alter which the number of these
dropped rapiclly (lu. Barisov. "Stalin: Che10vek i Simvol.. ... p.487). In 1952 merely
3~ of them bad onIy basic education.
78Anokhina. Shmeleva. p.280. ln the Soviet Union obligatory seven·yeu education wu
only introlluced in September 1949 (See: Blokogt l\iiratora. Kalinin: "Proletarstaia



• profited from even less instruction than their counterparts of the

1930s, since the difficult situation in that period oCten prevented

them from attending more than three or four grades79. Combined

with the seant education dispensed to people in the 1920s, it is no

surprise that the survivors of the war within the Party were so

poorly educated.

Boitsov was either weak in his arithmetic in this part of his

speech, or tried to convince his audience that the Party was on its

way to gender equality and becoming intellectual1y more powerful.

This f1ew in the face of facts. Did he succeed in deluding those at

the conference? Considering the limited education of most of its

participants, deception such as this carried no risks.

A Party member who had left for the front in 1941 and

returned after May 1945 would have hardly been able to find anyone

he had known before the war in the oblast' Party organization80.

During the war, roughly 22,000 people had become candidate or full

members, or, in other words, it was theoretically possible that oniy

around 6,000 Communists were left from before June 1941.

However, ontY 47% (13,154) of the Party membership of November l,

1944, had become candidate or full members during the war. The

other new members, almost 9,000, must have left the oblast'
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Pravda," 1949, No.9, p.30); see also V.S. Lel'chut, Indu5trÏalizatsiia... , p.346.
Compare ta VIII.6 as weil.
79Anokhina, Shmeleva, p.285.
8Opako, 147/312679, 1.150b. 77WJ of tbe Party oIJanization on January l, 1948 had
beçome members in or alter the war (Pako, 147/4/1095, 1.29). In December 1946,
53 ,355 people were candidate lX' full members of the Communist Party OlJlIlIization of
the Kalinill OOla.' (puo. 147/4/18. 1.3). More tbaa 22,000 of tbat membership '!l'ere
war veterlUlll, who had joined the Party predominant1y dllring the war.
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territory berore 1945 arter their entry into the ParlY, which, owing

ta the war, is not sUI-prising.

Party exclusions in the periml between lhe fiflh and SiXlh

Pany conferences (in March 1941) and January 1945, respectivel}')

had been significant: 6,018 Communists in allSI . A dislurbing number

of 1,925 of these had been excluded for "voluntarily residing and un

l>arlY behaviour in the territory of the enemy." Even more, however,

were shunned for "violations of governmenl and Party d.iscipline,"

3,733 in ail. finally, a small group or 360 people had been excl uded

for "Ioss of communication with the Party." Quite a few of the

exclusions (2,279) had been of people who had become (J,lrlY

members or candidates al'ter the Great Purge, that is between 1939

and 194482 . Conc1uding this section, Boitsov said, in the spirit of the

Purges, ".... l1aving c1eaned its ranles l'rom uJlstahle and enemy

elements, our oblast' party organization became even more united

and battleworthy. "S3

On November l, 1944, there were merely t l7 Party

organizations and tï1'ty-1'our candidate groups on 6,901 kolkhozy,

pl us eighty-nine MTS Party cells and 648 rural terdtorial l'arty

organization~4. The primary cells in the town of Tonhok, as weil as

in Lesnoe, Spirovo, Firovo, Goritskii, Rzhev, Kimry, and other raions,

were being led unsoundly by the district I>arty committees in the

opinion 01' the provincial leader. This complaint would be belaboured

81Pako, 147/3/2679, 1.1Sob.; Qchcrki, p.427.
82 Here is a typo in the record (PlIko, 147/3/2679, 1.150b.), which actuaUy states
"...2279, or 52.496, ...", the laS! of which numbers must be wrong if we accept the total
of 6,018.
83Pako, 147/3/2679, 1.16.
841bid., Il.1Gff.
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again and again in the following years. The underlying reason --then

and later for the reprimanding of the rai- and gorkoms can be

traced la the fear of future poor economic performance. In the

immediate postwar period hardly any rai- or gorkom --nor the obkom

iLself-- escaped such criticism. Often a few were singled out as

scapegoats for shortcomings existing within ail local Party

organi'l.ations. When a few districts apparently had strengthened,

other ones took their place, white the subject of criticism remained

essentiaJly the same. The problem had only shifted spatially.

Conceivahly, economic or other performance in certain areas,

originally deemed defi cient , actual1y did amend after a wave of

t'inger pointing. In the first place, sorne local Party leaders who

were thus pressured might remedy matters within their realm--or

pretend that matters had improved. The appointment of a more

capable local leadership which managed affairs more competently

could sometimes better the situation, a measure to which the obkom

turned in extreme cases. Finally, the obkom would become actively

involved in improving the state of affairs at a local level, which

could lead to praiseworthy results in some cases. An example of this

attention, which could translate into measures of economic aid, was

the case of the increased agricultural mechanization in the formerly

occupied western parts of the oblast'. At'ter it had dawned upon the

obkom, towards 1950, that it would be futile to wait for the arrivai

al' sul'ficiently large numbers of setllers to augment the labour

l'ol'ce in these areas, the lack of labour was partially solved by

introducing more farming machinery ta substitute for manual labour.
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Boitsov proceeded with his shower of criticism by stating that

there was tao much talk, and tao little action, in the activities of

certain. rai- and gorkoms, singling out the raikom of Maksatikha and

its frequent discussions on improving performance of its three

MTS8S. This raikom was too fond of administrative measures and

penalizing the Communists in its organization. In Boitsov's view, the

obkom itself should shoulder part of the blame, because its

departments had failed to pursue the implementation of certain

recommendations and resolutions.

Boitsov then stated frankly what the first priority for the

Party organizations in the oblast' should be:

The decisive standard of measurement in all our work
should be the ability to organize the blue-collar workers, the
engineering-technological workers, the employees, and the
kolkhozniks for the fulfillment of the plan. An estimate of the
work of a factory party cell must be done by establishing how
much it is able ta guarantee the deliveries for the front, how
much the factory is fulfilling the production obligations with
respect ta the assortment of goods. and for a kolkhoz and
territorial party cell, how mucb it is able ta discharge ils
obligatory state procurements, to increase the total amount of
agricultural produce, and sa on. 86

This statement clearly reveals how central economic criteria

were for the provincial leadership in the appreciation of the

funetioning of the Party cells within the Party organization.

8Slbid.. Il.17l17ob.
S6lbid.. 1.17ob.
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Once more, Boitsov hammered on the importance of the control over

the execulion of decisions made at higher levels of the Communist

ParlY and of lhose made by regional organizations in the oblast'8?

It shoulc! he added that the responsible positions in the oblast'

had heen considerably infused with new blood, hecause many people

hac! left to join the Red Army or the partisans, or accompanied the

evacuated enlerprises --and probably never relurned88. From January

t, 1942, lhrough December 1944, 22,860 people, of whom 12,270

were females, were appointed to perform "Ieading work." It is likely

that in lhis case the function of tbe kolkhoz chair was considered to

be leacling work. In Janual)' t 943, obkom member Borisov had already

menlioned that 4,500 kolkhoz directors had joined the Red Army89.

More than 5,500 had less lhan two years of experience in this job.

The Palty membership aJDong the kolkhoz chairs was slowly on the

l'Îse, but still very low. The ample attention that Boitsov devoted in

.January J945 to the situation with "cadres" wasprobably a result of

criticism of the obkom by the Central Committee in December

J94390 . A plenum in April 1944 had directed its undivided attention

to the question of cadresJH . As Boitsov remarked in January 1945,

the composition of the oblast's leading cadres had undergone a

considel"ltble renewal, aJld 80% of these had been appoil1led in the

war years92 . Most of these individuals were young, and had only

8?lbid., 1.18.
88Ibid.; sec n1so IV.:land V[I.1.
89M05COW, 171131712, 1.10. Here he referred to the telTitory before the splitting off
in 1941 of the Velikie Luki and Pskov parts.
90Pako, 147/3/2679, I. 190b.
9tSee 1\'.2.
92Pl1ko, 117/312679, 1.18.
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joined the Party quite recently. 'l'he chairs of the raion allli lown

soviets' executive commiltees Itad not sl1s1ained ver)' abrupt

changes, but leading cadres in the countryside had been renewed

extensively in the war ye,ars: 79% of raion <lgriculll1r:tl dep:tllmelllal

heads, raion plenipotenti:tries l'or the people's comm iss:triat or

procurements, and MTS directors were :tppointecl ilfter the CiernHln

attack. 93

Boitsov was disgrulllied with the large group 01' people among

the cadres who merely had prirn<l1'y schooling, although he did nol

include in this group those with an incomplete secondar)'

education9~. This undereducated lot was hardly weil equipped la

discharge the tasks required 01' som l'one in a position 01' :tuthority.

Cel1ain measures had been taken to ameliorate the quality of the

new local leaders, such as having them l'ollow speci:tl courses or

attend the <I11nual oblast' Party school. The yawning l:tek 01'

necessary experience and education had been countered in 1943

1944 through short-term courses, .in which 6,000 le:tcling r:tion

workers participated: among this group were the Ite:tds or

raiispolkom departments, the above mentioned plenipotentiaries, the

judges of the People's Courts, and so on95 , Other sehooling and

reschooling programs, as well as several courses, were heing

conducled.

A subject which would preoccupy the obkom l'or many years lo

come was the next issue tackled by Boitsov in his speech: the

93Ibid., 1.l8ob.
94Ibid., 1.l8ob.
95 Ibid., 1.19.
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f1agging number of specialists in agriculture96. The appropriate

slatistics are nOl revealing because I:loitsov selecled his dala

according lo personal whim, using them only ta drive home his point.

Fulthermore, l'rom 1945 to 1953, every Lime lhis prablem was

discussed, different figures were given for the number of

specialisls lhoughl ta be requirecJ in the cauntrysicJe. In arder la

ablain an idea of the eXlenl of lhe sharlage of specialists, hawever,

il is perhaps worth menlianing that, in the eyes of the provincial

authorities in January 1945, lhe ablast' lackecJ fifty crop specialisls

(zefllleu.l"troiteIJ}, 139 caltle lechnicians, and 168 velerinarians.

Allother kolkhoz saga concerned the appoilltment and sacking of

kolkhoz dit-ectors97 . In three years, fram 1942 to 1944, 1,383

kolkhoz chairs had been released l'rom their duties simply because

they couLd not cope with lhe job. fn the Rameshki raion, on average

every kolkhoz had seen more than two directors in tbis period; a

graphic example can be witnessed in the "Molotov" kolkhoz, that had

heell ted since its inceplion --probably in the ear1y 1930s-- by

eighteen different chairs, and twelve of the incumbents had not been

up ta the job.

'l'he obkom had been fOl'ced to take measures against this

phenomenon. In March 1943, a resolution made it necessary ta

receive the fiat of the cadre department of the obkom to dismiss a

kolkhoz chair98 . Althaugh Baitsov seemed ta thint. that this action

bad remedied matters, since after the resolution fewer chairs had

96Ibid., 1.19.
97Ibid.• 1. 19; scc nlsa IV.2.
98poko,147/3/2679, I1.191l90b.
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been released l'rom their duties, the turnover would remain high

until 1953, and was even on the increase al'ter the first

amalgamation of the kolkhoz)' in 1950. [n J.tnuar)' 1945, 23 % 01' the

chairs were Party members or candidates99 . Goitsov thought lhat the

presence of more Communist kolkhoz direc[Qr.~ would amend the

situation.

There also prevailed a shortage 01' MTS cadres, mech;ulics,

tractor brigadiers, and combine and tractor drivers. Ânnually up 10

50% of the tractor operators were J)ew on tbe job100. Ta make

matters worse, a majority 01' M'l'S workers availahle needed ta

submit ta some Jorm of retraining. AI'ter tbe war ended, an efl'ort

was made ta have returning demobili7.ed soldiers take up these

occupations. lt was, by the wa)'. normal for man)' 01' these johs LO be

only temporarily filled by people who remained formally

kolkllozniks. The quaHty 01' the MTS work would still he deemed

mediocre in 1953101 .

Notwithstanding the graduation of 500 young specialists l'rom

the oblast's twelve secondary technical institutions in 1942-1944.

a shortage of 600 engineers and '1,200 techl1icians beleaguered

industryl02. Many people in responsible positions in industry were

dismissed for not being able ta cope with their duties.

ln December 1943, the Direction of Cadres of the Central

Committee, :in reaction ta a report on the state 01' al'fairs by the

99Jbid., 1.19; thllt i•. IIlreudy mllny more were Communisls thon lit the end of 1943 ..
see Chllpler JV.2--, when Il mere 17'16 of kolkhoz directors wu. Communist on the
territory of the pre-August 1944 oblust'.
100Pako, 147/3/2679, 1. 190b.
10lpako, 147/5/906, 1. 15.
102PlIko.147/3/2679. 1.190b.
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obkom of th~ Kalinin oblast', had indicated huge shortcomings and

negligence in the work wilh cadresl03 . The Direction stated its

displ~asure with the insuiï'icient organization of the educational

programs for the cadres, through which errors were commilted in

the selection of workers and their assignment to workplaces. Thus

freljuent allerations were inevitable. The oblast' committee, and ail

raioll and town commitlees, discussed the problem and a ten-day

seminar for ail rai- and gorkom secrelaries for cadres was

conducted. Still frequent changing of jobs by It'ading cadres

continued. In 1944, 908 (27%) of the workers in the obkom

IIDIIJt:'IIJ:/;lIImi were replacedl04. In 1943-1944, the oblispolkom had

replaced people in 830 out of 1,370 1eading positions (60%)105.

Boitsov then also stressed the fact, without seeking an exp1anation

"or it, that too rew women were being promoted to leading

positionsl06. To prove his point, he complained that, among the 411

leading workers in agriculture who were, in this case, the MTS

c1irectors, the sovkltoz c1irectol's, and the heacls of the raion

agricultural departments, only l'it'ty-three were women.

Boilsov then lurned his attention to the partisan movement

(di scussed above)IO?

103Ibid., 1. 190b.
104This gives us, by the way, a total of 3,363 jobs .s being part of the obkom
dom,'o!:IIIIUrI( in Ihe spring or 1944, still 3,813 positions l'eU under the oom,'nkl'IIUrti
of the oblast' leadership, which undoubtedly was a consequence of the oblast's larger size
nt the time (compal"e to Table 39).
10SQçb"rki, prilozhenie 2, p.106.
106P8ko, 14113/2619, 1.20.
10?See IV. 1.
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Al/J'rprop (;lgit;lLion and propag;lIlll;l) and the printing pre.\s

were the next items on Hoitsoy's agenda. Twice the obkom hml

discussed these questions at plenums, in Novembt:!r 1942 and .!anuary

1944108. In 1942, compJaints were ultert:!d that the P.lrty

organizations in the oblast', particularly in the art:!as nt:!;tr the front

tine and recently liberated raions, wert:! not sul'lïcit:!ntly or st:!riousl)'

enough engaged in the liquidation of the consequences or tht:! Cierm'ln

occupation. "Detrimental rumours and unhealthy moods" ;lInong

certain sectors of the population immediately al'ter liberation were

ignored109. At the same plenum, the obkom secret,lry for propaganda,

M.M. Obraztsov, was released from his duties since his l'ather hall

Iived on German-occupied territor)', 'Ind had t:!Yen worked as a village

eIder (slarosl~110. He was succeeded by a certain Maksimov, who

was recommended by the Cenu'al Commiltee l'or the job ·this

position being part of the Central Committee's JJoJOt'JJJ:/;llIm}l1.

Maksimov, somewhat surprisingly, was able ln report immt:!diatt:!ly

on the state 01' llf/J'rprop in the oblast'. Ue was critical of the mood

among the population of Molokovo raion112, There, people Imd

expressed impatience with the lack of victories, while others had

defended the Gel'mans who were "only killing partisans." ln .January

1944, the Central Committee apparently inl'ormed the obkom about

its displeasure with the popular mood in the oblast'113. Again il was

108Pnko, 1471312679, 1.21ob.
109Moscow, 17/431741, 1.103. Sec IV.2.
110Moscow, 171431741, 1.110.
111Moscow, 17/431741, 1. 1I0ob. Maksimov wns nlrenrly gOlle by Janunry 19'15, und
his position hnd been taken over by Knlnchev.
112Moscow, 17/431741, 1.1 14ob.
113Moscow, 1471441546, 1.19.
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insul'lïci~ntly monitored hy local Party organizations. Appar~ntly

lists of questions, posed at dil'I'erent meetings, discussions, ~1I1d

spe~ches, were to h~ sent to the high~r levels or the I)arty

hier;trchy, and accounts on the toilers' grievances needed ta he

passed on ta town and rdion commillees114.

As a result 01' these admonitions l'rom ~tbove, P~i1·t)' educational

roolns and lihraries were l'urnished with necessary literarure and

supp1ies115. Since 1943, evening universities in Kalinin, Kimry, and

'l'oI7.hok were operating to educate leading workers in the ohlast';

forty I~ading ohlast' workers studied hy cOITespondence with the

::igher P~trty school under the Central Committee. 1943 also saw the

cre~tlion of raion Party schools in tOlVns and raion centres. ln 1944,

the obkom ordered the creation of general educational studies for

leading cadres. In Janu~try 1945, ninety-tïve leading oblast' and raion

workers studied hy correspondence in the Kalinin Pedagogical

Institute. Others were students of the oblast' correspondence

secondary school. More arrended district schools for general

education l16 .

'l'he method of independently studying Marxism-Leninism had

been revived in the oblast' during the war years117. However, many of

these students apparentl)' neglecred their studies. Permanent and

tt!mpor:t1Y lecrurers of the obkom, and of the rai- and gorkoms, had

bt!en giving t:tlks in 1944; these addresses were orten considered

114Vl.l gi""s some exomples of these repo'ts.
115Pllko, 1471312679, 1.21ob.
1161t i. probabl)' onty truc tbat tbe education level of the leading cadre. improved if the
situution of 1945 IVas compared to the previous JIll!C years; .ee tbe remark on the 5tate
or the education in the oblust' IIboye.
117Pllko, 1471312679, 1.21 ob. rr.
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del'icient in quality 'HICI content. 'l'he history or the l'arty as tolll,

inevitably, by the Short Course and quesliolls cOllcel'lllng the

Soviet economy \Vere seldom discussed by the lecturersus .

The illtelligentsia, especially in the coulllryside, could h.mlly

be persuaded by the l'arty organizations to educate politically the

population119 . [n previous months, the propag.tnda of atheism had

been resumed, but had barely reached the coul1lr)'side; some niions

did not even engage in this work. This is a sign that the wartime

relaxation in the policy or I)arty and state towards religion w.tS

alread}' on the wane by Januar)' 1945, when victor)' was celtai n120 .

[mmediately al' ter Iiberation, spechll propaganda groups, I)arty

and ;fllIiprop workers, had heen sent into the formerl)' occupied

raionsl21 . In January 1945, 1,100 agitational collectives formally

existed in the oblasl', comprising 12,000 agitators. This w.tS an

astonishi ng numb el', if one keeps in mind that the tolal popu blti 0 n

was around 1.5 million at the time: one agitator pel' 125 persoJlsl22!

[n several raions --those of Firovo, Spirovo, Likhoslavl', I.esnoe, 'lIlel

Molodoi Tud, already hounded ear1ier in the speech--, however, the

raikoms were not actively supervising their agitators. As a result,

the agitation work among the population was heing neglecteel. 'l'his

l1SSee VI. 1 for more on the llli.\Qr)'-!!f.Jru:.J::=lIJli~LP.Jlny_oLlhe_"s!>Jlil:L1JnioJl

(BQlsheviks), ShQrt CQJlJ:,~.e~ TorQntQ: Francis White Publishers, 1939 Il'rom here:
ShQrt CourwJ. Wel'C these lectures alwa)'s given'/ The case Qf 'l'svetkov described in VI. 2
indicates that the interest in the lectures both on the part QI' lecturers and their intended
audiences wns sometimes quite Iimited.
119Pako, 147/3/2679, 1.22.
120Although religion ilself had made a cQme·back; sec IV.2, VI.I, and V1.2.
121PakQ, 147/3/2679, L22/22Qb.
122See Table 2.
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was seen as a crucial cause of these raions' t'ail ure ta comply with

the ohligations of the ecanomic plans.

'l'he equation of languishing political propagancJa with lack of

economic output is cam mon for the period up until 1953. Al/irprop

had ta serve as virtually the sole catalyst for workers and peasants

for a long while, since material incentives were not made available.

At the sarne time, many of the raikoms probably slll'ugged off

ideological missions hecause they were swamped by economic work.

ln the final reckoning, the economic results of a particular territOlY

constitutecJ the yarcJstick by which the obkom measured the

competence of the lower·wthorities.

Sorne irnprovernent was noticed after a CC decision of July

1943: it callecJ for political lectures by leading Party workers among

the rural population; several raions _othis time those of Sonkovo,

Spirovo (again!), Goritskii, Kimry, Sandovo, Rzhev were mentioned-

organized far too few poHtical lectures in the kolkhozyl2S.

Many buildings that ha.d .housed cultural institutions were

destroyed by the Germans, yet by .January 1945 the oblast' already

had thirty-three "IJalaces of Cultul~e"(nOm;! kU/lUI}), 1,076 village

reading rooms, ten museums, 260 libraries, and 126 cinema

installationsl24 . In a lot of raions , these were appropriately

deployed for political agitation among the toiling masses; yet, some

raikoms --JlOW those of Rameshkii, Emel'ianovo, and Kalinin rural

district were named-- made no attempt ta guide, stimulate, and

control the activities of the reading rooms and sa t'ortho

12SPnko, 147/3/2679, 1.22 ob.
1241bid.• U2 ob.
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• In January 1945, one oblast', five urban, and forLy-one raion

newspapers were published in the oblast', with a total edition of

226,000 copies per issuel25. This is undoubtedly a sizable number,

but they had a low frequency of publication (the oblast' newspaper

Proletarskaja Pravda came out about four times a week, being the

most frequently issued paper).

Boitsov praised Proletarskaja Prayda for its enhanced

reportage on the problems of agriculture and Party life, but

criticized it for its failure ta deliver on the questions pertinent ta

industry and culturel26. The Stakhanov movement was inadequately

popularized. This criticism was heeded by those responsible for the

paper: on August 31, 1945, Proletarskaja pravda would

commemorate in an editorial the tenth anniversary of Stakhanov's

feat and its lesson for the toilers of the oblast' 127. Boitsov noticed

that the newspapers had played a strategic role in educating the

population and its mobilization for tasks demanded by the war

economyl28. The papers of Emel'ianovo, Lukovnikovo, and Kushalino

raions were dubbed "semiliterate and dull." Boitsov cautioned the

editorial staff not to forget their educational and propagandistic

purposes.

FinaUy, after more than fortY pages (type-written, A-4,

single-spaced) Boitsov came to a conclusionl29. In his opinion, the

Party in the oblast' had travelled a difficult road. It should now
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I2SIbid., 1.22 ob.
126Ibid., 1.23.
127pp 7839/Aui 31. 1945, p.l.
128Pako, 147/3/2679. 11.22 ob./23ff.
1291bid., 11.23/230b.



• dedicale itself lo rectifying ail the shortcomings that he had noted .

'l'he mOSl pressing issues of lhe moment were lhe successful

discharge of l'Iax, limber, and other deliveries lo the stale, and the

rapid execution of preparations for spring sowing in the countryside.

"'he revival of industry and construction were of prime importance.

'l'he war was nol over yel, so everyone should try to work even

better for the purpose of final victory. 'l'he training of Party

members and candidates, the dissemination of Marxism-Leninism,

and the education of cadres needed to upgrdde. 'l'he political work

among lhe populaLion should be increased. 'l'hen, the CommunisL

Party, the Soviet Union, and Statin --in this order·· were hailed b)'

the Iïrsl secretary of the Party's obkom.

Although compJaints of difl'erent aspects of activities in the

oblast' may be found in most speeches by oblast' Party secretaries

al plenums or conferences in subsequent yea;s, they are startlingJy

similar. SimiJarly tedious as wel1: il should be remembered that

Leonid lI'ich I:lrezhnev at this point was at the same Leve! within the

I)arty as Lvan I)avlovich Boitsov. These kind of speeches wiLL only be

rererred to laLer, when elernents brought up in them throw sorne

Iight on certain aspects of daily life, point at anornalous events, or

descdhe emergencies occurring in the obJast'.

V.2 'l'he '·arty's l·oint of View: Postwar (::ailures of

Leadership
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Uoitsov would be the most successful of ail Party secretaries

• between 1935 and 1953; he stood at the helm of the province for



• almost nine years (from March 1938 unlil December 1946). He was

exceptional as weU in receiving a promotion as reward for his

activities in Kalinin: in late 1946, he was appointed first secretary

of the Stavropol krai130. In contrast, Mikhailov and Rabov were

(probably) both arrested in the 1930s. Vorontsov and Konovalov

would be released from their duties by the Central Committee.

Kiselev does not receive any mention in the official history of the

Kalinin Oblast' Party organization of 1971. This should be

interpreted as an ominous sign. By December 1955 at the latest,

Kiselev had disappeared from the scene l31 . Ali five had oaly brief

periods of tenure in the 1940s and 1950s.

Boitsov's triumph seems to have been hardly owing to superior

talents in comparison to those of his predecessors or successors.

Instead, his longevity in office would derive from lucky

coincidences. He arrived tao late in the purges ta fall viClim ta them

himself; during the war he led a province in which the German

advance was halted for the first time. Then, within the first

postwar years, the province's economic performance was passable.

It remains doubtful how much more staying power than Vorontsov he

would have had, if he had stayed after t 946. Of course, whoever it

was who supported Boitsov in Moscow undoubtedly contributed to bis

success. Although Vorontsov was ostensibly removed from his duties
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130see, e.g., Oeberki, prilozhenie 2, p.701; or Biographie DireetoQ' of !he 1155R, New
York: Scarecrow Press. 1958, p.91. He led tbe Stavropol krai until 1956, arter which
he wu appointed deputy chairman of the Party Conll'OI Commission of tbe CPSU.
131"A plenum of the oblsst' committee of tbe party, discussing tbe situation in tbe
oblast'. acknowledied tbe aecessity ta strengtben the leadership of tbe KPSS'obltom and
elected tbe member of tbe Cell1l'lll Committee of tbe KPSS F.S. Goriacbev, rarst secretlll)'
of tbe KPSS'obkom" (Qcbedd, p.580).



• in 1949 for exhibiting the wrong "style" of work, and behaving as a

moody dictator in his relations with subordinates. he surely would

have been able to continue if the economic results in the oblast' had

been more satisfactory --or if he had had the right person(s) ta

champion him in Moscowl 32. It is not impossible that Vorontsov's

dismissal was connected with the faU of Voznesensky and Kuznetsov

in 1949133. But such a link appears rather doubtful, because he was
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132PlIko, 147/4/1512. 1.20b.-3. AJready in April 1949, Vorontsov rec:eived a severe
reprimand from the Cell1rlll Committee; in his own words, at the November 1949 obkom
plenum, he lost from that point onwards confidence in himself (plIko, 147/4/1512,
1.4). In March 1946, the CeIl1rlll Committee had annollnc:ed in a resolution that it would
judge the local Party organizations accordiag to the economic results of their territaries
(Zelenin, ObsbcbestyeoQo ,p.10).

133The official reasons for bis dismissal in November 1949 were the followïag. in the
words of 11 resolution of the obkomplenum that was convoted ta discuss his dismissal:
"The plenum of the obtom natices that, in the work of tbe party obkomburo and of the
fir!il. obkum seçretary. comrade Voroatsov. serious errars and shorteomiags were
allowed. The leadersbip of the party's obkom suppressed criticism and se1f-criticism in
the party organization, did Dot take necessary measures for the straighteaing out of
uncovered shorteomings in party- and economic work. The obkomburo of the IŒ'Jfb) and
c(oml'Bde]. Vorontsov allowed an unbolsbevik approaeh in the selection of cadres,
promoted to leadiog positions people who had been uaproven, and who had compromised
themselves in their former work. In the practical work of the fint obkom secretary c.
Vorontsov incidences of runniag IIffairs by decrees (lltlllli8iS/Tiroylt/liq took place. The
large shorteomiogs in the leadership over the economy of the oblast', noticed in the
resolulions of the Central Committee of the IŒ'P(b)of Oetober 4. 1948. with regards to
the Kalinin obkom of the 1Œ'P(b) have not been righted until now, the organizalionaJ
party and party-poUtieal wor~ remains as before on a low level. C. Voroatsov has shown
bimself to be unprepared for the leadership of the oblat' party organizatiDn"(Pako,
147/4/1511, l.Iob.). In other words, the basic reason seems to have been that the
Cell1rlll Committee lost patience with the lack of econDmic performance, because ail the
other arguments are part of the standard. meaningless language used within the Party at
this lime. When the Central CDmmittee represeatative Dedov. a vice-head of the
Department of Party. Tl'Bde Union and KDmsomol organizatiDns of the Central Committee,
explnined the rensons for VoroDtSOV'S dismissaJ ta the plenum. he repeated the same
arguments, althDugh he pointed at the slow pace of the recovery of the economy in a more
detailed manner (Pako. 147/4/1512. 1,2ob.). Vorontsov's second-in-command Zimin
said that the Central Committee penalized --probably in April 1949-- VorontsDv and
Sadovnikov for the Drganization of two parties for the leadership of the oblast' (pako,
14714/1512, 1.5). He implied that these drinking bouts led ta the strengthening of the
sense Df "familyness" (.semeistYetlIIOJt1 amoag the oblast' leaders. Another elemeat of
Voronlsov's downfall might have beea the "case" of the railroad-car COnstructiOll faetory
that was UlIcDvered in 1949. ta which the raion secretary nf Kalinin's Zavolzh'e district,
MonialcDv, referred in November 1949 (pako. 147/4/1512, 1. 7). By olle speaker at
the plenum. VOl'DDtsOV was eveo accused D1 organizing a regime of terror and a gelleral



• very much of a local worker who had known the factory floor in his

younger years, and then had been apparently sponsored by Boitsovl34 .

Boitsov did not seem ta have experienced any negative consequences

as a result of the "Leningrad Affair." Vorontsov's successor,

Konovalov, managed in fact with even less proficiency than

Vorontsov in the eyes of the Central Committee, and thus was

removed even faster l3S.

Kiselev, the last of the provincial Party leaders in Stalin's

lifetime, witnessed as first secretary further economic hard times,

but it remains in doubt why he was transferred, recalled, or

dismissed after Stalin's death; in his case, it is not out of the

question that he was considered ta belong to the c1iutèle of one of

Khrushchev's rivals and was therefore released of his dutiesl36.

------
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mood of fear for bis hea\')' band witbin the oblast' Party organization (pato.
147/4/1512, 1.19ob.). This seems bardly fair. because all indicators are that someolle
a little bigber up had crcated that atlIIosphere. and had done so several yelll'S before
VOrolltsov's entry in the leadership of the Kalinin oblast'. Some of those wbo auended this
plenum disagreed about Vorontsov's rudeoess: "The rudeness of comrade Vorontsov is a
Russian rudeness, direct. nDt malicious. Comrade Vorontsov did oot ooly swear. but be
a1s0 showed how to corre<:t mistates," (pako. 147/4/1512. 1.21.0b). In bindsigbt,
Vorontsov's best defense was the fact that in the last two years of his leadersbip. the
oblast' had the best results in agriculture of the entire 1945-1953 period (compare te
V111.3 for example).
13410 1937 he failed te get eleeted in the revision commiuee of the obkom (Pako.
147/1/527, 1.200/201).
13SKonov-tov was perbaps too collegial; be was accused by Cherkasov in luly 1951 of
catering too mucb to ispolkom bcad Sadovnikov. and the vice ispolkom chairs
Shcheplikov and Gorokhov (Pako. 147/5/10, 1.35). Tbe Central Committee was rigbl io
bis case that tbe economic results bad been even less satisfactelY than under Vorontsov,
who st lcast was able to mate tbe oblast' procure the required amoum of grain te tbe
state during his tenure (pako, 147/4/1512. 1.19). N.S. Konovalov was app_mly
demoted to a position within the CC·apparatus (see B.E. Schulz. S.S. Taylor (eds.),
Wbo'. Who jD the liSSR 196111962, Montreal: IotetcominentaJ Book and Publisbing,
1962, p.377, p.918. and p.920). His career was not wre<:ked by the episode in Kalinin,
Between 1956 he would worlt as se<:ood secretlll)' of Kaliningrad obla.'. aod became
subsequeotly fint secretBIY of this oblast' and full Central Committee member in tbe
early I%Os.
136Kise1ev (1901-?) wu a native of the SlntOV province; perhaps he was a protqé of
Suslov. who wu bem in the same province. wbich wOuld mate tbe abave explaoation
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Boitsov's account of the situation and prospects in January

t 945, although critical, was not without aptimism, betraying a

sense of confidence about the oblasl's development in the next years.

His expectations al' ecanomic prosperity were ta be proven wrang,

but this became anly gradualJy cJear al'ter he had left the oblast'13?

Already in early August 1945, a jaint resalutian af the

ablispalkam and abkam had ta reiterate Baitsav' s criticism al' the

insufficient pt"Ogress with respect ta the revival of the agriculture

in several of the formerly occupied raions138. The tempo of

construction work had decidedly dropped in these raions between

January 1944 and July 1945139 . People were sti11 sometimes housed

impossible, and wouM lead to tbe conclusion tbat Kiselev was promoted to another job
(PlIko, 147/5/2, 1.218).
la?ln Jul)' 1951 the hcad of the obkom department for agitation and propaganda,
Moiseev, lamented the faet that during the war the economic plans were fulfilled in
contrast 10 those of recent years (l'ako, 14715/10, Il.104/105).
138Pa1<o, 147/3/2702, 1.23; the mions named were lhose of Vysoko, 01enino,
Turginovo, Ostnshkov, Zavidovo, Kalinin, and Rzhev.
139ln the l'ecords the impression is created thnt not long after the war almost every
kolkhoz famil)' Iived in their own house (prolelBrskaia Prayda announced in November
1947 thet every kollthoznik Iived once more in a real house and had left the dug-outs;
1'1' 8407/ Nov 12, 1947, p.3). Some respondents of the survey qualified this
impression, b)' stating that the)' lived, even as a married couple, in their parents' house
(which was lhe custom in lhe 19205; see A1trichter, p.61). They stnyed in their
pllrental home lifter their pnrenl!l died (tesLimon)' of V.P. Gavrilov, T.A. Novikovn, A.F.
Antonov, M. V. Bakhlina, V.P. Stepanov, 1. V. Ratntaev in lhe survey). The housing
situation in the countryside was nt the same time less pressing, beclluse man)' of the
former inhabitants of the German-occupied area never returned after the wor, and
becouse of the constant stream of rural dwellers to the towns. The departure for the
towns particulnrly increased after 1949, and must have lessened the Slmin on rural
housing fulther (see VIl.3). lt should be remembered that many of lhe rural dwellers
built their houses themselves, with or without the nid of the s1JolllIShniki (see 1.6,
VlII.3, end IX. 1). A.E. Vakhmistrov remarked that there were enough trees in his
neighbourbood in Udoml'ia mion, and that he and his brother wcre sufficiently ~killed

carpenlers to build his own house (testimony of A. E. Vlllthmistrov in the survey). The
houses in the countryside did not change much in outlook in compnrison with the 19205;
A.I'. Stepanov Iived in the 1940s in his parental home, which he described as "... Il hut
(iZÔ/~ wilh three windows, Il Russian slove, an inner porch (Sen.9, Il farmyard (skotn)'l'
û~'oI) and a toHet--in the yard [i.e. an outhouse]" (testimony of V.K. Stepanov in the
sune)' ).
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• ln dugouts (zeml'ù/OklJ, buildings adapted for tempor.try housing, or

with more than one t'amil}' to a house. 'l'he kolkhoz Iiwstock was

insufficiently sheltered in adequate stables, sorne or which were too

smalL This led to an unnecessary loss of f;trln animais, in particular

or young caule. The collective f;mns sustained a plethol1l or

problems with construction, ranging t'rom the r;lct that kolkhozy

failed to organize permanent construction brigades, to a hlck of

local production of building materials (e.g. bricks), and an ahsence of

labour to assist the kolkhozy with construction. The building ot'

stables and the Iike in the unoccupied areas was deficient as weil,

showing once more that the kolkhozniks were less interested in the

upkeep of the kolkhoz property than in the maintenance of their

pri vate domain.

'l'he Party's feeble control in the countryside persisted: in July

1945, out of a total of 6,940 kolkhozy, there were only 167 l'arty

organizations and forty-seven candidate groups140. The Party had to

rely to a large extent on the "telTitorial" Party organizations, which

were often based in a rural soviet. Apparentl y, the Party had

difficulty at'ter the German retreat ta reestablish itself in the

liberated areas, as no kolkhoz in the ratons of Vysoko, Emel'ianovo,

Zavidovo, Zubtsov, Molodoi 'l'ud, and l)ogoreloe had a IJarty

organization in July 194514t.

'l'he Party's weak presence must have been evell more

disturbing for the obkom when, on August 4, 1945, the Central

Committee criticized the measures taken by the republican, oblast',
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141Compore to the maps.
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and krai Party commillees ta reeducate Soviet citizens, who were

bdng repatriated from Germany142. The obkom warned Palty and

soviet workers of underestimating the pernicious influence of

"fascist and reactionary bourgeois propaganda" on those who had

been in "Uerman slavery". Serious political education should be

undertaken ta prove the superiority of the USSR, that had been sa

clearly expressed by the victory of 1945. Moreover, the propaganda

workers were ta explain ta the repatriated (rather hypocriticaUy,

considering the Party's general disdain for those who had been in

German camps or recruited for the Arbé'lrsé'inslllz) that the Soviet

state " ... had been ceaselessly worried about the soviet citizens who

had been dispatched inta Gennan bondage... "143

ln theParty's opinion, the repatriates were enormously

indebted to the Motherland for their release144. They should now be

taught what socialist discipline meant. Radio, films, slogans,

pOltraits, posters, and so on should generate the proper sense of

respect for the boundless achievements of the Soviet Union. The

ob.last' newspaper was ordered ta publish items about the constant

concern of the Soviet government and the Communist Party for their

compatrïots in Germany. Obviously, the paper would have ta

l'abricate considerably in arder ta inveigle these former captives ta

believe such heartwarming concern.

142Pnl<o, 147/3/2702, 1.630b.-65. The resolution wns cnlled "Ob ot;fnoizllrS1Ï
polirika- ..ospil'llr..l'noi rllboty s rep"rn'irol'Imofmi sOl'efskimi gmz/ufilOlilOlJ".
143Pllko, 147/312702, 1.64ob.
144Ibid.. l.64ob.
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• In 1948, the Central Committee expressed its displeasul'e with

the labour of the obkoml4S. A session of the Central Committee's

Orgburo, under the chainnanship of Malenkov, criticized the Kalinin

obkom in Oetober 1948146. Several of those present at the meeting

were playing a significant l'ole in the affairs of the province or

would do so in future years. First provincial secretary Vorontsov

gave an account of the situation in his see; Kiselev, at this point in

time a CC inspector, presented an accompanying report, while CC

candidate Storozhev was present at the session. N.N. Shatalin, the

brother of S.N. Shatalin of Kalinin, was also present as member of

the Orgburo (and was a CC member)147.

The Central Committee emphasised its dissatisfaction with

the situation in a resolution, in which the shortcomings and

mistakes of the obkom were pointed out148. In agriculture, the low

yields of grains, potatoes, and other crops were far below the norm.

The socialized cattle herd was being squandered and perishing. The

results of dairy farming were POOl': in 1947, only 878 litres pel' cow

had been milked. The labour discipline in the kolkhozy was often lax,

and quite a few kolkhoz members escaped punishment for avoiding

any work in the socialized sector of their collective farm.
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14SMoscow. f.1I7. op. 116, delo 381 (Microfilm). 11.10-17.
I46Moscow, f.1I7, op.1I6, del0 381 (Microfilm), 1.1, amolli others present wcre
Central Commiltee seaetaries A.A. Kuznetsov. V. Kuznetsov. A1eksandrov, Mikbailov.
and Ponomarenko. and Central Committee members Suslov, Pegov, and Pospelov.
Accordi.Dg 10 Conquest, Ponomarellko and Pegov beloaged 10 Malellkov's clique in the
Central Commiuee, while Shatalin was his "closest associate" on the Revision Commiltee
(Conquest, The Great Terror. p.438).
147Compare 10 Appendix nI as weil .
148Moscow, f.1l7, op. 116. delo 381(Microfiim), Il.10-17.
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ln industry in 1947, the lotal production onIy reached 57% of the

prewar level. The textile factories especially disappointed: in 1948

only 24% of the prewar output total was produced. This paltial1y

l'esu1ted l'rom the lacklustre aid to the Kalinin textile industry by

the Ministry of Textile Industry. 'l'he obkom failed to take measures

to ensure a speedier tempo in the development of the building

materials industry, which led to a stagnation of building projects in

industry, alld 50 forth.

'l'he Orgburo noticed that insufficient attention was paid by

Party, trade union, and economic organizations to the urban workers'

housing conditions, sorne of whom lived in poorly constructed

apartment buildings and 'communal' houses. The workers' needs were

tllso Ilot satisfied wilh respect to middling municipal services, in

particular in Rzhev, Kalinin, and 'l'orzhok. Schools and education,

particuJ:trly in the formel'ly German-occupied areas, were in tawdry

condition149 ,

'l'he ohkom was neglecting political work, as a consequence of

which many primary Party cells functioned badly and were l'ound

wanting in exerting a favoul'able influence on the situation in

kolkhozy and factories l50 . POl' lack of supervision, many Communists

did nol work on enrÎching their political knowledge and education.

AgiLation:t1 work among the population was deficient because the

local IJarty leaders l'ailed to pay much anention to it. 'l'he root of the

p,'oblern was perceived to lie in the ineffectual way the obkorn was

1491n 19'19 scvcn-yenr schooling would be declorcd computsory, which must have put
an additionat strnin on the l'lIlher limited educationnl budget of the different levels of the
govemment hierarchy. Sec lnltete., Bouer, The Soviet Citizen" p.t56.
t50Mo.cow, f.117, op. 116, deto 38t(Microfi1Jn), 11.10-17.
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• leading the Party organization, as opposed to personally interfering

with the situation at lower levels.

In the resolution, it appears that the Central Committee was

primarily interested in the increase of flax deliveries -. as a

technical crop, f1ax had an importance for the national economy of

the Soviet Unionisi . The obkom was obliged to report to Moscow on

January 1, April l, and June l, 1949, on the mechanization of both

f1ax cultivation and its primary processing.

A few days later the Council of Ministers authorized the obkom

ta transfer more than 3,000 households from the east of the oblast'

to the western regions, in order to overcome the labour shortage in

these formerly occupied territories lS2.

Twenty months after Vorontsov's dismissal in November 1949,

at the second plenum of the obkom after the eighth Party obla.~t'

conference, once again Storozhev, the representative of the Central

Committee, descended upon the oblast'IS3. He explained the second

resolution within a year by the Central Committee on the mistakes

and shorteomings of the Kallnin Party leadership.
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ISLA reading of the ob1ast' newspaper Pr0letarskaia PrllYda dwing this period gives an
impression of the importallce of flax. ln Ja.oulllY, November, a.od December of 1945,
there was bard1y one issue of the paper which did nOl mention the (lack of) progress
with fJax procurements Md treatment (e.g. pp 7670/Jan 3, 1945, p.l: pp 7672/Jan
5, 1945, p.l: pp 7673/Jan 7, 1945, p.l: pp 7674/ Jan 9, 1945, p.l: pp 7686/Jan
28, 1945, p.2; pp 7903/ Nov 30, 1945, p.1 carries the message in thick print that
"The Motherland expeclS excellent flax from us": also, pp 788S·7916/NovDec
1945).
IS2Pako, 147/4/1126, 1.146. The resolution of Oclober 9, 1948, was tit1ed "0 /11~raklJ

pomoshr.lJi kolJ:lJoZ6/11 KaliJJioskoi OÔ/lISti J'pod'eme /JzoJlodstWl i J'oss/JU1oJllemï
seI'skogo J:!JOZ.ÙUSlJ'li J' ntioJJllk1J. postnidlll'S!JiJ:!J Of l1emetskoi okkuplllSi/.
IS3Tbe reso1ution WIIS caJJed "0 JJedtAfll!thtkh J' miJote Klllinioskolo oôko/1111 VKJtb) and
was taken on June 20, 1951; see, e.lI., the titJepale of Pako, 147/5/10. Vorontsov was
reJeased from bis dulies in November 1949 "...for mistakes in the leadership of the
oblast' party orgaoization. "(Pako, 147/5/10. 1.5).



•

•

'l'hu~ in 1951, noLwiLh~Landing ail Lhe previau~ benevolent (")

admollition~, Lhe CenLral Comminee felL anee more fQl'ceci La

inLerfere in Lhe oblasL'~ affajr~. An earlier l'esolution of August

1950 had apparently failed ta wake up the reeently in~talled leacler,

Konovalov, although thi~ re~oluLion was probably of a more limited

scopelS4 . 1\ special plenum was eonvoked in July 1951 LO discuss the

CC; re~alution hUL, in fact, iL turnecl out La be more than a

"di~cu~~ion." 'l'he plenum would serve as Konovalov's swan song in

K;tlinin; Lhe purpose of the exercise seems to have been to discard

him, a decision celtainly made already before by the CC, but the

pretense of farll1 kept up by havi ng the J'irst secretary dismissed by

an ohkom plenum.

Central Comminee representativt. Storozhev, who was a vice

head of the Central Committee DeparLment of IJan)', 'l'rade Union and

Komsomol organs, unleashed the avalanche of denunciatians on

KonovalovlSS. He began by angrily poillLing out Ihe CC's repeated

intervention in the previaus LWO and a hall' years: in October 1948,

November 1949, August 1950, and then again, in June and Jul)' 1951.

Ile proeeeded ta sketch the deplorable state of agriculLUre in the

obhtst'. Flax cultivation still l'el! short, and the productivity of

animal husbanchy in the previous two years had sharply decreased.

lS4Ccnt"ol Committcc rcsolution of August l, 1950, colled (Pako, 147/517, 1.30): "0
nedostlllA71kh v mIJote Killininsko.tro, Ktllui!usko..t:o i Kirovsko..t:o oIJkomovpt'd'tiipo
u/uvl'l1t'nù'u ko/khozokll'. Kono'nlov, in his apology before the obkom plenum of July
195 l, olso rct'crrcd to a confidentio1 letter of April 2, 195 l, in which odditioom
resolutions on the en'ors of the Kalinio obkom hod beeu enumel'Rted (Pako, 14715/10,
1.124).
lSSpuko, 147/5/10, 11.5-31. In aH 109 membcrs IInd candidates of the obkom
pm'ticipated at the plenum, 29 of whom actull1ly addressed the meeting (?nko,
147/5/35, 1.1).
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This was all the more lamented because the Soviet Union had

embarked on a special three-year plan for the development of animal

husbandry. The deliveries to the state of meat. milk. wool. and eggs

fell far below the plan. There was a lack of fodder crops which was

somewhat of a structural problem in agriculture. and would not be

solved too easilylS6. Too few hayfields and meadows cons!ituted a

cause for the insufficient fodder supply for the increasing cattle

herd, but ether factors must have played a more decisive ro~e. since

in the 19208 a much larger amount of Iivestock had been able to

survive on the same territorylS7. In this area too. apparently, the

operations of the MTS were found wanting, and the stations for sail

amelioration failed to aid in solving the problem l58.

Kolkhoz directors were engaged in squandering agricultural

produce, stemming from the drop in labour discipline within the

oblast' procurement organslS9. The cattle were not stalled in proper

stables --the building of these was below the norms. Of the Il.900

kolkhoz Communists far too few were working in the livestock

farms of the kolkhozy. The MTS had recently been able to fulfm only

one of their tasks: the portion of grain harvesting in which their

combines were used. They had been suffering from a va.'1t fluctuation

in their laoour force: in the previous three years, in their courses

and mechanization schools, more than 6,000 tractorists had been

trained, yet simultaneously more than 5,000 tractorists had quit the

IS6Anokhina, Shmeleva, p.46.
157See Table 17.
158Pako. 147/5/10. 1.11Cf. Compare as weil ta IX.I: the hilh incidence o( rocks in the
deeper sail would prevent machine-driven plougbs (rom heinl more userul in the early
19605.
IS9Pako. 147/5/10. l.lUf.
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MTS. In retrospect, one source described the limited role of the MTS

during this period in the following manner:

The labour in the kolkhoz fields done by the MTS
amounted predominantly to aiding with ploughing and sowing.
ln the kolkhozy that we investigated, harvesting and other
tasks in the first postwar years were done to a significant
extent by the kolkhozy themselves with their own horse-drawn
equipment. The deficiency of machinery was particularly
strongly felt at harvest time. 160

The disruption caused by the amalgamation in 1950 was still

noteworthy, although Storozhev claimed that it was above ail caused

by the indolence of the obkom in acting upon the recommendations of

the resolution of August 1950:

This led to the disruption of the Most important agro
technological measures, to disorganization of labour with
harvesting, to a large loss of the harvest, and to the decrease
in value of the ln/doden', both in kind and in money.161

The kolkhozniks had received in the last two years less and

less per ln/dot/en' 162. In 1950, the kolkhoznik received on average

792 grams of cereals and 773 grams of potatoes, which was about

half the remuneration of 1949163. Of the almost 2,000 kolkhozy in

16°Anokhina, Sbme1eva, pA5.
l6lPaleo, 147/5/10, 1.14. Fainsod gives perbaps the best tral1slation of the word
/rudtllfco.Q'with "worltday credit" (Fainsod, HQW ,p.461). Compare the following
remarlt on tbe results of the amalgamation of the kolkhozy in Pskov oblast': "However,
lJIe enlargemeDt of kolkhovaüenated the kolkhoZllik from the land because now it no
longer coincided with the land of the former community (06s11c11i6~. The pea!laJltly's
response to amalgamation was increased flight from the villBBe" (Ivan V. Karasev, "The
Reconstruction of i\iriculture in Pskov Oblast' 1945·1953," in: Soviet Studies. 1991,
43(2), pp.301-309, p.305). Karasev is of the opinion that the amalgamation, which
wns aimed to malee BBricult1lre more efficient, fniled ta do so. In the Iigbt of the
agricult1lral results in tlle Kalinin oblast' during the early 19505. 1 bave ta agree with
Karasev's point of view.
162Pako, 147/5/10, 1.14.
1631n 1947 per /lTldtliferz 'in the oblast', in H5 of tbe kolkhozy, the kolkbozoiks
received more than three kilOJram5 of grain, in 9'! from two to three kilOllrams, in
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!950, more tItan l,300 paid less than a rouble per lJudodt:'Jl' 164. This

hael Jecl tG an exoclus of 36,000 kolkhozniks l'rom colll:!cliw l'arms.

Storozhev c1id not want to consieler a solution by w<lY of proposing a

superior basic remuneration l'or l:!ach {rUdor/ell' through bl:!ller l'ri ces

for the obligatory state cleliveries. 'l'his woulel ollly bl:! suggl:!Sll:!eI Olll:!

and a halt' years Jater, and then implemellled in lhe agricultural

reforms al'ter StaIin's c1eathI65. Accorcling LU the logic of Stalin's

Centra! Commillee, represented bere by Storozhev, the val Ul:! 01'

tberrudodt:'ll' could only be increaseel through the allainmenl of high

production levels on e<lch collective farm. The more a kolkhoz

procureel, the belter 01'1' its members woulcl he, as there woulcl be

more lel't for the collective l'arm.

In 1950, no kolkhoz complied with the harvest plan for grains,

wIIi!e Jess than 1% cliel so for l'Iax or met the requirement for milk

productionl66 . This is an indication of the consequences 01' lhe 1950

38% from one to two kilograms, in 28% from 500 grnms to one kilog"nm, in 11'16 f"om
300·500 grams, in 12% from 0-300 grams, and in 102 col1eetiw furms (slightly
more than 1%) no grain was paid at 011 for the rlVdodt'n'(Pako, 1'17/'1/1'195, l.I'1ob.;
the total of kolkhozy on January l, 1918, wa. around 7,235). In 19'18 the ovemll
pieture secmed to have been better, but then 19'18 was the best agricultural year arter
the war aeeordiag to most indieators (sec Table 16 and VII1.3). Even though 19'18 wa' Il

good year, in carly 19'19 l"irst l'arty seeretary Vorontsov l'elt obliged to say, sinee many
still lived in misel'abIe eircumstanccs as a result of the low "emuneration of the
Irudodt'o': "The tnsk of the party orgalÙzation consi.ts of, on the basis or the
strengthelÙng of the socialist farming of the kolkhozy, in the fastest nmount of time,
liquidating the violations of the rural artel' Statute, incren.'ing the harvest yields,
attailÙng 05h01"? incrense of tbe value of the rrudodt'n; and in this way improving the
material weU'are of the kolkhozniks" (l'nko, 1'17/'1/1'195, 1.15). In Maksatikha raion,
where 185 collective farms operated in 1947 and 1948, the number of kolkhozy where
less thon 500 grams of grain l'cr rlVdodt'n' wns roceived fell from forty·eight in 1917
to seven in 1948; siKty-four kolkhozy in 1917 had received 500-1000 grams of
grain, and forty-one in 1948 (Pnko, 141/4/1095, 1.590b.). This is further evidence
of the good agricultural results of the year 1918.
164Pako, 147/5/10, 1.14.
16SSee VII.3 and IX.2.
166Ibid., 1.14ff.
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amalgamation; insLead of havi ng bumper crops and sa on, thanks ta

this supposee! raLionalization, the consolidated collective farms in

the Kalinin oblast' laggecl hehind the plan targets l'or the three mosL

important areas of production. Storozhev ··i.e. the Central

CommiLtee·· believed that this clisaster coulcl have been avoidecl by

selecting more carefully the kolkhoz chairs for the amalgamated

kolkhozy. In this respect the obkom and raikoms failed. Within one

year, the chosen clirectors had already been heavily replaced: 26%

(509) had been dismissed.

The AII·Union lnstitute for Hax in Torzhok had been

persistently ignored by the obkom167. It had failed ta show any

significant results during the last fifteen years, and agricultural

specialists on the whole were neglected. ln the countryside the

Palty did not combat sufficiently the relics of llle past, a

euphemism for religion.

Storozhev subsequently turned ta industry and transport168 .

More than two hundred enterprises had not satisfied their plans in

1950. In July 1951, 328 were not achieving planning targets. 'l'he

quality of much produce did not meet the standards, nor was the

required aSSOl1ment of goods produced. Many machinery breakdowns

occurred, and lengthy stoppages in the factories were common. The

problem, in the eyes of the CC, was pal1ially attributed ta a lack of

care l'or cadres ··Stalin's famous adage of cadres deciding

everything was appropriately quoted. This deficiency led to an

enormous turnover of the labour force, and ta many incidents of

167 Ibid., 1. 16/17.
168Ibid., 11. 18ff.
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labour discipline violations. The short:lge of stahle cadres especially

troubled the forest industr)'.

Another reason for the del'icienl induslrial results la)' in lhe

authorities' neglect of the workers' li ving conditknsl69 . The

communal-housing accommodalions were still only at 74.8% of the

prewar housing space. Apart from that, the prewar nelwork of

children's institutions, public haths, cullural, :tnd sporls f:tcililies

had yel ta be restored. There were far from suflïcienl repair shops,

lhe number of which in urban areas had precipilaled even in lhe

previous two years from 720 to 589. As a resull of lhe lrade unions'

(ack of sufJïcient illleresl in the workers' plighl, workers' wages

were being paid too laIe, lhe incidence of workers' injuries and

illnesses was high, and workdays were too long. The ohlast' also

suffered from a scarcilY of medical workers, and there seems lo

have been a lack of more than eighl hundred doctors.

Especially in the countryside, the supply of consumer goods

was flawed, and in many raions essential products such as kerosene

--for lamps--, salt, and other basic necessities were simply not

available1?o. In the retai! net work of the oblast' sq uandering and

thel't were rampant. The l'ood and tea canteens were unkempt.

Owing to the obkom's neglect, the Party organization was in a

sorrowful state: sorne of the leading Party workers in the oblast' did

not even subscribe ta a newspaper, such as the raikom secretary of

Vysoko raion, Dmitriev, and of Esenovich raion, Voskresenskii1?1.

169Ibid., 1.20ff.
170Ibid., 1.21.
17 lIbid., 1.23ff.
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• Worse, a signiCicant number of oblast' and raion Party leaders had

not subscribed to the collective works of Lenin and Stalin. that were

being published in installments. Others had a subscription to these

essential tomes, but were not picking up tbeir copies in the shops.

Compared to the size of tbe Party before the war in the countryside,

the Party had certainly augmented in rural areas, but the competence

of the rural Communists was deplorable:

... they do nat take active part in party and community
life, carry out their vanguard role in production poorly.
abandon tbeir labour in the kolkhozy. and on their own
initiative depart to find more lucrative employment.

In the last two years the quantity of communist
kolkhozniks has fallen by almost 2,000 people. A most serious
shortcoming in the activities of tbe kolkhoz primary party
organizations is the fact that they do not surround themselves
with tbe kolkhoz miv, do not invite non-party kolkhozniks for
open party meetings, seldom communicate with tbem on
matters of productive and economic importance for the
kolkhozy. and poorly organize socialist emulation. l72

For these reasons, in tbe three years before July 1951. 3,329

people had been excluded from the Partyi 73.

1,300 Komsomol organizations operated in the kolkhozy, but

their prowess was undermined in just the same way as that of the

Party, for they were left to cope on their own as weil, without any

supervision from abovel74. As a result, many religious customs were

still being practised in the countryside. These exerted a negative

influence on rural youth, and furthermore distracted a significant

number of kolkhozniks from work in the collective farms.
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Konovalov had shoWIl himself for what h~ was 'It th~ pr~vious

Party conference in Storozhev's opinionl15 . For th~n the secr~tary

had ignored the fouI fanning situation --her~ Storozhev hml tO admit

that this was partially a cons~quence of the dif1ïcult ye.lr

agdculture experienced in 1950, probably rel'erring to hoth th~

weather and the amalgamation. Konovalov's coll~agll~s in th~

leadership, Sadovnikov, Shatalin, and Borisov, similarly l"ailed tO

notice the plight of agriculture. Storozhev in his concluding r~marks

advised the plenum to r~place this leadership.

Thus Konovalov was made the scapegoat and axel! by this

plenuml16 . He was transferred to the Central Commiuee apparatus,

but his demise would only be temporaryl".

The agricultural production in the oblast', however, continu~d

to sink. At the end of 1952, the obkom ordered a commission tO

establish the causes 01' the reduction of the number of households

and able-bodied workers in the collective farms in the oblast'118. ILs

report provides a telling description of the low pay and constant

scarcity that beleaguered the lives of the kolkhoznihl19 . Aparl from

that, the report a1so admitted that the downward trend in lhe

production of cereaIs , f1ax, polatot"s, and .in animal husbandry had

115Storozhev described Konovolov as "...a wenk-willed, Iiberr.! leader." (Pako,
147/5/10, 1.30); Koaovwov admitted l11at he had beea working io a dirrerent style tlmn
his predecessor Yorontsov, who" ...Was extremely rude, did not have any qualms about
using foui language 10 a leading worker, about beating his fist on the toble ..." (I)ake,
147/5/10, 1. 127).
116Pako, 147/5/10, 1.181.
1"In 1955, he WlIS llppointed second secretllf)i' or the Kaliningrad oblalt' (sec ubove).
118Pako, 141/5/906, Il.1-18.
119See YII.3 for more about the report.
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eonti nued in 1951. so lhal lhe resulls of that year were the worsl

annua! results of the period 1947-195118°.
Storozhev's lisl 01" shoncomings eehoed lhal 01" Eloilsov six and

a hall' years before. Il seemed that the system gradually 10sl ils

abilily to entiee the population lU produee more al'ter the war in the

Kalinin oblasl' . The lack of investment and absence of any

meaningful material incenlives for lhe workers began to lell on the

economic performance. Initial revolutionary enthusiasm had led to

herculean efforts, in particular among industrial workers. and was

responsible for some of the growth in the 1930s. Tbe subsequent

sense of patriotic dutY during the war. combined with the (limited)

roo/l1 for persona! profit, were not replaced with similar abstract or

material incentives al'ter the warl81 . The population at large was

overwhelmed by a sense of apathy with regards to the Party

propaganda promises of a "radiant future" and the Iike. Pel'haps for a

few years after March 1943. the people in the Kalinin oblast' were

stirred by some of the slogans. Conceivably. they tried to rebuild the

economy as besl as they could for a while. However. towards 1950

they ran out of steam, and almost everyone, as will become c1ear

here below. began to cbeat the authorities in order to improve their

personal existence. lt was virtuaIly fatal to be caugllt because the

180See Table J6.
181Compare to the opiJÙon of lu. Borisov: "The generntion of the people, that hud endured
und won the WlIl'. had a number of new traits in comparison with the pre-wur one. It WllS

in the field of social relations both more independent. and. as a rule. more literate....
The people emerged from the war with a different psychology and different ideas. than
with whîch they had en1ered it. And although aCter the war once more the former
proc"",ses l'esumed, life definitely demanded changes, but the clear recogJÙtion of this
look pince .ignificantly 18ter" (lu. Borisov. "StBlin: Cbelovek i Simvol.. ... " p,482). In
other words, the leadership displftyed ft slartling absence of imagination ta cash in on
thi. cbanged lAtitude and the expectlllions among the population that resulted from il.
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penalties were severe unlil Stalin's death. But everyone WolS

covering for everyone else wilh respecl la this tuli;}82. SocielY

became consistently more COlTUpt al'ter Slalin's de;nh. Khrushchev

would be the lasl Party leader until pt'rt'sfrvii:;( and .~'/;fSEJO~'" who

tried ta reinvigorate revolutionary emhusiasm183 .

Urezhnev, l'or aJl inlents and purposes, accepted Soviel realily

and let t.he "second economy" have almost free rdgn in Ihe coul11ry.

ln his years, metaphorically speaking, the Irain had come la a full

stop against the buffer at the end of the lrack. The lerm 7.:f~loi

(stagnation) aptly describes the I:kezhnev years. Sporadically Lhe

leadership attempted to revive the atLitude of sell1ess sacrilïces

and strict discipline 01' the 1930s and early 1940s. Occasionally

sorne scapegoats --the Party leadership 01' Ueorgia, Ihe dissidenls

were persecuted in those years and, more ofLen than nOI, Lhey were

Lhe ones who really wanted to change society. The dissidents l'an

against a wall of complacency and conformism erected by Lheir

fellow citizens. The laller were probably glad to he lel'L alone for a

while and did not want ta he bothered by having Lo imagine new

changes, let alone experience them. 'l'hey were ail too happy LO be

allowed smugness. The right to be complacenL --wiLness IloiLSOV and

Vorontsov in V.I-- had only been obLained after SLalin's death. 'l'he

182 TU/rtl padding, forgery; tufta; deccption, chicanery, work donc only for show,
purposely l'aise inflated indicotors in an officiol report. From T. F. 1.: ItilzlJ"/j'i
fliricIJe.Fkii h'ud(hard physical labour), later mockingly used o.. an ubbreviotion of
7t.>kI1nikil UCIJelil Fikrivnogo 7i'11i/II (the technique of counting fictive labour) (Rossi,

pp.455-457). Seu also Conquest, The Greot 'Cerror, p.333, and Khlebniuk,
"Prinuditel'nyi ," p.33.
1831n particular with his promises, al the Twenty-First Plirty Congress in 1959 und in
the new Party Program of the CPSU in 1961, of the imminent arrivol of Communism
(e.g V. V. Zhuravlev(ed.). XX,:ùll:d..Kf>SS.Lcgo-Îstoricbewe. rell1'nosti. Moskva:
Izd~te; stvo politicheskoi literatury, 1991, \. ")/221 and pp.229-233).
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av~rage Russian had witnessed too many upheavals during his or her

lil'elime, and was not pr~pared ta jeopardize lhe low, bUl adequale

standard of living lhal greatly exceeded that of Stalin's days. Only

wilh th~ mlscent g~n~ration in Soviet society, who had hardly

experienc~d the depri valions and fear of the Stalin years, could the

succ~ss and initial popularity of Gorbachev's policies become

possible.

Until 1953, agricullure would continue to stagnate or eVf'1l

c1~t~riorate, despite ail the Central Committee's warnings, threals,

and sorne of th~ measures taken lo improve il. Only the substanlial

increase of procurement priees in that year would ameliorate

performance somewhal and temporarity curb the exodus to towns. In

inclustry also, matters ostensibly convalesced al'ter Stalin's de'uh,

allhough sorne factaries --mainly heavy industry-- did meet their

plans ~ven before 1953, probably because the remuneration and

li ving conditions of lheir personnel were supedor to others. The

t~xlile faclories would orny l'ully recuperate in Khrushchev's time.

'l'he explanation of this phenomenon would be obvious: although the

priority of heavy induslry was certainly not relinquished --as the

crilicism of Malenk.ov by Khrushchev in 1955 showed--, the

investment level in light (consumer goods) induslry would be

beighten~d184. Consequently, the incentive became larger, by way of

higher wages, to enhance and increase production in the factories. At

the same time it was then possible to introduce sorne long overdue

technological improvements to the production process.

184ZllUrovlcv, XX s'czd " pp.25-27.
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How much ideological enthusiasm increased under Khrllshc.:hev

is dubious since persona! initiati ve l'rom lower levels of the l'arty

hierarchy was almost always thwarted, although under St;t1in and

his successors extraordinary lip··service W;tS paid to "l'arty

democracy". Only rarely were ideas l'rom belnw seriously c.:onsidered,

when some higher authority found it c.:onwnient tn use an ide;l of a

lower Party worker185 . It could then be portrayed as an exam pie of

real democracy at work. Probably more ol'ten the case, the superinr

would sim ply plagiarize the idea.

IL is obvious that many talented people must have turned away

l'rom the j)arty in frustration, because genuinely originltl ideas were

nipped in the bUll. Artel' Stalin's death, to leave the Party, remain

outside of it, or remain aloof l'rom politics within the l'arty , while

developing alternative ideas --l'ven if only in one's own stlldy, for

onesell'-- were no longer Iiterally deltdly sins, ltnd mltny of the more

imaginative people probably opted to do so186. Perhaps the Soviet

Union would still l'xist today if Khrushchev would IUlVe ;tllowed more

prufound criticism of the Party leadership, both at local levels and

185M example of tbis "reol democracy" wu.~ Khrushchev's praise for lhe inilialives of
the first secretary of Riaz!U\ oblast' , Larionov, in 1959 (Zhuravlev, XX.JÜz.dm,
pp.1 19/120).
186As the recently published works of Konstanlin Simonov, Iuri Trironov, und MatoHi
Rybukov prove (K. Simonov. G1azamj cheloycka mOllg.l!..pokolenji .. !lIzmy.:;hlcniia a L.Y..
Staline. Moskva: "Pravda," 1990; fu. V. 'J'rifonov. The Qj~ClP(lll.llWl.l<ll. Ann Arbor,
Michigan: Ardis, 1992; A. Rybakov, EwIr). Some people were of course perscculed und
harassed for their authoring of works tbat were crilical of the regime, of which
Pasternuk wns the most famous example during Khrushchev's reign. Vak"er noticed in a
study of the personal records of Communist Party members in lhe Leningrad Party
orgenization lhat, nlrl!lldy in the middle of the 19505, among meny of them idell.~ arose
which anticipated tbe transformations of the late 1980s and early 19905 (Vnk"er,
"Personal'nye ... ," pp.l02/103).
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in the centre, ap.d would have given lhe I)arty rank and fi[e the

opporlunity lO bJackball their leadership on lheir own initiative.

The direction of the Kalinin ob[ast' failed in the postwar

period la create a vibrant economy, but it would be incorrect for us

lU blame people Iike Vorontsov or Konovalov. The economic problems

did not stern l'rom the incompetence of the [ocal leadership, but

ralher l'rom policies of lhe Central Committee of the Communist

Palty and the Soviet governmelll, and, more particu[arly, from those

of Slalin.

V.3 The Organization of the Party and Government

'l'he l'arty swelled significantly between 1945 and [948, after

which its growlh was checked unlil 1953187 . The heftiest illcreases

took place in 1945 and [946. A[though the Party membership and

candidacy on January [, 1949, was 32,285 larger than on January [,

1945, more new members had been admitted than that, because

5,749 Communists had been excluded during the years 1945-1949188 .

'l'he gl'owth during and artel' the war was sa rapid that the Cenlral

Committee l'e[t fOl'ced ta caution the local Party organizations, in

late July [946, not ta accept everyone who had wriuen a statement

requesling ta be admilled as a candidatel89 .

187See Table 35.
188puko, 1'17/'111551, 1.105 und 1.110.
189By wuy of a resolution that WIlS til1ed "0 roste plfrii j mem!dJ po usil"mi'u perriino
oq:llmz"tsio/1J1oi i p'/lriino-pojitic:llt's~oi mbOlY S l'nov' l'stupir-)itchimi l' niuly
VKP(b)" (pllko, 1471'1/18, 1.3). The Central Committee resolution was issued on July

26, 1946 (Zelemu, Ob,bebe,lyeppo ,pp.14/15). A large number of the new members
were lIl'lI\Y veterans, who had entered the Party during their army service (ibid., p.20).
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The Party was led by the oblast' cOmmillel:! (o/1l;onJ) or, more

palticularly, its buro, in which the obkom secretaries, the head or

the security organs. the newspaper editor, the chairman or the

executive commillee of the oblast' soviet (ob/ùpo/kofll), one

secretary of the town commillee (l/orl;ofll ) of Kalinin, :lnd the head

of the KomsomoJ aJways had a seat after 1945190 , As f'ainsod

noticed, the obkom secretariat was held responsible l'or the degree

of economic success of ils domain, and was at the sa me time ohliged

to guarantee a sufl'icient amount or potitical loyalty towards the

Comm unist regime among the population at Large of its

constituencyl91. In lhe postbel1um KaJinin oblast'. the obkomburo and

its secretariat wel'e l'unning the govel'llment. 'l'here is no evidence to

suggest that the "official" government of the oblast' (the executive

elected by the oblast' soviet (oblispo/kom)), was abLe LU make a

decision in any criticaL maller without having recei ved delïnitive

instructions about the affair l'rom the obkomburo or the n"st

secretaryl92, The chairman of the executive commillee of the oblast'

soviet was always a member of the buro, and other lesser

1905ee Appendix III; its composition exactly cOlTesponds ta Foinsod's description of it,
except for the fact thnt it seems tbnt the NKGBlMGB chief wos the usuol rcpr~'Sentl\tive

of the securit)' argons, instead of the hend of the local bl'Qnch of the MVD (Foinsad,
How. " pp.1911192). At times, however, bath were members or Ihe buro. Most of
FlÙnsod's description of the woy the oblosts in Russio were ruled was confirmed in Ihe
records. For this reason Ihe description of the governmentol system bas been kepl
comporatively brief here.
191FlÙnsod, How ,p. 192.

192Thus the obkomburo -·olthough the record says obkom, the rew plenums certoinly
did not discuss more tbon len issues during enlire wor·· looked into 305 issues Ibot
were r.lated la agriculture in 191'1 (Poko, 1171312679, 1.81). It is, of course, wrong
ta assume Ihat the obkomburo ilself was free l'rom supervision and conlrol. Hoth th.
Cemml Committee and the MVD/MG B tried ta keep a close wOlch on its octivilies. Mony
of the buro's decisions concerned tbe implementation of mea..ures und decrees thot come
l'rom above.
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gowrnmenL administrators were members of tbe obkom. They never

~eem 1cJ rank very high in seniority within the Party, although

Sadovnikov, the head of the obJispolkom from the end of 1948

onwards, was virwally second·in-command in the early 1950s. This

was not so much the result of his position as leader of the oblast'

government, however, IHa more " result of his exceptionally long

work experience as a high administrator of the oblispolkom. He

hegan his caree.- in the oblispolkc;n as one of the vice-chairs, then

became caretaker chair for Simonov, and finally chairman. Regarding

weighty issues he W;lS probably heavily relied on by Konovalov and

Kiselev, who were newcomers ta the oblast' and needed someone to

introduce them to the specifies of the Kalinin oblast'193. In order to

survive as long as he didin the leadership of the K:<linin Party

organization, Sadovnikov must have been eilher a talented politician

or under the patronage of someone higher up in the Party, for he

certainly was criticized at times. In contrast to the disgraced

Vorontsov, Konovalov, or Horisov, to mention a few of the more

noteworthy obkom secretaries, he helcl on to his position,

So c1id S.N. Shatalin, who became one of the obkom secretaries

in 1947. It is obvious that he survived because of the presence of his

brothet', N.N. Shatalin, in the Cadres Section of the Central

Commillee Secretariat and the Orgburol94 . In 1952, aL the ninth

193Konovalov was accused by Cherkasov in July 1951 of being too friendly to the
ispolkom head. and Sadovnikcv's deputies Shcheplikov und u.'rokhov (Pnko, 14715110,
1.35).
194Flùnsod, How, ,p.189. Shalalin Was little appreciated by the few Purty workers who
t"membe,,,d him in the SUI'Ve)'. D.A. Dukinin said that he was conspicuous for his
shouling and pres.aring when he visiled Konakovo raion; he even threatened the
kolkhozniks in 1950 thal all who did not join the amalgl\ttlated kolk11oz would be sent to •
camp (le'limony of D. A. Dukinin in Ihe survey). 1.1. Tiaglov clashed wilh him in 1952,
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Party conference, Duhinin, the ispolkom ch'lirm'ln of Kamen ralon,

suggested explicitly that the presence or N. N. Shat'llin in the Centr'll

Committee was the cause of his brother's longevity in the Kalinin

leadershipl95. S.N. Shatalin endured at least verbally as much

criticism, if not more, .1S some of his colleagues in the obkomburo

but somehow, in conrrast to m.lny of them, never lost his job. In

1952, Kiselev came to Shatalin's defense and, .11'ter a brie!'

discussion of Shatalin's c.mdidature for the obkt'm, the lalter w:ts

allowed ta remain on the Iist of candidates and reelected. t\part

l'rom that, S.N. Shatalin was elected concomitantly as a delegate to

the Nineteenth Party Congress of the Communist l'arty hy the ninth

Party conferencel96 .

ln earl}' 1953, the obkomburo generally conVt'ned once l'very

two wel'ks, although in l'xceptional cases il met weeklyI9? The

obkom had a simiJarly organized secretariat as the Central

Commitlee: jn l'arly 1945, it comprised of at least rive departments,

that of cadres, hl'adl'd by a full-f1edged obkomsecretary, propag.tncla

and agitation, also led b}' a full secretary, and the org'lIIizlltioJl'

instruction, agriculture, and SCIHlOI dl'p"rtments (o/(It'~y), and

although he did not explain the ClIu,e (testimony of 1.1. Tiaglov in the sUI'Vey). S.N.
Shatu1in is the rather of the radical economist Stanislav Shatnlin who knew a brier
moment in the Iimelight during the last years of the existence of the USSR (see Angus
Roxburgh, The Second~ion'The S1[\Jgg~oc..E.o.wJ:r..in.JhiLKCl1mlin,

London: BBC Books, 1991, pp. 183-185, 194, Md 198; and Charles ". Fairbanks, Jo-. ,
"The Nature of the Beost," ia: The National Intw::;1, No. 31, Spl'ing 1993, pr.'1(;·56,
p.52).
195po1to, 147151283, 11.350·353. DubiJÙn stated that he felt Shutalin ta be
incompetent in his job. e
196Pnko, 147151283, 1.356.
19?5ee Pako, 147151764, Il.54·58.
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• probably a sixth department for military matters l98. These last four

were led by aIde! heads. who ranked lower than the secretaries.

There was also a "Special Seetor" of the obkom. but in how far this

seetor counted as a genuine department before the autumn of 1948

is unc1earI99. After the Eighteenth Ali-Union Party Conference of

1941. hecause of the neglect of industry. according to Fainsod.

secretaries were appointed to deal with economic matters200. In the

case of the Kalinin oblast' in 1945. these secretaries bore the title

of obkom vice-secretaries. Each of them dealt with a specifie branch

of the economy. and therefore there were vice-secretaries for
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19Bcompare 10 Fainsod. How ,p.173 and p.192. According to F8ÎlIsod. there was no
school department at the oblast' level in 1939. when the reorganization took place upon
which the organization mentionOO here was based (F8ÎlIsod. 1IQn...... p.173). However. in
the sources for the Kalinin oblllSt' for 1945. there was no evidcnce that the school
department had becn replaced by Il department for mi1itary affairs. In facto in
194711948. evidence of the existence of an obkom (and gorkom and raion) army
department has been found in the records. !Ogether with Il school department. nt least
within the obkom secretariat (Pako. 1471411125. 1. 71). Apart from the military
department in 1945. there was a militsry K0111miSSI/r, who probably was subordinate to
the Red Army commando and was presumably more or less independent from the obkom
leadership. Mter ail. 1945 was still a war year. and it seerns logicai that the military
representatives at 10wer levels of the Party were under the direct commllJld of the
Stavka. The obkom department for military matters supervised in 1947 OstJJfJ'litkbim
(the paramilitory organization for civillans. again comparable to Britain·s Home Guard
in World War Il). the committee for physical exercise and sport. and the Red Cross
(pato. 1471411125. H.711710b.). It aided local anny administration organs.
organized physical and milltary training for school children. helped the war invaIids
find work. aided the familles of soldiers. and was responsible for communication with
units of the Soviet Army stationed in the Kalinin oblast'. The raion and !Own Party
committecs had a slmilar department.
19~he "Special Sector" aIso existed in Moscow --perhaps under a different nome. 100
by Poskrebysbev· -. wbere il was Stalin's domain. ln Ka1inin it was, judging from the
records --an enormous amount of dd/Iln the former Party's arcbive were records that
bad becn collected or created by tbe "Special Seetor" of tbe obkom after the war-- the
personlll secretariat of the first obkom secretary (for Poskrebyshev's role: Zhuravlev.
XX s'eul . p.217). The Most varied reports endOO up by way of tbe Special Sector on tbe
table of tbe first secretary of tbe Kalinin Party OIianization: on crime. agriculture.
industry. the MVDIMGB. construction. welfare. and 50 on.
20Ofainsod. How, . p.174.
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animal husbandry, industry, textile .uld light industry. IUl1lbering .

machine building, transport, ;iIld the food industr)'.

[n 1948 the organization of the obkom \Vas altered: frol1l lhen

on, there were l'ive full-f1edged secretaries and eleven obkol1l

departments. analogous to the concomit;1nt reorgani'l..tlion of the

Central Committee Secretariat201 . In 1951, the obkom agreed lU the

creation of a separate depanmem of education, which was split off

l'rom the otde! for agitation and propaganda202 .

One step below the obkom ancl its secretariat functioned the

raion- and town Party committees (r;f;k()ll~r, g()rJ.-()n~J). A detailed

description of them here is unnecessary, as F;tinsod has c1escribed

their operation very accurately203. KaJinin had a gorkoJn for the town

as a whole. but was simultaneously divided into four r"ions, ail with

their own raikom. 'l'owns of oblast' subordination (Ob/;/.'J'flW/;'

podclJineni~ had their own gorkoms: Rzhev, Vyshnii Volochek,

Bologoe. Torzhok. Kimry and, from February lB, 1948, Bezhetsk204.

The attrition rate among the mikom secretaries was perlH1ps less

201See Appendis III and Faiasod, H9~, p. 175. Chart V. In Kalinin, the Foreign Oldel
and the Main Politienl Administrntion of the Armed Forces we,'e r"pl"ced by lhe l'inanciul
and economic sector (which mainly deait with the finencial slille of the Party
orgenization ilSelf) and the machine·building sector. n successur lo the Oldel of defense,
and possibly lhe militel}' kOHlIniS>'Rr. This mechine-huilding otdel is somewhat
mysterious. and probably had more than anything to do Wilh the armamenls industry. Il"
name reminds one of the Ministl}' of Medium Machine Buila ng, in which the Soviet
nuclenr defense program was developed (see Andrei Sllkherov, MIl.moir., New York:
Vinlage Books, 1992, p.104).
202Pal<.~. 14115110. 1.182. The former .choolteacher und director Aznrov wou Id hend
the deportment; in 1953 the obkomotdels of industry. machine-building. lighl industry
and transport were combined into olle otdel of industry and transport. The administralive
otdel and that of planning. linance and trade were also combined inlo one (Pako.
147/51661, 11.127/128).
203Fainsod, How ,pp.193-195.

204pako, 147/4/1125, 1.91ff.
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sewre than in Belorussia directly al'ter World War Il, but dismissal

and trans!'er was a common phenomenon among these

functionaries~OS. During 1951, when the firsl obkom secretary was

l'eplaced in July, twenty-three 01' the incumbent first raikom

secl'etaries of the l'orly-four rural rai ons changed their job, and

eighteen of lhe second raikom secrelaries20~. Similarly, lwenty-five

oul of forty-seven heads of the agricultural raikom ol'Iels were

replaced in lhis year. and l'orly-se ven OUl of eighly-eight

secretaries of raion Komsomol organizations in the coumryside20?

'l'he raikoms and gorkoms were formally under the obkom's very

strict sunervision, and acted with a rather Iimited independence20S .

ln 1<rasnyi Kholm raion in 1944, for example, the raikom received

more lhan three hundred telegrams ûll the most varied subjecl.s l'rom

the obkom, its departments, and tht: secretariat.

Once more, the evidence found in the archives of the Party

organization of the Kalinin oblast' confirms Fainsod's description of

the primary l'arLY organiz~tions, that formed the basis of the Partis

hierarchical stl'ucture209 , Although these primary cells officially

were supposed to enjoy some inde~endence in making decisions

cOllcerning cerLain poLitical. social. and economic matters, they

were bypassed by higher leveLs in the Party for the slightest malter

of im portance210 .

2050n Bclorussin, sec Fninsod, llIDï......, p. 195.

206puko, 14715/202, 11.281"-.
20?Pllko, Il. 42 and 46.
20Spuko, 14~/3/2679, 1.47.
2091'1li1lSod, How ,pp. 196-200.

210puko, 14714/18, 1.7.
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Meanwhile, the execution of decisions made higher up was

dependent on the actions of the authorities at a lower level of the

hierarchy. No matler how much the obkomburo attempled 10

supervise everything that happened in its riel', simple logislics made

il impossibl.e lo keep a close eye on each move made by lower lewls

of the Party and govermnent, and by the economic authorities211. M. A.

Smirnov was a directo\' of a bdck factory in the countryside

between i 946 and 1951, led the rural soviet of his area for the next

two years, and returned in 1953 to the brick factory:

'J'he taxes, the tough, or sometimes cruel, laws came
l'rom above, but the reaIizatian of these laws .... caulcl he clone in
different ways: either with arbitradness and cruelty or with
maximal understanding and the appreciatioll of people's
psychology.212

3mirnov admitted, though, that his factory often was visited

by a MVD-MGB plenipotentiary, who gauged the mood of the workers.

conversing with them anrl making reports on sorne.

Fainsod's remarks on the hum<Ul frailty of the l'<trty members

were borne out again by the evidence of the behaviour of many people

l'rom Kalinin, who indulged in drink, promiscuity, corruptio'l, abuse

of power, and other miscm,duct as Party members213. Abundalll

examples of this bave already been noticed. In 1951, A.S. Mezit, 'he

211As it wus similurly impossibk for the Centrol Comiuee to control every action of the
obkom; Sec Fwnsod, liow.. " pp.327/328.
212Testimony of M.A. Smirnov. Ivan V. Kar!lJJev ogree. in his description of the room for
nLll110euvring of the postwnr kolkhoz chair in l'skov obluSl' (KanlSev, pp.3061307\.
213FIÙ-"Sod, How. ,p.2ûO. In the eighteen months of 1963 and the first half of 191>4,
'12.5% of the exclusions in the Pnrty orgunizution of Leningrad were conneeted with
overindulgence in drinking (Vakzer, ''l'ersonal 'n)'e...." p.99). Vakzer noticed as weil
that in the 1950s already many Party members in Leningrad. who Were employed in
distribut;",) agencies, were involved in the "second (shody) ecollomy" (tt'flt"'l/ÙI

t'k(/n(/mila~ (Vakl<er, "Per.on.oI 'nye ... ," 1" 101).
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• raikom seerelary 01' Kaliazin raion, was dismissed for his drinking,

womanlzing, and behaviour in general as a benevolenl small-time

dielalor of bb realm214 . His altilude led ta an atmosphere of

lieentiousness in Lhe k.olkhozy of Lhe l'mon. Al Lhe amalgamation of

1950, ail kolk.hozniks of Kaliazin raion were given an advance in

vodka ta cdebrale the occasion. In the MTS, the Komsomol, and even

tbe MUO, ail were involvecl in drinking bouts on a regular basis215.

The MU U had used the laxilY 01' the first secretary of lhe l'mon ta

become involved will, ex-conviets 3nd former prisoners of war.

'l'he number of twelve· voting delegales for the Kalinin oblast'

al the Nineleenth Party Congl'ess more or less conformed la lhe

ratio of one delegale pel' 5,000 members lhal seems ta have been lhe

rule2 16 . [1' the oblasl' population at this time was about 1.6 million,

the amount of ParlY members pel' 1,000 people was low (34.69) in

comparison la the robustness of Ole Moscow or Leningrad Parly, but

cerlainly on a par with many of the other RSFSR oblasts217.

On cerlain occasions, del€'rmined by tbe Central Commiltee,

lbe lesser gods wilhin the ParlY leadership of the KaHnin oblast'

were permiued ta fincl faull in previously designaled members of

the obkomburl'. 'l'he crilicism of Konovalov by the Central Commiuee

represenlative ~ilorozbev in July 1951 has been described. [n his

w:tke, a long list of lower Party bosses '.)1' the Kalinin oblast' funber
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214Pako, 1-1715/429, 11.173·179.
21SThe KOIn.omol rtlikom'L"Cretll1'}' Smirnov had even been assaulting women when he
wo;; drunk (l'oko, 14715/42', 1.178).
21~See Fllin.od, HQ", .. , 1'.234, TobIe 9, Wld cQmpare tQ Appendix III.

217That is, i~ one uses for the calculation an estimate of 55,500 for the full Part)'
membership; ;,,' the military members are added (which would give a total membership
61,28~} the ratio is higher (38.30) (Sec Table 35 and Appcndix III).
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demolished the stature of Konovalov. One of them was the secretary

of the Party committee of the railroad-car factory. Baranov. who

was rewarded for his efforts with a promotion to secretary of the

Kalinin gorkom and to the obkomburo soon afterll8. Baranov's

scathing lambasting probably originated from the Central

Committee. because it was unthinkable that a relative low-life Iike

himseif would be allowed to pan the present obkom leadership in the

following way:

AlI the comrades know that when the decision of the
Central Committee of the party came down on the dismissal of
his duties of the first secretary of the obkom, comrade
VorolltSOV, many of the obkom ;nembers made one after the
other an appearance and said that, you see, they had already
noticed for a long while the great errors --the suppression of
criticism and so on--, they beat themselves on the chest with
their fist, and promised ta remedy the situation. But quite a
while has gone by, and once more large errors are noticed in
the work of the party obkomburo. We had two members of the
obkomburo, who E.ppeared bere, the comrades Cherkasov and
Vakhmistrov, and they said, too, that they noticed large
errors made by comrade Konovalov, but they did nat tell us
what they tried to do to prevent them from being made. llCl

ll8see Appendix III: Daranov was bom in 1912 in Tver', and hud studied Dt u Leningrad
tecbnica1-industrial institute: iL! 1941 he had become Party member. ln 1949 he
becamc the Party secretaJy of the railroad-car factor,... ufter working for a white as the
head of one of its WOl'kshops. He had apparemly been promoted directly arter the purge at
the faetlll'Y, as he already was Party secretaJy of the works in February 1949 at the
seventh Party conference, which lOOk place immediately after the "discovery" of the case
(For this case, sec VI.2: Pako, 1471411495, 1.100). Perhaps he had even been (one of)
the person(s), who drew the attention of the MGD and the Party to the case in the tirst
place. At the end of the July 1951 Plenum, he was appointed heud of the obkom
department of machine·bulldin& on recommendation of Kiselev (paJco, 14715110.
1.184 ).
219pako, 14715110, 1. 77. Compare also to Fainsod's remaries on c",ücism (sec
Fain50d. How ,. pp.I821183). A.S. Efremov became Party member in 1952. He
described this reprobDtion as "criticism, measured out in doses"(d'ozUoI1Ull1m'a
biribi}, " ...this you May criticize, tbat is not permitted (to be critica/ about)"
(testimony of AS. Efremov in the survey). N.N. Panova described the orcheltration of
this and of criticism: "Even our "stars", our best weavers, could criticize in the best of
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Baranov then also predicted thal obkom secrelaries Shatalin

ancl Borisov, wh,) were still LU appear, woulcl behave in the same

way220. He blamed the mistakes thal hacl been made on the lack of

criticlsm from below, a trend which was fillering through to the

higher Party organs, as weil as on the scarce appearances of the

higher Party leaders of the obkom and of the gor- and raikoms in the

primary Party organizations. 'l'his latler criticism was standard

form at the time, ancl was devoid of any meaning221. The Party

leadership had such a plethora of business to deal witl1, that this

kind of intima.;! involvement with the lower Party organizalions

was pr:l.ctically out of the question222. Much moaning and groaning in

July 1951 of Konovalov's tenure at the head of the Party

organization focussed on the enormous amount c;f papers the ob.icom

cas~s somelhing l'rom lhe lribune [only] for lhe sak~ of appeoronces, and Ihen lheir
speeches were wrillen for lhem, and correcle<! in lhe parly commillee [of lhe faclory]"
(lestimony of N.N. Panova in lhe survey).
220pnko, 14715/10, II. 77/78.
221ln fncl, in Mnrch 195!, <l' the eighth ob1nst' Party conference, Konovnlov himself
lasbed out at people wilo suppressed ':riticisln l'rom be1ow, a number of whom hnd been
dismissed aCIer \'ol'Ontsov's ousle,' (Pako, 1471512, 1.19). As V.G. Gnvrilov remarked
ill lbe survey, when .I:lked if he sometimes criticized the policy of the authorities: "We
we,'e lIol permilted [ta criliclze] higher po1itics, but concerning locnl trifles a11 was
possible, we bath swore at the [local] leadership and silently fulfilled an) kind of
!>tupidilyas, probab1y, il nlways used la be, and always will be" (testimollY of V.G.
Gavrilov in the survey).
222Z. M. Vinogradova, who was the chair of a kolkhoz in the Vyshnii Volochek raion
dul'iu.v, the Insl few year. before tbe first amalgamation of 1950, desct'ibe<! heL'
ambiguous relHlionship wilh higher authOOties as fo11ows: "We had many aUlhonlies
abov. us, whoever wanted ordered Ihe kolkhozy around, but the most important was, of
course, the raikom. But it would be sinfu1 ta comploin about. the raikom secretarie•.
Even if they hnppened ta demand sometbing stupid l'rom us, then they were mo.tly
ordered to do this l'rom above nnd we knew lhelt. For example, once in 1949 or 1950 we
had alrendy sown potatoe.; they cnlled me in and gave me the tosk of sowing another
thirty hecIOl·es. But we did not have noymore .eedlings, lIor did we have land (to sow
with potatoe.] left. However, in arder not to let them down, we gave tbem some kind of
written statement [on their presumed extra sowing). ACter nll, who of the oblnst'
[committee) would come ta meosure our land?" (testimony of Z.M. Vinogradova in tbe
surve)').
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• apparatus generated, something which Sovil!t crities in hindsight

would cali the "cardinal failings born of thl! Stalin cult, red t,tPI!.

inflated staffs. "223

It is interesting that at the same II1l!eting. Lhl! l'art)' secretar)'

of the "J)roletarka" textile works, Voevodina, harshly reprehended

oblispolkom chair Sadovnikov to no ,lVail, for the lalll!r would be

allowed to earr)' on in bis function224. Sadovnikov, as VOl!vodina

pointed out. was just as mueh responsible for the languishing state

of the economy as Konovalov. Had Sadovnikov not bl!en heading thl!

oblispolkom aL the time of Vorontsov's ousting'! Bad he nOl,

consequently, t'ailed to draw the right conclusions l'roll1 thal I!pisode

--that things had to change in a radical way in order tu im pl"Ove

matters? Konovalov was a newcomer to the oblast', while

Sadovnikov had been part of its leadership sinee the war )'ears. He

had been one of the leaders of the oblispolkom sinee Decl!mber 1946.

so in a way Voevodina's criticism was right: wh)' geL rid of

Konovalov, while leavillg Sadovnikov in plaee225? She long ue-Iashed

Sadovnikov for managing afl'airs through Lhe ParlY organization,

inslead of the oblispolkom and raion soviet executive eommitLees.

I.nterestingly, she even was daring enough to say:

:\7 .'i

•

223A. Samsonov ct al.(eds.), A Short Hist9.ry~L1he USSR' Pw:UI, Moscow: Progress
Publishers, 1965, p.264. Obkom secretaries Vakhmistrov and Shatnlin criLlcized the
inordinate amount of poper-pushing involvcd in ohkom work (l'ako, 14715/10,
H.60,112/113).
224Pako, 1'1715/10, H.118-120. Central Committee representative Storozhev
discussed briefly Sadovnikov's position at the end of the July 1951 plenum, but for no
apparent reason asked the obkom members to give him another chance and give mm more
support in the futu·..e (Pnko, 147/5/10, 1.185).
225See Appendix III.
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Comrades, at an earlier plenum comrade Vorontsov was
dismissed awing ta a decision of the Central Committee. That,
camrades, was unforgivable in our eyes, as we lost our worker,
who had been reared by our party organizari on. 226

IL is a mysterj why Sadavnikav was allawed ta remain, but

most Iikely he was protected by someone higher up in the Parly. Not

surprisingly, Voevodina was not reelected as a full member of the

obkom at the next obiast' Party conference in September 1952227 .

KOllovalav tried to save himself (perhaps literally, although

more Iikely his Party career) by aLLacking his obkamb'lro colleagues

in his final speech in July 1951 in front of the plenum of the obkom

of the Kalinin Party organization228, He added:

The criticism of the errors and shortcomings in the work
of the obkomhura of the party, in my personal work, eXpt'essed
in the decision of the Central Committee, in the report of
comrade SLOrozhev, and in the speeches of the party obkom
members, is for me a great school, the lessons of which 1 will
diligently study ancl nat commit [them anymoreJ in any kind
of work that tbe Central Committee of the party will oblige
me to do.229

IL is no wonder that the atmosphert' within the Party would

still sporadically relapse into the hysterical maad of 1937-1938. It

cenainly was not an unmiûgated pleasure to be a Party member, as

one was under much c10ser scrutiny than people outside the Party230.

Between January 1945 and January 1949, the level of exclusions

226pako, 1'17/5/10, 1.120.
227A9 WIIS illdicfttL'<! by li cor.parison of the records of Pnko, 147/5/1, 1.28 and
147/5/283, 11.347·350.
228Pllko, 147/5/10, 11.128-131.
2291'ako, 147/5/10, 1.131.
230Apllrt from tbat, tbe workload for profe9Sionai Party workers wa9 extraordinarily
IIca")' (testimony of N. G. Timofceva in tbe survey).
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was still rather high: roughly 10%231, ln order lo improVl' lhe sense

of security within lhe Parl)' so:newhat. al a discussion in 1952 of

the new Party Slalule lhat was lo be accepled al lhe 19lh l'arly

Congress. one person proposed lo make il a l'ule lo have ll1ell1bers

exclu(l~d who slandered honesl people232. Neverlheless, Party

membership aided one's career: il was a necessity l'or those with

ambitions233 .

While in reality the Party conlrolled the stale. the governll1enl

of lhe oblast' was formally led by lhe oblispolkom234 , Simihtr

committees comprised lhe official governmenl al r:üon and town

levels. The lowest level of the government was formed by lht! rural

and urban dislrict soviels' executive.

ln some ways the post-revolutionary t!xecutive commiuees of

the soviets at a provincial and raion levd wert! similar Lo. and

politically as powerless as, the pre-revolulionary ZefJJ.'J1I1J/. The

village soviet had taken over many administrative llIsks of lhe

231Pnl<o, 1~7/4fI49S. 1.230b. und 1.26. On Junuury l, 19~9. there were 60.592 l'ull
members and candidates. In the period 5,749 members and cnndidutes had been excluded,
1,576 of whom had been involved in the embezzlement of kolkhoz property, 1,184 l'o.'
having become alienated (Ol/Y') l'rom the Party. 398 l'or having li ved on occupier!
territory. and 84 for huving been involved in religious ,'ites und the like, The growth
between carly 1945 and carly 19~9 had been enormous: 1"'Dm 28.667 to 60,952
Communists, Maay of these wer. war veterons, who WCl'e not ulways the mosl exemplu.y
Communists, for 2,393 (41.6%) of those excluded belwecn 19~5 and 1~9 hud bccome
n Commulust in 1943 nnd 1944. ln 19~8. 2.361 membel'S hnd been cxcluded (about
4%) (Pnko, 14714/1551, 11.67168). In 1949 und 1950 un nddilionul 2,681 would be
excluded (scc Tahle 37).
232puko, 14715/328. 1. 124,
233 A. F. Antonov was nsk.d by lhe hend of the orgunizulional oldel of the Udoml'in ruikom
ta become n member, He was told that if he wllllted ta get llIlywbcre in life, und nol remuin
a kolkhoz brigadier forever , he should join the Party. Antonov decHned (testimollY of
A. F. Antonov in the .urvey),
234Compare to Fainsod. liQ.L...... pp. 337/339. " ... [the Communi~t PlIt1.y) wa. not, und
never had bccn, a political party in lhe true sense of the word but a mechunism for
controlling the state" (Pipes, "1917... ," p.79).
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~l(/JO(I, which had possessed large discretionary powers in the local

affairs of the village uutil col1ectivization235 .

Ilow little independent the government was l'rom the Party can

be gathered l'rom the information that 311 of 596 delegates at the

uinth oblast' Party conference were deputies of the oblast', town,

raion, and rural soviets, indicating a substantial overlap of l'arty

and government leadership functions23ô. ln early 1951, there were in

ail 15,896 deputies of local soviets in the Kalinin oblast'231. The

oblasl' soviet had 141 deputies.

I\lthough this organization of Party and goverrunent was

elaborate, it did oot result in a cogent governmental system. Oblast'

depanments of the Party and oblispolkom, as weil as lower levels of

l'arty and government, needed to be constantly supervised in order to

atl.tin a measure of efficiency. Kiselev complained in September

1952 that thi:! obkom had been neglecting the control over the state-

235See I. 6 und 11.1. The term skl1odfor the villuge meeting remuined in use, but the
nuthority of the skl1odwos much reduced roter collectivization. It seems thut roter
StRlin's deuth an effort wos undertnken to revive the skIJOd(Zelenin, Obshchcstyepno""
pp. 1411142). Il had, however, lost mosl of its power of decision in local motters.
[nstend, even nfter 1953, it functioned os anolher "b'nnsmission belt," with the task of
o"gonizing the executioll of c1ecisions mnde by higher authorities. The meetings of the
sklJodwCt'e called by the ispolkoms of the rural soviets.
23ôPnko, 147/5/283, 1.121. Another example of lhe overlapping of Pnrty and
gowl'l1ment were lhe c1ections for the soviets. In Febl'ual)' 1946, the USSR Supl'Cme
Soviel delegates elccled l'al' lbe Kalinin oblost' wcre J.P. Boitsov, A. V, Simonov, A. M,
Vasi!'ev, KI. Rybakova, M.P. Volkovn, M,M, Gramov, A.D. Krutikovand M,M. Pereslegin;
V,P, Pol"mkin wns eleeted ta lhe Soviet of Nationalities. Some of these delegates were
lohn worke,'s or kolkhozniks, the l'est POl'ly leaders (PP 7959/F'eb 15, 1945, p.l;
compnre la Appendix 1Il). See nlso Fllinsod, How ,pp.324-326. Not only lhe obkom, but
Illso the MVDIMGB, the procurocy, Gosplnn, the Ministry of Stale Control, and other
milÙstries controlled the aClivities of the oblispolkom (sec Fninsod, How" .. p.329 and
pp. 338/339). As Djilas remarked about the l'ole of the Party in governmental affairs:
"Th" Communist Party, including the professional party burenucracy, stands above the
regulations Md behind every single one of the state's acts." (Milovan Djilas, The Ne)ï
C1lu:i' An Apnly..:lÏ.LQ( the Commun;s! .sy~. New York: Praeger, 1957, p.35).
237Soe Tnble 9.
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and economic apparatus with regards to the execution of decisions

of the Party and USSR governmem238. People engaged excessivel)" in

paper-push ing, and a vast amou nt of rather su perlï ci:.1 dec i si ons

were made hy the authodties in the oblasl'. He added angrily:

'l'he absence of high exacLÏngness tow:mls cadres and
towarcls execution (of decisionsl seriously enfeehl!!cI pal"ly
and state discipline in oblast' and rai on organizations ancl (l'cl

to a situation, in which the party raikoms in many c:\ses
ignored the obkom, did not follow its directives, nor presented
repor:s on the execution of its clecisions. 239

Apan l'rom outright exclusion, one of th\! ways LO disci pline

Party members for unsatisfactory hehaviour was to give them

wamings, reprimands, or penalties, which could or coulcl not he

Iloted down on theil' l'aIty membership card. However, il' too many

Communists were reprimanded, the eHect was ohviously watered

down. Quite a few local Party bosses resorled tao often lo these

kind of actions, according la Kiselev in 1952240. l'hus in seven

nuons, more lhan 22% of the l'aIty membership had been penalized.

Next to Party and govenunent stood the security organs. Theil'

first and traditional duty, since revolutionary and civil war days,

was ta investigate aJieged "anti-Soviet" elements, spies, saboteurs,

wreckers, and sa on. This original task was more or Jess the terrain

of the NKGB-MGB after the split of the security organs during the

war. As NKVD head Pavlov pointed out ta the sixth l'arty conl'erence

of the Kalinin oblast' in January 1945, the NKVD-MVD was engaged in

anti-aircral'! defense in the war; prophylactic work against l'ires;

238Pako, 147/5/283, 1.12'1.
239Pako, 147/5/283, 1. 12'1 .
240pako, 147/5/283, 1.l32.
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.• construction; the fight against the neglect and homelessness of

children; the maintenance and security of prisoners' camps; the

labour deployment of convicts and prisoners of war; together with

Party and soviet organizations, ensuring and assisting the exec:ution

of political and economic measures; and still more fields241. Pavlov

was hard put to find any area of the economy, or social and political

activity, in which the NKVD organs did not play a "positive" role

The organs were assisted by informers, some of whom, out of a

sense of dutY and loyalty to the system, helped the organs

voluntarily, while others were "recruited" «(za}verlJovat' is the

infinitive used for tbis practice) by the organs242. The NKVD tried ta

recruit A.S. Efremov, when he was army-signaller and took care of

mail in bis unit, but he refused243. Similarly the security organs

tried to enlist N.D. Eliseev after the war, in 1951, as an informer244.

380
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241PakO. 147/312679, 1.89. N.A. Zabelin was told by a MVD officer in 1951 that he
was appoimed as director of secondary school NO.19, located in the "closed" amorce
suburb of Kalinin, Migalovo (testimony of N. A. Zabelin in the survey).
242S. S. 8ergeev was denounced by bis own brother to the NKVD aCter the war: he was
accused of haviDg served in the German PoOzei Apparently the brother wanted to bave
the pllI'ental home ail for himseJf. Sergeev was soon released by the NKVD, which
apparently did not tete sanctions against the brother either (testimony oC S. S. Sergecv in
the survey). Compare as weil to the information network in Moscow ("Moskva
voennaia," p.101).
243Te5timocyof AS. Efremov in the survey. The org805 did checlt the mail tbat he
handJed, which is no surprise to us, because of the orrest oC Solzhenitsyn. He also saw an
officer who WBS beaten by the Chekisls untiJ he bled in the "special branch" (afl76p'
otdel} of the NKVD. Befere the War bis neighbour was arrested as a mult oC a
denunciation that was sent to the mion authorities (testimony of A. S. Efrcmov in the
survey).
2#fe5timony oC N.D. Eliseev in the survey: Eüseev might bave confused the MVD with
the MGB here. N. V. Akbova oC Konaltovo was recruited. too. to write 'ieports on tlte moad
and sit1llltion in the direction oC ber CaetOl'y. She maintained that me did not write
anythiDg, and that the 01'1805 let her alone Curtlter (teslimony of N.V. Akbova in the
survey). The testimony of the three, who were honm eno1l8h to admit their (COl'ced)
involvement with the security organs, praves the point of Valentin T1II'chin: "A society
'l'as cl"lted where information wu cJosed. and ilS blooming. ilS tate-off tonlt place in
the last years of Staün's lüe. Huntlreds oC thousands of informers Coliowed every ward oC
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Out of fear. he dared not decline. He maintained during his interview

that he informed the security organs of not having noticed anything

suspicious at the locomotive depot where he worked. One and a hait'

years Jater he was called in by the MVD headquarters in Kalin.in, and

scolded by an MVO major for his inactivity and lack of vigilance.

Uradually the organs started ta Jeave him alone.

The relationship between the local branches of the MVD and

MGB and the Party is difficult ta assess l'rom the records245. There

is at least one occasion when the oblast' MVD head. Pavlov, appealed

to his superior ta make the obkomburo withdraw a reprimand246 , He

!lad received the reprimand fOl' unaut!lorized actions with respect to

prisoners of war. On another occasion it seems as if the obkomburo

had the authority ta oblige the MVD head ta follow ils orders247.

However. in early 1948 the obkom complained ta V.D. Nikitin, a

l'unctionary of the Direction of Cadres of the Central Committee,

that the MVD paid no heed to the established order of changing and

appointing cadres which were o1'ficiaHy part of the obkom

it. citizen." (Vnlentin Turchin. lnen,Ho Strakhn. New York: Izd.tel'stvo "Khronik.".
1977, p.21). Compnre also to Solzhenitsyn. The Gul.g..... lII-IV, p.636.
245Tbe observ.tion of M.A. Smirnov in tbis respect .eems to be o1J too true: "At that
time tlle le.ders [Iocally, in the towns, mions and villages. of the factories. and rural
soviets]. as a matter of fact, as part of their function, were free-lance (r'ReSotiifoyt)
collahorators of the [security] organs and were obüged to give any kind of information"
(teslimony of M.A. Smimov in the survey).
246]n May 1946. MVD minister S, Kruglov supported Pavlov in his decision to remove
900 prisoners of war from work on different industrinl projects in the oblast', and
a.sign them to the construction of a higbway under the aUspice. of the USSR MVD (see
Pnko, 147/4/66. 1.197). At first. Pavlov was reprimanded by the obkomburo for this.
but Kruglov demaaded tbat the obkombul'O remove the reprimand from Pavlov's record.
This the buro apparently did. considering the fact that the reprimand would not be
mentioned when an obkom .eaetlll)' wrote a few years later a biography of Pavlov.
24?See VIA,
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nomen1:J;/lurâ48 . Without the agreement of the obkom, MVD workers

were often called away and appointed to positions in other ohlasts,

white others were appointed, who had compromised themselves in

their former function. More will be said about the acti vities of the

organs below249 .

Separate from the Part)', the government, MGU, and MV\), stood

the army. By 1947, it appears there still existed an oblast' military

commissariat (OblFoé'nkon~, and at the raion level there were raioll

military commissariats (niivoen.komyp50. Formally, the)' were

partially subject ta the authority of the obkom; in 1947 fi l'st

secretary Vorontsov had the MGS carry out a background check 011 al\

functionaries of the military commissariats in the oblast'.

The army itself must have been rather conspicuous in the town of

Kalinin: units of infantry, the military academy "Molotov" (that

educated cadt'es for the Army Service Cor:'s), the Fifty-Sixth

airforce division, another army school, a commulùcaûon unit, and

other units were stationed in the town in 1948251 ,

V.4 The Mixed Record of tbe Komsomol

Fainsod has pointed out that the KomsomoJ was neither

exclusively composed of youthful fanatics, nor of passive good-for

nothings252 . Atready in my fi!'st four chapters, repeated criticism of

248Pako, 147/4/1125, 1.79.
249See particularly VI.2, Vl.3, and VIA.
250pako, 147/4/519, Il.155·160.
251Pako, 147/4/1125, 1. 77ob.
252Fainsod, How, ,p.241.
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the K0msomol and their members has been noticed. At'ter its virtual

eclipse in the war years, the Komsomol bolstered from 66,000

members in 1946 to 128,000 members in 1954253, In August 1951

the oblast' Komsomol newspaper began to be published, for the first

Lime since its disconlinuation at the beginning of the war254 . The

growth ol' the Komsomol in the Kalinin oblast' kept apace with that

in the USSR as a whole, where the total membership was 9.3 million

in March 1949, and more than 16 million in August 1952255. In 1947,

of the conscripts of the birth year 1929 who were tested for

miHtary service, 12.2% in the oblast' boasted Komsomol

membership256. I-Iowever, in many rural raions the membership did

not surpass 10% among the conscripts25? In the years 1949 and

1950, the Komsomol increased its membership in the Kalinin oblast'

to more than 100,000 members258. The Komsomol had become by the

eal'1y 1950s "... an all-embracing mass organization of Soviet youth

l'ailier than an eHte category second oilly to the Party. "259

2530chcrki, p.553. According to its sccrctary Smirnov, it had n,oGe mcmbers in
carly 1948, 77,000 in carly 1949, and, according to its secretary Bcliakova, it !lad
108,000 mernbers in July 1951 (Pako, 147/4/1095, 1.21, 14714/1495, 1. 77ob.
and 147/5110, 1.71).
254ZarG nnYslrecbu, oçberki istgrii KoliojnskQi oblastoQÎ organizatsii YLK5M, Moskva:
Moskovskii rabochii, 1968, p.295.
255Fainsod, Hnw, ,p.248.
256Pako, 147/4/1391, 1.5.
25?In Bezhetsk, Kashin, Krasnyi Kholm, Maksatikhn, Molokovo, Neri', Novokarel',
Ovinishe!le, Orsha, Rameshki, Sandovo, Spirovo mions in the eastern part of the oblast'
and in Knlinin rural mion, Lukovnikovo, Vysoko, Esenovichi, Ernelianovo, Staritsa, and
Turginovo mions in the formerly oeeupied part of the oblast'.
2580n January l, 1951, a total of 101,530 Komsomols was eounted in the oblast, of
whom in 1949 and 1950, 56,401 bad been accepted as new members of the youth
organizntion; at the same lime the aetual growth was 24,647, whieh shows a bigh leve!
of attrition among the membersbip. (pako, 147/5/173, 1.5).
259Fainsod. How" , p.249.
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Nevertbeless, even in the last three years of StaJin's lire the

membersbip of the Komsomol was far more widespre:ld among urban

youth than among ule rural young260. Until 1947, the Komsomol

experienced diJlïculty maintaining itself in certain areas. In Brusovo

raion, merely sixteen Komsomols out of a total membership of 1,000

were engaged in a form of political study in 1946, and the

organization as a whole was thought to he in danger of coUapse

because of the members' high rate of departure261. In 1947,

Komsomol organizations existed in 108 of the 303 kolkhozy or the

Kalinin rural raion262. At the end of 1947, there were no Komsomol

organizations in almost hall' of the kolkhozy of tlle Kalinin oblast'263.

On the col1ective farms the popularity of the Komsomol

remained less than desired:

ln a majority of the cases [of Komsomol ceUs at
collective farms] a minority of kolkhoz youtl1 is a Komsomol
member. Every month the number of kolkhozniks who enter the
Komsomol decreases; every month the number of kolkhoz
organizations which have not accepted more youth to their
ranks increases. When compared to the numbers of enlry of
young kolkhozniks into the Komsomol in. 1949, then those
numbers in this year have decreased in severa! different
months roughly by two to three times.264

Thus Komsomol secretary l:3eliakova lamented the situation in

lu!y 1951. However, site apparent!y was Hot aware that a negalive

influence could be traced to the exodus of the rural youth, to which

260Sec Table 27.
261Pako, 147/4/18, 1.10.
262Zclenin, ObsbcbestvcoQo , , p.149.
263Ibid., p.I54.
264Pako, 147/5/10, 1.71; halfway 1948 on a total of 7,382 kolkbozy, only 2,974 had
Komsomol organizations (pako, 1"7/4/1096, 1.6).
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more auenLion will be given V11.3. In 1952 the kolkhomik's

membership of the Komsomol feJ1 by another 3,000265 . The members

themselves were sometimes less than enthusiasLic about the

Komsomol as weil, since 12% to 13% failed to pay their membership

fee on a regular basis in 1951266. In 1949, even leading Komsom 01

members engaged in rdigious practices, having their children

chdstened, visiting cburches, and 50 on267 .

'l'Ile Komsomol's postwar transformation l'rom elite to mass

organization for the Soviet youth did not happen without difficulty.

The I>arty organizations were unable ta provide necessary

supervision, because of which sorne of the Komsomol organ'.zations

were left to fend for themselves268 . As a result, some of the oblast'

youth feU under the influence of "backward elements," violated

labour discipline, and behaved in other unworthy ways.

Even when there was sul11cient supervision in theory, the

political consciousness of those leaders was questionable. In 1948,

the oblast' first secretary of the Komsomol met with the second

Komsomol raikom secretary of tlte Ovinishche raion269. He found out

that she was "iIliterate" in matters of t11eory and history of the

(>arty. and was of tlte opinion that Churchill --wllO at this point was

a major villain in the eyes of the Party, since he 11ad shown l1imself

265Pako, 147/5/659, 1.118.
266Pako, 147/5/10, 1.72.
267Pako, 147/411495, 1. 77ob.
268As was the complaint of Konovalov in March 1951 (Pako, 147/5/2, 11.22).
269Pako, 147/411095, 1.21. In 1948 obkom secretary Parfenov maintained tltat up to
4091\ of the Komsomol membership did not pay its fees on a regular basis (Pako,
147/4/1095, 1.21ob.).
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• a "warmonger" at Fulton, Missouri, in 1946·· had died long ag0270 .

More surprising was the apparent existence l'rom 1947 ulllii 1953 ot'

the "Union of the Eastern BrandI," a group of Komsomol secretaries

of the raions 10cated east of the October Railroad in the oblast'271.

Some of the "presidents" of this informai organization had

subsequently been promoted ta the Party apparatus. The group met in

Kalinin in the restaurants "Seliger" or "Volga," and new members

paid a fee which financed dinners willl subsequent drinking bouts. In

the report on the group by Kiselev ta an obkom plenum, it was hinted

that young female Komsomol secretaries had been "used." Kiselev

cited the example of this "union" ta warn against l/rupp0J'sbcbùJ:f

(group forming) and the formation of "cliques" or "families."

ln early 1953 an obkom plenum convened ta discuss the

Komsomol 's unsatisfactory state of affairs272 . In Kimry, in an

obsiTciJeziJitie for young workers, drinking bouts were taking place,

card games played (which apparently was illegal), and hooliganism

occurred273. Similar disturbances occurred in the obsllc1!t'ziJitù' of

the cotton-fibre Kombin;u; of Vyshnyi Volochek and in other places.

The key ward at the obkom meeting was roloze/slvo

("heedlessness"). The llarty organization liad been negligent about the

supervision of the Komsomol and the non-Komsomol youth, who could

31\6
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270StwWIlrt Communist G. V. Lubov stiJl mllÏntained in the summer of 1992 tblll.
Churchill hlld proven himself the warmonger with his speech in "ulton, Ilnd tbnt wllr
cauld bllve braken out at Ilny time, becnuse the West intended ta otlack the Cammuni~

bloc ot the opportune moment (testimony of G. V. Lubov in the survey). ChurchiJl's
speech in Fulton, Missouri, in which he described the Iron CurtllÏn thot dividcd Europe,
wos publisbed on Morch 12, 1946, in proJelacskoia prayda (Ill' 79761 March 12,
1946, pA).
2?lPalta, 147/5/660, 11.93194.
2?2Paka, 147/5/659, 1.109ff.
273Palta, 14715/659, 1.131; probably card gantes for maney were intended here.
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be fertile ground for the "enemy activities of spies and

wreckers. "274 In Kalinin, 21,000 young people belonged to tne

Komsomol, but their poJitical and general education was ol'tell

mediocre2?5. Only 3,500 of them had completed secondary school or

more. As a result, "amoral deeds" transpired, such as violations of

labour and ~1.ate discipline, as weil as the obsp.rvation of religious

ceremonies. The oblast' prosecutor, Gerasimenko, complained about

the large incidence of youth among suspects in criminal court

cases2?6. Most crimes, according to Gerasimenko, were committed

under the influence of copious amounts of alcohol, often consumed

on religious holidays. In Ka/inin, a group of secondary school

students had even beaten up a teachet-2?? The pel'fidious influence of

kulaks was still discerned in 1953, when the Komsomol Pavlova

tried to organize a petition in her village to return the confiscated

bouse of her dekulakized in-laws278 .

Tbe Komsomol was also obliged to supervise tbe activities of

the "Young Pioneers" organization, tbat was for cbildren below tbe

age of fourteen, somewbat sim ilal' to our Boy and Girl Scouts (plus

Cubs and Brownies). In 1948, 100,060 children belonged to a Pioneer

group in the oblast'279,

----------------- -

27~Poko, 1~7151659, 1.139.
275poko, 1~7151659, 1.144.
276Pnko, 147151659, 1.1~7. 1,830 people YOWlger thon twenty-six hod been convicted
by the oblost' courts during 1952. More thon 80% of these occused were between
eighteen nnd tweoty-six years old. Hoolignnism and theft each made up more thnn 40% of
t1te crimes commitled by the youth. Twenty-eight had been convicted of premeditated
murcle!'. Almon 15% of the 1,830 were Komsomo1 members.
2??Poko, 147151659, 1.148.
278Pako, 147151659, 1.201.
279poko, 1471411126, 1.5.
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• Ou the surface, the Kamsamal pramised an ability la organi:l.e

the best of the yauth in aU of sacieLy in a monalilhic unity 01'

aspiring Cammunists. ln practice, however, the organization il,td ta

deal with cantinuous stream 01' impediments to its efforts to

educate and discipliae the young people into obedienL, vigilant, and

enthusiastic subjects 01' the Soviet staLe. Bl?cause of the

Komsamal's excepLianal 1'10urishing al"!er the war, it becarne even

1ess possible ta control tbe ideolagical arthadaxy of ail it~

members. 'l'lIe provincial yauth engaged in the usual pursuiLs al' young

people in a modern society, same of which Lrespassed inta Lhe re:tlm

of crime. Wbat the autharities saw as misbehaviour of Lhe young was

perpetrated both by thase iuside and autside the Kamsomol of Lhe

Kalinin ablast' .

•
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CHAPTER VI: PARTY AND PEOPLE

VI. t The Politiclll Consciousness of the Population

The most successful element of political propaganda was Soviet

patriotism tjuring and after the war l . Many of the survey respondents

were tremendously proud after the war that Hitler's Germany had been

defeated and that the Soviet Union had become the only other

superpower next to the United States2. After 1945 the USA. and to a

lesser extent "the West" as a whole --to which Yugoslavia was added in

1948-- replaced Nazi Germany as the USSR's new mortal enemy3.

Many of the pre-1930 generation still think today that full employment,

free healthcare, and free education were unrivalled achievements,

unique to the Soviet Union4• The quality of healthcare, or the fees for

IZubkova comments: "...the charaeter of the war itself ··patriotic, Iiberating, justified-
supposed a unitY of society ( the Rllrodand the authorities) for the solution of the generaJ
national problem: the resislance against the enemy" (Zubkova, "ObshcbestVennaia... (194S
1946)." p.7) According ta R. Stites: "Nationalism. homeland. Russian history. lore. legend.
and cJassical culture underlay the whole experience --in film and aU thP. papulor arts. The
wor so deeply popuJarized and legitimized these that \bey survived the renewed onslaugbt of
Marxist ideology in tbe postwar period" (Stites. Russjag Popular Culture, p.IIS).

2E.g.. the testimonies of V.P. Sazbko. L.S. Solov·eva. I.V. Ratataev, AE. Malysbeva. AV.
Zburavleva. K.P. Novikov. E.V. Baranova, I.I. Tiaglov. AA. Kondrasbov. M.A. Golubeva. P.A
Kashi!lov. N.A labe1in. V.E. Tsvetkov, S.S. Sergeev. A.S. Efremov. V.K. Stepanov. V.I.
Gaganova. V.F. Akïmova. S.M. Volkov. AN. Ivanova. N.P. Golubev (n). AE. Valthmistrov. AE.
Smimov. V.P. Krylov. N.A Arkhaugel'skii. N.A. Smimov. N.V. Kurganova in the survey.
Fourteen of tbese people. or their spouses, joined the Commuaist Party at sorne point in
time. twe1ve did not.
30jilas gave a perceptive explanation for the inberent need of the Commuaist state for
"enemies"; "Founded by force and violence, in constant conflict with its people. the
Communist state. even if there are no extemaJ reasOllll, must be militaristic. The cult of
force. especially mllitary force. is nowhere so prevalent as in CommuaiS! countries.
Militarism is the intemaJ basic need of the new cJass; it is one of the forces whicb mue
possible the new class's existence. strength. and priviJeges" (Djilas. The New CIMs. p.95).
4E.g.• tbetest1mooïesofV.P. Sazbko, Z.I. Simkina. AN. Akhov. G.V. Lubov. L.S. Solov'eva,
V.S. Serov, K.F. Tsareva. L.V. VederDikova, K.P. Noviltov, Z.V. Drozdova. M.A Golubeva, E.N.
RatDi1tova. D.V. Balasbov. N.S. Losbkarev. AS. Efremov. A.V. Ze1entsev. AE. Smimov. M.A.
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secondary educatÏ':ln reintroduced by St:t1in, were conwniently

l'orgotten. During the postwar periml, most must have been ignoralll of 

-cr must havI:" c10sed their eyes when they encounte~'ed it the beggary

in Kalinin and the hidden unempln)'lllem in K:tshin5. Crime did not exist

under Stalin for mllny of the respondents, although, in fact, the

remembered "order" did not exist, liS the statistics on crime indicate6 .

'l'hese "positive aspects" of postwar society l'orged a certain

amount of loyalty lImong the Soviet cÎtizens. J'erhaps they m:tde them

accept other less pleasant aspects of their lives, which simult:lneollsly

resulted l'rom Communist policy. l-1owever, most of the survey

respondents were a long way l'rom being zealous, politically conscÎous

--in the Mal'xian sense-- adherents of the ideology of the COllllllllnist

Palty under Stalin. In fact , most of the respondents' praise was for the

social benet'its introduced by the Party and government. They illlistrate

in a splendid way that the working c1ass WlIS only lIble to dewlop a

"trade-union consciousness," as Lenin hlld already maintained in 19027.

At the end of 1946 an obkom plenum discussed the state of

affairs in the Kalinin oblast' in the fjeld of ideologyS. The discussion

Smil'llov, N.A. Al'kbftJlgel'skii, T.A Novikova in the sUlvey. Of these twenty, sixteen, 01' theil'
spouses, were at one time 01' other members of the Communist PlIrty.
5See V1.2 and VIlI.2.
6See V1.3; e.g. the teslimonies of AN, Akhov, V.S. Serov, AE. Mll1ysheva, A. 1. Ryzhakovu, T.E.
Volodina, AV. Kruglova, M.S. Kul'menina, N.N. Golubeva, N.A Zabelin, V.1. Guganova, Q.M.
Riabova, V.G. Gavrilov in the survey. Tbe spouses of eight of them, or the}' themsclvcs, were
Communists at sorne point in lime; four never were candidate or fuU member of the l'arty.
7 "The history of aU countries shows that the working closs, exclusively by il!l own effort,
is able to develop only trade·union consciousness, i.e., the conviction that it is necessury to
combine in unions, fight the employers, and strive to compel the government to paS9
necessary labour legislation, etc." (V.1. Lenin, "What is to be Done?," in: V.l. Lenin,
Collected Wpr\cs, Volume 5 (May 1901·l'ebruary 1902, Moscow: Progress Publishers,
1973, pp.347-528, p.37S). Compare as weil ta Martin Malia, "A Fatal I.ogic," in: T.bl:
Natjpnal Imerest, No.31, Spring 1993, pp.80-90, p.88.
SPako, 147/4/18,11.3 ff.
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• was probably called forth by Zhdanov's attack on "unprincipled and

apoliLical" attitudes toward the quality of ideologicaJ work within the

Communist Party9. This attack had been a result of the Central

Committee's displeasure with the Leningrad journals Zvezda and

Leningrad. The opening report at the plenum was given by A.K. Kalachev,

at the time obkom secretaI)' responsible for agitation and propaganda.

I!e criticized the general lack of vigilance and political ignorance that

was rampant in the oblast'. His lambasting was a personaJ last stand,

inasmuch as he was ordered to go back to school to study Marxism

Leninism ontY a few months later10• Following this, he became the head

of the faculty for the study of the basics of Marxism-Leninism at the

oblast' Party school in 1948. This undoubtedl}' meant a relegation for

Kalachev, who was until March 1947 a full member of the obkomburo.

The large majority of Kalinin oblast's Party organization

consisted of relatively new members. One wonders how mucb they

became weil versed in the ideological foundation of tbeir society, when

taught about their Party's bistory in the following wa)':

What, for example, can come out of the sessions of the
evening party scbool of the gorkom of Torzbok. At one of tbese
sessions our workers [of the obkom otdel of agitation and
propaganda] were present. The session was conducted by
comrade Afanas'eva. The theme of the session --the seventh
chapter of the Short Course of the histol)' of the VKP(l1) The
session was conducted by the following method: the teacher
pbrased questions-"What did the workers want?" The students

•
9pako 147/4/18, 1.100b. For 7..hdanov's ideologieal offensive, see Heller, Nekrieb,
pp.488/489. Zhdllllov's speech on the joornals Zvezda and Leniagrad was publisbed in
Prolet.rskg;. Pravdo on September 22, 1946 (PP 8114/Sep 22, 1946, pp.2/3).
1000e Appendix III. The faet tbat this person, who was supposedly the most senior authority
in these matters in the oblllSt', WIIS sent bar:k to schoal ta study Marxism-Leninism migbt be
exemplary for the low level of politieal education in the oblast'.
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answered as a choir: "Freee!om". "What die! the peas:tnts
need?[sic] The stue!el1ls shouted: "Freedom". "Could the tsarist
government satisfy the workers ane! l'e;lsants'!'' The stlldenls
answered: "No. "11

K:tlachev addee! to his compl:lillls :111 ;l(!Inonition to thl'

pr0l'agandists: they had better be c:tpable of explaining to the

population the temporary n:tture of the e!ilïïculties that were pl:tguing

the country at the end of 1946. These problems were connectee! \Vith

the harvest l'ail ure in a large part of the cOllntry12. E;ections were saon

ta be held for the RSFSR Supreme Soviet. Ta make the popul:ttion

willing1y go to the ballot Olne! vote for the one c:tne!ie!:ne in their

district, the proragandists shoule! be able to e!iffuse the image or a

government and Party continuously concerned :Ibout the well-being of

the Soviet citizens. Many of the agitators apparently were not ur to

this task. and were often apprehensive about confronting the voters and

answering their questions.

On Oecember 3D, 1946, obkom secretary Veselov reported to

Ignat'ev, the vice-head of the Centl'al Committee's Direction 01' the

control of Party organs, on the political mooel or the popul:ttion in

connection with meetings that had been helcJ for the upcoming RSFSR

elections in l'ad)' 194713 . Considering the low level of education of the

maionty of the population, and l'ven 01' sorne of the l'arty

llPako 14714/18, I.IOob. And this problem was ail the more urgent, becuuse hall' uf the
secretaries of PlUt)' cel1s were people who had joined the Party since 1944, uccording ta the
11ead of the o'1!ùJ~1r/lk(orotdel of the obkom (Pako, 147/4/18, 1.25). The in!>tructars with
the rnikoms, who were supposed ta supervise the ideologicltl education. wero often engaged
fulHime in eeonomie work as plelÙpotentiaries. Wilhin the raikoms lI!e ideologieal work
was supposed ta be supervised by the second secretBl'Y. who oflen wa. nol ur ta the tn..k
either (Pako, 147/4/18, 1.2Sob and 260b.).
12Pako, 147/4/18, 1. 11.
13Pako, 147/4/63, 11.269-271. From the evidence in the archives of the Knlinin Party
orgalÙzation, 1 tend ta agree with Fninsod's idea about the funetion of the eleetions for the
differont level of soviets as a form of national mobilization (Fainsod, llil.Yi.." p.323).
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• propagandists, it does not come as a surprise that some of the

questions that the Party agitprop activists had to answer showed a

high level of ignorance 14. Others, however, were quite perceptive.

Veselov gave some examples in his report:

...2. Can one elect a priest to the RSFSR Supreme Soviet?
...8. Will the course of the foreign policy of the USA change in
connection with the vietory of the Republicans in the
senatorial elections?
... 14. Do we receive at the moment, and if 50, then from which
countries, grain?
15. Do we receive at the moment goods from the Western
zone of Germany?
16. How could it happen that in France the socialists al the
election got less votes than the communists, but that the
former lead the government?IS

These questions show that to a certain extent the Party

succeeded with its propaganda about the evil machinations of the

capitalist West. The interest in foreign events (although undoubtedly in

sorne cases just a result of plain curiosity) shows that people were

genuinely concerned about the threat of, and the developments inside,

the "enemy camp." Therefore part of the explanation for the Soviet

citizens' acceptance of hardships rendered by the regime's poUcies can

•

14See 1V.2 and above. In 1948, two rural schoolteachers could not tell which position Stalin
occupied in tlIe govemment (Pako, 147/411095. 1. 10ab.). One of tlIem tbougbt,
erroneously. tbnt be was cbairman of tlIe RSFSR Supreme Soviet, and hlld heard notbing at
ail lIbout Zhdanov! This stands in ratber stark contrast to tlIe precïousness of Zbdanov for
the collective memory of the toilers of the Knlinin oblast'. professed by tbe obkomburo after
Zbdanov's death in a telegram sent to Moscow on September 1. 1948 (Pnko, 147/4/1126,
Il.55/56). It seems likely that, befote be died. bardly anyone ollt5ide the obkom
membersbïp in the 1940s even realised that Zbdanov had begun bis career as a
revolutionaty in Tver'.
ISpuo. 147/4/63, 1.271. Tbe question about grain was caused by tbe dire circumstances
of tbe wiater of 19461947 (compare to I.M. Volkov, "Zasutba, ao10d 1946-1947 aodov,"
ln: Istorija SSSR, 4, 1991. pp.3-19, p.16). S1millll' questions were fielded wben Central
CommiUee ptenlpoteatiBries visited otber provinces of tbe Union around 1947 (see
Zubkova. "Obshcbestvennaia... (1945-1952)," ,.83).
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perhaps be found in the successfully cre'lted image of mort.llly

dangerous foreign enemies, which struck a chard in the minds of the

peoplel6 . The experience of the real horrors of the Second Wodd War

made many want to avoid a recurrence of war at any price.

Then Veselov noted in his report ta Ignat'ev that milny toilers had

asked for improvemeJ1ts of public works1? In Kalinin, people wanted ta

know the cause of the irregular operation of the public bathhouses and

the frequent lack 01' hot water there. Others demanded to know which

measures were taken to combat hooliganism, speculation, and th el"!.

Complaints were uttered about the irreguhlr availability of goods in the

shops, and so on. ln rural eastern raions people wanted 10 know if

localities would be bener provided with bread in 1947.

These elecloral meetings seemed la be almost the only platform

on which the population coulcl openly voice lheir grievancesl8 . [n the

160ther clements of the explanntion of the postWnr conformism are lhe control of lhe
populalion by the security orgnns and, perhnps reinforced by the enormous lutigue ufler lhe
war was over, the wiUingness 10 believe in faity tilles, such as the heliel in lhe renlil)' 01
the radiant future of Communist society (sec Zubkova, "Obshchestvennnia... (1945-
1946)," pp.IO/1I nnd 13/14). Soon after 1945, lhe latter belief came inlo conllict with
the harsh realities of postwar Iife.
I?Pako, 147/4/63, 1.271.
18Compnre Fainsod, How , , p.324. In the .urve)' , almo~t nll respondcnt. suid Ihal lhc)'
refrnined from openly uttering criticism if lhey disngreed with .omelhing, unies. il wns u
malter that strictly had to do with work (tesLimony of AV. Zelenl.ev, S. M. Volkov, P. M.
Shepelev, Z.M. Vinogradova in the survey) Even this WB' nol wilhout dunger, according to
N.A Arkhangel'.kii, who endangered himself at the instiluLe where he worked b)' queslioning
the readiness of hi. fellow teachers, and their lack of trust in lhe .tudent•. He kept hi. job
(testimony of N.A. Arkhangel'skii in the survey). A similur case is that of N. S. Kokorin, who
criticized the teaching at the military academy where he studied; he was forced to leuve lhe
army (testimony of N.S. Kokorin in the survcy). Ofter. people did crilicize and blwne local
leaders, bUl hardly anyone opened their mouth to attack the policy of the l'arty leaders and
central government in Moscow (testimony of AN. ]vanova in the survey). Many respondents
could remember people who were jailed al'ter lhe war for anti-Soviet agitation, i.e. telling
'8rca.tic anecdotes aboUl the powers-lhal-be, or cursing the leadership in a momenl of
carelessness (testimony of N.K. Chemomortsev, AV. Zelentsev, A.N. Ivanova, A.E.
Valthmistrov, N.A. Kotov in the survey). The mother of M. M. Kozenkova-Pavlovn burely
escaped nrrest arter she spoke out against Stalin alter the war. A young Komsomol member
wanted to denounce her to the authorities and told her so openly. Pavlova senior was sparcd
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• case of individual complaints, sorne people turned ta writing letters ta

the Party, or, in the case of the non-Party members, ta their districts'

delegates at lhe dil'I'erent levels of soviets.

At the eJectora.l meetings, the Party promised ta improve matters

and that was lhat, at least formally. 'l'hat the situation actually

am eliorated is doubtfu1. The whole exercise seemed ta be conducted ta

keep up the pretense of meaningful elections.' 'l'hus the candidates for

the Bloc of Ilolsheviks and Party-Jess made electoral promises about

improvements. The electorate was ostentatiously offered tbe

opportunity la hold their candidate accountable or vote for another

candidate al the next elections if he (or she) would not keep their

promises. However, in fact, at the next elections the same candidate

would again be the only candidate, for the candidates were not selected

by the general public, but by the Party. Veselov's report to Ignat'ev

shows lhat the electoral gatherings were at the same time a means fOL'

the Party ta cf,etermine the mood among the populace.

The toUers would al50 have the opportunity to express their

grievances at lectures by tbe propagandists. In 1948, sorne asked if a

ParlY Congress would be held soonl9 . Oue cau deduce from the fact tbat

others asked when anothet· price reduction for foodstuffs would be

implemented thal the Soviet workers quite often realised tbat the

regular increase of their wages had not translated into more purchasing

•
Lhe denuncilltion IIlter the YiUllge's elderly people tIIlked the "vigilant" Komsomol member
out of it (testimony of M. M. Kozenltova-Pavlova in the survey). Nadezhda A. Smirnova knew
moments of internai disagreement with the poliey of the authorities, but did not even dare to
etiticize local leaders, as she feared the authorities (vIIJ.st' in general (testimony of
Nadezhda A. Smimova in the survey). Her attitude was the same as that of L.M. Gaponenko
(testimony of L.M. Gaponenko in the survey).
19P1lko, 147/411126, 1.I08ob.
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powet-20. They also wondered about increases in the price of railroad

tickets and el ectri city. Even more telling were questions about the

reason for the high taxation of the peas.tntry.

ln 1949 in Udoml 'ia rai on, somewhat of a rural backwater at this

time, the p;Irrk;lbi.ner (l)arty "educational centre") of the .-aion was

acquainted with sorne rather perceptive questions l'rom the Party ntnk

and-file for its agitator~l. Sorne wondered why one could not buy any

ploughs or harrows if the industrial production had surpassed the 1940

level by 18%. Others wondered if the dictatorship of the proletariat

would still be necessary in the transition of socialism to Communism,

and if the people's democracies also were governed by a dictatorship 01'

the proletaLiat. Another even wanted to lïnd out how the l'alestinÎlIJl

problems would he decided.

ln late 1950 or early 1951, elections were held for the loca!

soviets for the second time aCter the war. 'l'he number of agitators

involved in the agitprop work for this event is staggering: 54,61222 . In

-----------
20Poko, 147/4/1126, I.IOSob. This kind of question was asked not only about foodstuffs in
general, but also about specifie produets, such os bread, and about the priees of other
consumers' goods, such os shoes, cloth, and clothes.
21poko, 147/4/1703, 1.34. Abramov paints a picture of how the leClures thut were given
on the kolkhozy could be disrupted by the smarter kolkhozoiks (Fyodor Abnunov, The New
Ure A Doyon 0 Collectjye Earm, New York: Grave Press Inc., 1963, pp.60-62). The low
quality of the leetures and of the le<:tllrers has already been commeoted on here obove (see
above and IV.2).
22poko, 147/5/36, Il.14115. The report on the election prepanttiun. i. once more ta S. D.
Ignat'ev, who had become by January 1951 the head of the Centntl Committee Department of
Party, Trade Union, and Komsomol Organs. ln 1946, Simonov, the head of the oblispolkom,
had explained in the oblast' newspaper after his eleclion ta the Supreme Soviet, what
achievements had been attained by Soviet power (PP 7960/Feb 17, 1946). Simonov
mentioned Iiteracy, the inerease of the horvest yield, industrialization, the constant core for
the Soviet mothers and children, child benefits, hea/th care, pensions for the elderly,
pensions for invalids and thos~ who had lost a breadwinning relative in the war, and credits
for the construction of houses. His message, although pub li shed arter the 1946 elections,
WIIS essentially similor to that of the eleetion propagandists in other years, with its stre9!l
on ail real and imagined improvements that Soviet power had brought.
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the countryside they were distributed by a method of allocating one

agitator for every ten households, while in the towns the agitators

were assigned separate l'loors or full apartment buildings, depending on

their size. ln ail, according te Konovalov in his report to S.D. Ignat'ev -

because of whom Konovalov might have been exaggerating, since it was

li report to the Central Committee--, 1,098,500 people attended

lectures and reports on the significance of the elections. In fact, more

people attended these lectures and meetings than voted in the end, for

only 1,078,256 people cast a ballot for the candidates for the oblast'

soviet23 . The event of the elections themselves offered a holiday, and

many of the voters !ined up in front of the election bureaus even before

tbey opened24 . Older people were transported by automobiles and carts

to the polJing station. At these stations (located either in the buildings

or the local soviet or in the club of the kolkhoz, factory, or

townquarters), concerts were held, groups of amateur artists

performed, and films were shown in rooms adjacent to those, in whicb

the voters' bootbs were placed.

Konovalov's report on the elections paints a happy picture which

is probably not entkely false25 . However, it was left unsaid how much

the mood improved because of the overabundant intake of a1cohoI26 . In

23Pako, 14715/36, 1.21.

24Pako, 14715/36, 11.17/18.

25A.M. Monos'ev, a former professionol Party worker, remembers that the elections were
accompllJlied by great parties in Udoml 'ia, on a par with the religious holidays that continued
ta be observed (testimoay of AM. Manas'ev in the survey). It shows how some of the more
ogreeable aspects of the "New liCe," blended into more traditional habits.
26 When obkom secretory Zimin wrote a report a Cew months later to the Central Committee
on the RSFSR Suprcme Soviet elections that hod taltcn place, he did refer to certain less
happy events (Pako, 14715/36, Il.70171): in the Lukovnikovo raion, e.g., a group of
drunken soldiers of an army detacbment started a fight in which nine villagers were
wounded with knives, one of whom subsequently died of his injuries.
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fact, Konovalov declined ta report anything neg:ltive at ail. His account

was also silent on the fact that the voters were possibly stimulated in

their enthusiasm about the election because of the reception of a sum

of money for their participation2?

'l'be electoral participation for any level of soviets was basically

100% of those who had the right ta vote. When in eady 1951 e1ections

taok place for the RSFSR Supreme Soviet, only six people in the olllast'

were reported ta have refused ta participate: one couple refused on

grounds of their faith as Old Believers, a family of three were

Evangelicals, and the sixth persan was an ol'ficer's widow, who Iived

off elle pension she received for ber deceased husband28 .

ln May 1951, the Communists at the lower levels in the raions

were acquainted with two secret letters, one of which emanated l'rom

tbe Central Committee alone, the other one from the Central Commillee

and the Council of Ministers combined29 . In closed sessions the Party

members discussed the contents. Provocative questions were asked by

the rank-and-lïIe Communists of Bezhetsk raion , such as:

1. ln whicl1 way cali one make all private plots of eq ual
size for ail kolkhozniks?

2?Severo1 infarmnnts in Tver' canfirmed this preetice to me in the summcr of 1992, which
is o1so desaibed in Abmmov (Abramav, The New Life ,.. , ppAH3). Nadezhda A. Smirnova
said about the parties in the village: "Easter and the elcctions for the soviets were cspccially
celebrated. 'l'hase [the plllties for the soviet elections] were aidcd by the means for their
celebration that were given ta the kolkhozy and enterprises" (testimony of Nadezhda A.
Smirnova in the survey).
28Pako, 147/5/36, 1. 71.
29Paka, 147/5/34, 1.3; the Central Committee letter was tilled "0 zll:Il/cltllkh kO/""OZ0080
slroite/'str'l1 v svinzi s ukœpleniem me/kildt Ko/klJozol}, the letter of Party and gavernment
combined "Ob IIOtiçoslldl/l'StvenRykIJ deistriinldt byvsIJero rvJ::ovodstvn Minisl,'rstr'IJ
se/'skaldtoziliistvenno§o mnsllinostroeniLi/~" indicating lhat a purge bd been or WU9

conducted within the Ministry of Agriculturel Machine Building.
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2. Why did severa1 kolkhozy become weaker after the
amalgamation? ..
11. Why did the Central Committee of the J.-jt"P(b} not correct
comrade Khrushchev immediately for the errors that he
commilted in his article on the questions of the amalgamation
of the kal khozy?30

III these questions a kind of impatience seems ta be expressed

with the actions of the Party's leadership and the leaders tbemselves.

'l'he l'irst two questions indicate a sense that sorne of the Party's

recent measures had been unrealistic, that they had been made without

sufficient consultation with the lower levels of the hierarchy. ln the

case of the Khrusbcbev article, which undoubtedly must bave been the

one in !)rayda on the creation of "agrotowns," a feeling of perplexity can

be discerned31 . The Party leadership had shawn for years nothing but an

appearance of mOllolithic unity. The l'act that a difference of opinion

had risen between tbe leaders, pJayed out partiaUy in the forum of tbe

national newspaper, must bave shocked the Communists. After all, wbat

would the population's reaction be to this exposure of faJlibiJity of a

l)oHtburo member? Why was Khrusbchev not cautioned earHer, even

before his article was pubHshed"

ln 1952, poHtical meetings took place to discuss the directives

for the Nineteenth l)arty Congress, the fifth Five Year Plan, and the new

Palty statute. 'l'Ile toHers of the oblast' again came forward wilb

sometimes rather ingenuous questions, which must have disturbed the

authorities:

1. Which new machines will be assigned ta agriculture?

30Pnko, 147/5/34, 1.3.
31Sce HellerlNeltricb, p.474. Mark Fl'lUIkJand describes tbe controversy tbat had arisen as
u result of Khrusbchev's proposais (Mark Frankland, Kbrosbcbey, New York: Stein and Day,
1967 (1966), pp. 84/85).



•

•

400
2. How much will be design'lted for the defensive needs of the
country? ...
B. How can one understand the increase of wages when at the
same time retail prices are ta be lowered no less than 35'1,?32

Apart l'rom these questions, more critical utterances were also

beard in the discussions. The kolkhoznik Popov, not a I)art)' member,

stated, at a political meeting on the projects that were to be dealt

with b)' the Nineteenth Party congress, that he was taxed for l,ISO

rubles, but that his plot was barely large enough ta take care of the

needs of his wife and himself33. He could not derive enough income

t'rom it ta pay these taxes, when at the same time he was receiving

virtually nothing for his trudodni How was he then ta understand the

promise in the project t'or the Five Year Plan of increased affluence for

tbe kolkhozniks'! Others wondered why kolkhozniks were not entitled ta

trips ta sanatoria34 . Was one ta pay for secondary education, when it

would become obligatory in the country"

In 1949 there were about 90,000 radios in the Kalinin oblast',

distributed among apartments of workers, clubs, red corners (1:r"~"F1Yt:'

ugol1:i). and in village reading rooms (izôi-chi(;Jl'ny~35. Tbis more

modern means of communication did not reach every bousehold; again,

the situation in the countryside was probably the least satisfactory36.

32Pako, 147/5/328, 11.58. Tbe report is ta N. Pegov, the head of the Centrol Commitlee
Department for Party, Trade Union and Komsomol organs (Sec Pako, 147/5/328, 1.55).
The Fifth Five Veor Plan, meanwhile, had already stlltted more than one and a half yeor
corlier, on January 1, 1951.
33Pako, 147/5/328, 1.89.
34Pako, 147/5/328, 1. 92.
35 Gloknot AgillWlm, KaliJùn: "Proletarskoia Provda," 1949, No.5, p.44.
36In the village of M. M. Kozenkova-Pavlova, there WIIS al the time neither radio nar
electricity (testimony of M.M. Kozenkova-Pavlova in the survey). ln 1961, in the village of
A. K. Sumugina, in Rameshki rnion, when she left her Dative village for good, ncïther
eleetricily, nor radio had made thei.. appearance (testimony of A.K. Sumugina-Shepeleva in
the sarvey). See also Table 2 and Chapter VII.
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• In June 1949, in slight1y more than four hundred kolkhozy (out of more

than 7,OOO!), in 360 rural soviets, in nineteen sovkhozy, and in thirty

eight MTS, radios transmittecJ Muscovite and local broadcasts37 . It is

c10ubtful that the newspaper press t'med the gap, since so many of the

oblast' inhabitants were still semiliterate. Furthermore, the radio dicJ

present its dangerous possibilities. It could pick up broadcasts l'rom

foreign stations: the oblast' committee of the trade union of workers

and emp!oyees at MTS and agricultura! organs comp!ained in April 1951

about the widespread practice of listening to the "s!ander" of foreign

radio stations in kolkhozy and at technical institutes38.

ln MardI 1951, t1lere were fifty-six newspapers published in the

oblast', with a total edition of 256,000 copies39 . Concomitantly,

severa! of the AU-Union papers published in Moscow were distributed

in tlle oblast'40. Certainly an impressive number, but no paper appeared

daily, and even the largest one, I)roletarskaja Prayda, was only four to

•

37Blokoot Ag~, Kalioio: "Proletarsknia Pravda," 1949, No.6, p.31. As at the
November 1949 obkom plenwn, UI'ianov, head of the oblast' committee for "radiolïcation"
snid: '''l'his is an iodicotor of the very low cultural level of the oblast'" (Pako,
1471411512, 1.26). In February 1949, 464 out of 7,500 kolkhozy were snid to have
rlldios, and only 250 had electricity (Pako, 14714/1495, 1.91). This shows the very slow
progress of the eleetrificotion of the countryside, because in Match 1946, sixty-nine
kolkhozy (l'lb of the totol) had electricity (PP 7978, March 15, 1946, p.2). In three
yeats ooly 180-odd more had been either conneeted 1'0 the oblast' e1ectricity network or had
started to operate their own hydro-powercd generators.
38GoIto [the Stote Archive of the Tver' oblost'), fond 2913, opis' 1, e.khr. 28, 1.33 OJld 1.36
[from here, references to records of tbis arcbive will be abbreviated in the following way:
Goito, 2913/1128, 1.33 and 36). In the the agriculturol tekhoikum (techoicol institute) of
KraSllyi Kholm slUdents listened to the "Volee of America". This praclice was still olive in
1953, when aven in the town of Kalinin at the "Gastronom" office employees collectively
listaned to the "aoti-soviet broadcasts of the American and English radio" (Pako,
14715/662, 1. 78).
39Pako, 147/5/2, 1.29.

40 A1thougb particularly during and in the first years aCter the war the quantity of these
papera was not sufficient, because of which newspaper windows were used to display these
popers (Pako, 147/3/2679, 1.510b.).
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• six pages long4l. In order to get an impression of the artificiality of

the oblast' newspaper. the editorial plan of Proletarskaia Prayda for

November and December 1946 is reproduced in an appendix tu this

dissertation42 , The plan was discussed and ratified by the obkomburo.

Editor Iuzhakov was present at the discussions, since he was candidate

member of the obkom by virtue of his position. It is obvious that the

paper had almost exclusivcly the purpose of serving as a propagandistic

weapon. In the plan, hardly anything was left to spontaneity. When

considering the fact that the paper was never longer tban four pages in

1945-1946. this is all the more clear. The word "newspaper" appears to

be actually a misnomer, as the concept of news was interpreted rather

differently than is common in the Western world today. News was what

the obkomburo had determined a priori to be news, not sorne

unpredictable event which might happen in the future43. This

preconceived program for the paper sometimes led ta rather

unfortunate mistakes. In 1949, a correspondent for the paper reported

on the exemplary labour of the kolkhoznitsa Ol'ga Zheleznova. She.

•

41In 1948 PrqIetarsksia Prayda appeared in Kali.ain about four ta five tintes a weet, rive
other liman papers in the ether tawns three limes, and ail the ether pllper5 only once or
twice a weet (pako, 147/4/1126, 1l.48-49ob.). There was also, since August 1951. a
Komsomol paper pllblished in the oblast'. called StaIiMkuia Molodezb' (pato, 14715/659.
1.136; see above). In 1952 ProIel8nuja Pravda started to appear six limes a week,
tweaty-seven of the raion newspapers began to appear twice instead of once a weet. and six
raion papers appeared four limes a week (pako. 147/5/283. 1.139). In January 1945.
one oblast'. five lIl'ban and forty-one raion newspapers were pllblisbed. witb a total edition
of 226.000 copies per week (PP 7677/Jan 14. 1945. p.3: see p. 341). In Janllary 1945,
48.500 copies per edilion were printed of Pmlelatllkaj. Prayda (PP 7686/Jan 28. 1945,
p.2 for enmple).
42See Appendix II.
43Celtain exceplional circwDstances were a1lowed to lIpset the (lt'econceived plan of
repolÛDi. For example. _hea be10ved nalive M.I. Kalinin c1ied in JUDe 1946. t'RD issues of
ProI"'tlIkai' Pravd. were almost eJ:clusively declicated to tbe lite and worb of the deceased
Soviet president (PP 8036/JuDe S. 1946. and PP 8037/June 6. 1946).
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• however, was nol working at her kolkhoz anymore at the time of the

publication 01' the item, for she had been sentenced three years earlier

ta eight years of imprisonment44 "

Aparl from its propagandistic value, the paper also functioned as

an aide ta the security organs and judiciary. In 1952, Kaljoinskaja

Prayela reported compromising material on a lIumber of people who

were guilty of various abuse~-45" According to ils proud editor, tens of

people had been prosecuted within the Party or by the courts 011 the

basis of the paper's materials46 . Because of the publication's exemplary

vigilance, more than one hundred people had lost their jobs and 4,000

had been punished in other ways.

111 1951, one Iibrary was supposed ta serve on average more than

three rural soviets in the countryside41 . This meant that in quite a few

villages people were unable ta enjoy the use of a library. Few books

were sold; few newspapers read in the countryside. Films were shawn

in"egularJy, and the quaJity of the copies was poor: they often broke,

there was 00 sound, and so on. In sorne rural clubs people watched the

same film over and over again48 . Even in October 1953, almost one tbird

•

44Poko, 147/4/1934, 1.70.
451n Februlll"Y 1952 Pro1etgnka;a Prgydg WllS renurned Ka!joio.kgjg Pcaydu (Bol'.huia
SoyelSkoia enLsjklQllediig, Tom XIX, pA34).
46Pako, 147/5/659, 1.98.
41Pako, 147/5/7, IJ.lOS-I07. The obillst' hlld 9,972 settlements and probably
opproximutely 1,000 rural soviets in 1953 (Pako, 147/5/663, 1.161, Narodnoe
K!lozjojstYo, .. p.7). For every thirty villages or barnlets, consequently, there wos one
Iibrory.
480ne wonders if the kolkhozniks really minded the poor projection of films such os "The
Battle of Stalingrod," "The Young Guord," or "The Fait of Berlin," wbiob were universa!l)'
distributed. Perbops onything was better thon notbing nt ail in this respeet. The selection of
1946 for 0 kolkhoz "film festival" seems even less appeuling: "Socialist Animal Husbandry ,"
"Fertilization and Harvest," "For 0 High Harvest of Potaloes," "Tbe Vitamin," were some of
the titles offered (pP 80821Aug 9, 1946, pA). Fictiona! films were also announced, but
their titles were not mentioned in lhe paper.
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of the viJlages and h:unlets of the obhlst' did not h:lve much of :In

apportunity ta see any films49 .

'l'he heads of village reading rooms :Hul rural clubs were oflen nol

qualitïed enough ta impress the peas:lI1ts with their erudition. In 1951,

for example, 135 had enjoyed oltly four to five grades or scl1001 :lIld

more than four hundred others were inexperienced. having been on Ihe

job for less than a yearSo. Many of the clubs were in a sh:unb1es, :Im\

unheated in the wintel-51.

Amateur companies engaged in l'ine arts were reasonably poputar,

for there were more than 1,850 in January 195152 . This Iraru;lales inlo

an approximate average 01' one group pel' amalgamated kolkhoz. Il is

rather doubtful lhat these groups did anything to enrich polilical

consciousness: they performed drama and comedy, folk d:lncing. or :IS a

music ensemble. By vi l'tue of their nature. the reperloire was orten

large1}' nonideological. 1nvolvement in sports and physical educalion in

this period was encouraged for strictl}' utilitarian reasons: il prepared

the toHers for labour and army service, and educated lhem in

patriotism53 .

The cultural efforts had a very Hmited impact on the popular

culture, at least in the countryside54. 13eliakova, a Komsomol leader.

grumbled in January 1951:

49Pnko, 14715/663, 1.161. In 1951, 93 stationnl')' nnd 288 mobile film projeetors
operllted in the KnIinin oblnst' (Pnko, 1'1715/7, 1. 95).
50Pnko, 1471517, 1.109.
51Pnko, 1471517, 1.119.
52Pnko, 1471517, 1.107. It 15 Iikely lhllt some nmnIgnmllted kolkhozy enjoyed more thllJ1
one complIIlY, while others hnd none.
53PlIko, 1471517, 1.109.
541t nppears thst even in the centre of Knlinin in 1949 the youth did not have the
opportunity to visit Il club, and in summettime were hnnging out in the towa', park nt night
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At the moment the youth still V1SltS and organizes with
relish their own parties and is se1dom in the village reading
rooms. The youth know Soviet songs but poarly, and often sing
chastusnki (diuies), which were sung by their fathers and
grandfathers; they do not participate in the efforts of the
collectives for amateur arts, in sports; nar are they engaged in
physical education. ln their leisure time, particulady in winter,
the youth are often left ta their own devices. We still encounter
facts of the observance of religious ceremonies, the celebration
of religious holidays, which are often accompanied by
disturbances. ss

In early 1948 an obkom plenum rededicated itself to the situation

of ideological work in the Party organization, as a further consequence

of Zhdanov's ideological offensive56• A secondary school teacher was

criticized for maintaining that Mayakovsky's We/tJlOschauung and work

had been influenced by CervantesS7• Lecturers at the Pedagogical

Institute of Kalinin had perpetrated mistakes in their teaching of the

history of the Soviet Union. Others at the same institute had kowtowed

to the West in articles on Merimée's appreciation of Pushltin, and on

Gorky and Western European literature58• An actor of the oblast' drama

theatre, Veitsler, had had even the gall to declare that political

Iiteracy would not improve his acting.

In early 1949, at the seventh oblast' Party conference, an

Honoured Artist of the Russian Republic (zas/uzhelYJ}'i arlist

RespulJ/ikÙ) , a delegate obviously representing the toHers in culture,

took the floor. He, a certain Lobanov, knocked the contents of the films

(Pako, 14714/1512. 1.26). Here they were exposed ta the perfidious influence of drunks.
and witnessed fi,hts (inc1udin, some involving tnives).
SSPako, 147/5/7, 1.117.
S6See Helier, Netrich. pp.488·492; Pako, 147/4/1095. 11.l1f.
S7Pako. 147/4/1095, 1.11 .
SSPako, 147/4/1095, 1.37.
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• shown in the town of Ka1ininS9. Lobanov had been aSLOunded by the

crilicism of the vice-secretary of the l'arty comminee of Lhe ntitroad

car works at the recently held Party conference of the IOwn of Kalinin.

The vice-secretary had blamed the cultural cl ub "Metallist" of the

factory for showing tao many foreign films. 1I0wever, as Lohanov

pointed out, the Party committee itseIt' was supposed ta supervise the

club.

Films were very popular at the time in Kalinin bec.lUse many of

the town raion or factory clubs went far beyond the established norm:

instead of oft'ering the legal minimum of LWo sessions a day, for at

least eighteen days per month, many showed films four times a day,

twenty-four days per montb60 . The office for films in the oblast' was

offering a wide selection, LO Lobanov's dismay. 'l'he leaders of

"Metallist" bad discovered that an attractive tille drew a hlrger cl'Owd,

and thus brougbt in more money. In 1948 and 1949, the movie '''l'he

Count of Monte Christo" was screened twelve Limes in the club owing ta

its large popularity. According ta Lobanov, the whole town was covered

witb posters ta announce the film. Mucb ta his irritation, he even had

spotted a placard on bis own drama theatre. They were creating

competition with his theatre! The "Count" was a resounding success;

meanwhite, "Meta1list" bad not even bothered to show a recently made

documentary on the life of V.1. Lenin, although the mm office had

severa1 copies in stock61.

•
S9Pako, 147/4/1095, 1.70.
60Not surprisingly, the USSR Counai! of Ministers had interfered in Ihis matter as weil, br
issuing Ilt sorne point a decree that eSlllblished these norms (Pako, 147/4/1095, 1.70).
61At the same meeting the obkom secretary of agitation and propaganda, Moiseev, added that
"Metallist" only had 528 people in all attending the six showings of the film "Miahurin:'
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Lobanov wa~' annoyed with the popularity of the films shawn in

"Metallist." Ile seemed here ta have atlempted la apply the concept of

ideological vigilance ta make the club alTer less appealing fare,

perhaps as a means ta get his own theatre fi lied. Although an actar, he

apparentJy also served as the Party's ideological watchdog of the

cultur31 scene in Kalinin. Jt should be noticed, tao, that Lobanov's

criticism was especially aimed at the railroad-car factory, where not

long before the conference something of a political "case" had been

discovered62 .

'l'he heavy hand of socialist-realist Iiterary criticism al 50 came

down upon the local literati. In 1947, a local literary magazine

published ils first issue and was exposed to strong criticism by the

obkom, that had based itsell' on Zhdanov's attack on the journals Zvezclil

and Leningrad.63 In an article in 1948 in the second issue of Rodnoi

Keiii, A. Pari'enov, the obkom secretary responsible for agitation and

propaganda, panned the first issue. He stated guidelines fOL" the

ideological and Iiterary contents of future contributions to the annual

publication:

The obkom further noticed that a number of the
contributions, printed in the first issue of the almanac, were of a
low ideological-political and creative level, did not conform to
the demands of the Central Committee of the 'VKP(b) on Soviet
Iiterature. It is required ta serve the education of the peopl e, ta
serve the strengthening of their moral and political unity. These
contributions were severely criticized. The poor supervision of
the editors of the almanac over the authors was pointed out, as

._------_._----_._----
while Ihe foreign movie "The Eighth Round" had attl'lleted 2,742 customel'S in six sessions
(Pako, 147/4/1495, 1.91).
62Scc V1.2.
63A. Parfenov, "Sbire razvernut' Iileralurnoe dvizheJtie," in: Rgdnoj krai Literatur'o)'l
u!'maoakh, No.2. KaliJtio: ''l'roletarskaia Pravda," 1948. pp.3-8, pp. 415.
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weil a3 the low arllstlc quality of the literary m,llerhtl that hall
been printed in the almanac. [n its fi l'st issue the reflection of
the fundamental theme of today, the el'ample of the selfl ess
labour of Soviet people, fighting for the fulfillment of the
post1Var Stalinist Five Year l'Ian, could not be l'ound; the life of
the ohlast' in the light of the current tasks was not
represented,64

However, obkom secretal'y Siriapin noticeô in March 1948 that the

second issue contained many mistakes similar ta those plaguing the

first one65 ,

'l'he Party itseH ltad undergone a transformation during the war

years: in January 1948, 80% of ils membership hacl become Comm unist

during or aIter the wat.o6, The poliLical reliability of some of these new

recruits was sometimes suspect and the older cadres were apparently

at times a !ittle overzealous in trying ta discipline them:

ln a number of town and raion party organiz,ltions, the
opinion has been diffused that anti-party behaviour and party
exclusions apply to that part of the communists, who have arrived
l'rom the Soviet Army, in which they entered the party, and on
wltom no demands were made, and thus, we, so ta say, now have ta
sort them out, and "put things in order." Above ail, this is an
injurious anti ·bolshevik theory, which does not conl'orm to
reality. With this "theory" several cam rades try ta hide their own
shortcomings with respect to the recruitment by the party, and
the education of young communists,67

64Pnrfenov, p.6.
65Pako, 147/4/1095, 1.37.
66Pnko, 147/4/1095, 1.60b. In the USSR as n who1e the party experienced u profound
trllnsformation of iLs membership (sec Hélène Carrère d'Encausse, Stqlin' Order Ihrough
TerrOl' (A Histocr of the Soviet Union 1217-1253 Vol ume...I.w.o) , London and New York:
Longman, 1981, pp. 1651166). The number was slightly less uccording to Petrov, head of
the obkom oqrOftlt>1, who said at the same meeting that 47,000 out of a total of 61,000 had
become Communist during or after the war (Pako, 147/411095, 1.29).
67Pako, 147/4/1095, 1.60b.



409

• The education of Communists was supposed to take the following

course in 1948: the first stage was the political school (politmkolÙ)68.

This was to be followed by the study of the the History. of the AI!

Russian Commynjst Party (Bolsheyjks): Short Coyrse. After tbis came a

study of the Short CoYrse together with selected works of the classics

of Marxism-Leninism; then one would enter the eveniog Party school,

and, finally, political education would be completed by study at the

university of Marxism-Leninism.

By 1951, the system of Party education had become re1atively

sophisticated. There wcre three evening universities for the study of

Marxism-Leninism, sixty-nine town and raion evening Party schools,

432 circles for the advanced study of the Short Course, and 1,566 for

the basic study of the same book, 576 study circles eogaged in the

study of the biographies of Lenin and Stalin, and 1,350 political

scbools69. More than 10,000 Communists independently studied

•

68Pako, 147/4/1095. 1.800. In late 1946. still around one firth of the 55.000-odd
Communists did not partalte in any form of poJiticai education. which rather disturbed the
obkom (Pako, 147/4/18. U.7/8). There was ail the more reason ID won;', because the
Central Committee had not long before issued a decree on the necessity of the inclusion of aU
Communists in the system of poJiticai education. Apart from thls large number of
Communists who did not even formall)' study. there were many who merel)' formaUy
participlted in some form of political mJdy (several obllspoikom and OOkom workers were
even thrown out of the coll'espondence department of the oblast' Higher Party School in
1946). In late 1946 still man)' Communists were forced ID stud)' on their own. since there
were not enough study circ1es and schools. The supervision of these political aUIDdidacts was
sorel)' inadequate. if one has ID believe the wards of the proplganda secretlllY of the OOkom.
Kalachev. In 1946 the Central Committee made it obligatexy ID organize twice a year ten
day (or longer) seminars in political education for l'lIi.kom and gorkom secretaries (pako.
147/4/18, 1.8ob.).
69As reported by Vakhmistrov to M.A Suslov in Jul)' 1951 (Pako. 147/5/35. 11.11-12).
Polltical schools were small affairs with a two-year curriculum of the mJdy of Marxism
Leninism. In 1950-51, 6S5 operated under the auspices of prim.,. Party cells at
colleclive farms (Pako. 147/5/35. l.I5) The evenilli schools were for leading Party.
sovi~. and Komsomol.dlip, and secretaries of primlUY Party ceUs (Pako. 147/5/35.
1.19): they offered a teD-mOllth program in 1946. in which the students had oace a week a
four-hour clus ·-in theory. a1though practice ofteD led to neglect of its curriculum in the
nions. because the students were too bus)' ",Ith other. maloly agricultural. matters (pako,



410

• Marxist-Leninist theory. 95% of the 60,OOO-odd Communists were

engaged in sorne form of Party education, together with 6,750

Komsomols and 16,270 non-party :ik{iJ~

ln 1951, there were nine fuH-time and lwenty-five part-lime

1ecturers of the obkom70 . The 1aller were emp10yed as teachers at the

Pedagogical Institule, the oblast' Party school, or were employees of

the obkom :pp;mit ln the academic year 1950-51 the leclurers

presented a total of 491 1ectures71 . The rai- and gorkoms had an

additional 756 part-time Jecturers at their service.

In December 1946, severa! obkom members (Zhgutov, Ni lov'ev,

Ivanov) were reprimanded at an obkom plenum for failing la pick up

their copies of the first two tomes of Stalin's collected works, that

had been waiting for them since June72 • In tlle following years the

Short Course would be diligently studied. It is unlikely that people

completely grasped ils essential message on dialectical and IJistorical

materialism explained in Chapter Four of the book -- supposeclly

wrillen by StaHn73 . In 1952, propagandists in the nuons of Mednoe and

Krasnyi Kholm fully omitted the study 01' this part, and others

•

14714118, 1. 9). The evening univetsities were located in Kalinin --which had opened in
1943 (pako, 14714118, 1.9)--, Vyshnii Volochek, and Kimry, and had nbout 1,000
st1Jdents, 80'/6 of whom were Communists (Pako, 14715135, 1.19). Among the students
hardly any genuine worlters or peasants were to be found, 05 nbout half of them wcre ICliding
Party, soviet, Komsomol, and trade union workets, and the rest moinly engineers,
technicians, teachers, ond doctors (pako, 14715135, 11.19120).
70Pako, 147/5/35, 1.23.
7131'16 were on the history of the Communist Party, 10'/6 on philosophy, 13'16 on politicll1
economy, 8.5'/6 on questions of Communist upbringing and Soviet patriotism, and 36'" on
the internationll1 situation and the current moment (Pako, 14715/35, 1. 23).
72Pako, 14714118, 1.8. Around June 1946, about 60,000 copies of the Short Course were
made avnilable for unrcstricted sale in the oblllst' (PP 8073, July 27, 1946, p.3).
73Short Course, pp.l05-131.
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committed many errol'S in trying to explain the passages74 . The low

educlltion level of the large majority of the population and of a large

amount of the Communists prevented the propagandists from

successfully explaining the theoretical basis of Soviet society to the

narod

ln February 1953, the obkom once more felt obliged ta criticize

the incidence of the observance of varied religious practices among the

membership of the Communist Party7s. Some had icons, others had their

children christened. ]t thus seems that, while the level of

indoctrination of the Communists was on the surt'ace very impressive,

it was extremely diJ't'icult to eradicate root and branch old customs and

ways of thinking and forge a genuine at11eistic, Communist, Soviet

mentality76.

74Pako, 147/51283, 1.134. In early 1953 in Sonkovo l'mon, a propagandist of a MTS
Iimited himself to reading moud an article of the oblast' newspaper to his Party cell in a
mecha8Îcal, monotonous way, and the phrase "that is to say" (tllk cknznrJ was added to eve!)'
line (Pako, 141/5/659, 1. n). The audience, according to Smirnov -the obkom's vice
head of the otdel of agitation and propaganda, who gave the example-- had enjoyed only the
lowest general education, and was therefore unable to understand the avalanche of foreign
woros and difficult expressions that the propagandist used. The latter himself did not
understand what he smd either, according 10 Smimov.
7Spako, 141/5/659, Il.45 and 1.69 for example. For more on religion, see V1.2.
76Although it seems unbelievable, some Party members still had not learned their lesson
from the experience of the Ezhovshchina. The nlUvelé of A.M. Aranas'ev is surprising: he
joined the Part)' as a conscript in 1940, when he was twent)' years old. About two years
afler his demobilization he began to work in the raikom of Udoml'ia in 1944. He asked the
head of the local MVD how he covld find out about the fate of his father-in-Iaw, who had been
arrcsted in collcetivization. He WQS told to forget chout it and not to speak to the MVD chief
about it. The next day a raikom secretary admonished Afanos'ev for conducting "unhealthy
conversations," and warned that one could not work in the raikom with such an attitude.
Manas'ev repented and promised to better himself (testimeny of A.M. Afanas'ev in the
survey). N.D. E1iseev's answers to the survey seemed to be quite frank; thus there is no
reason not to believe him when he said that he never believed in Communism -he laughed at
Khruschev's promises at the end of the 19505--, but he joined the Party nevertheless in
1956, after thineen years in the Komsomol. He believed in Stalin. Toda)' he appreciates the
abundant food he was able to bu)' 1Jnder the Commuaist system --he was part of the
"workers' aristocracy" as a locomotive engineer--, but criticizes the many injustices of
the lime. Furthermore, people h.d confidence, in his opinion, in what the future would
Mag. which he believes has been lost today (testimony of N.D. E1iseev in the survey). It
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VI.2 Party versus People

The constant control the obkomburo was exercising over the

oblispolkom, gorkoms, gorispolkoms, raikoms, raiispolkoms, l'actories,

institutions, Party cells, raions, and the inhabitants 01' the oblast' in

general, is both proof of the lack of popularity of the Communists'

ideals, and of the authorities' distrust of the population?? ln order to

gain an idea of the worries of the obkomburo, sorne 01' the topies of

their discussions in the spring and summer of 1945 (l'rom the end of

April until tbe end of July) will follow here. lt sbould he 1I0ticed that

seems thllt E1iseev believed in the poS!libilily of Il betler lire for lhe counlry by following
socialist policies, bUl WIIS realislic enough la consider lhe creation of a communisl purtldise
o miUenarion idea. The MOSt curious former Communist Party member in lhe survey WlL'

the cobbler V.F. Neprioev. III 1943, he joined the Party with the rost of his batallion, but
did not believe in Commuoism or in the Communists. Politics he considere<! to be 0 dirty
business. He even mentioned that the soldiers at the front sometimes shot the Most zeolous
Communists (the cnreerists, as Nepriaev called them), often officers, in the bock of the heud
duting an attack. He felt that there was not only a wor going on against the Germans, but also
within the ranks of the Red Army. A cousin of his was sent to Kolyma in the war for the theft
of a litde bit of grain, und died there. Nepriaev failed to see the justice of this for, in his
opinion, a famine existed in the countryside duting the war. He welcomed Stalin's death, who
he felt te be a cannibal. Neptiaev had seen the early resulls of coUeetivization and the
destruction of the Iife of the peasantry, for which he would never forgive the Communists
and Stalin. He stated that ail the crying that he saw go on around him at Slalin's death (see
IX. 1), was on command, and was similar to the reaetion of the population in a fascist state
(testimony of V. F. Nepdaev). In comparison ta the other respondents, Neprinev wns
unusually bitter about the Soviet past, bul, concomilantly, seemed ta be one of the more
perceptive people in the survey, even if he had only enjoyed four yeRrS of gencrnl education
in his life. He was in the Communist Party merely because it was Ihe thing ta do for the
front-Iine soldiers before going into battIe.
??In 1950, N.A. Arkhangel'skii studied at an agdcultural inslitute in Moscow. Ail those who
had lived on German-occupied territory had to leave, when Voroshilov traveUed ta his dacha
nlong the road where the institute was located. Arkhangel'skii wns almost arrested in Knlinin
because he walked around in a coat, that had been made over from a Gcrman-army coat,
which he had brought back from Germany (testimony of N. A. Arkhangel'skii in the survey).
See also the emergence of a conformist attitude among the population as a result of the
purges as described by Tucker (Tucker, Stalin in Power, pp.S49/SS0).
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this record is a fairly typical document of the activities of the highest

leadership of the oblast' Party organization.

The buro focussed, among other things, on the fotlowing

practices:

1. The neglect in supervising the hog herds and pig breeding, Jeading to

losses and squandering of hogs, by the raikom secretaries of Kalinin,

Esenovichi, Kirov, Krasnyi Kholm, Zavidovo, Ovinishche, Maksatikha,

Ilrusovo, Lesnoe, Emel'ianovo, and Vyshnii Volochek l'aions.

2. The secretary for cadres of the town of TOl'zhok was dismissed for

failing to hait the fJuctuation of the labour force in the local industry,

through which production norms were not fulfitled.

3. Notwithstanding the examination of 60,000 cases between January

1944 and April 1945, the judiciary in the oblast' was operating badly,

since innocents were being convicted, while crime ftourished. The real

cri minais came away with very mild sentences.

4. The prisoners of war and Soviet convicts were not being deployed in

an efficient way in the oblast' economy.

5. The !'esults of the industrial and factory schools remained below

expectations, due to the incompetence of the head of the oblast'

direction for labou!' reserves, Stuchalkin.

6. The direction of the oblast's oil provisioning was in a state of

disal'ray because of the higb incidence of drunkenness, the existence of

"familyness" (st'meisrvt'nnost), and so on, for wWch its director

Tsvelkov carried the responsibitity.

7. The Ostashkov raikom faHed in reviving its raion from the

destruction of the war.
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• 8. The drunken misbehaviour of M. P. Kornilov, raikom secretary of

Vysoko raion , at the Kalinin railroad station.

9. The mismanagement of affairs by the raiol! commiuee of BoLogoe.

10. The drinking bouts that were taking pLace at sevenl1 factories in

Kimry, in which the local Party brass participated.

11. The errors that were being made by the Oktiabr' r:likom in the town

of Kalinin.

12. The inadequate care for invalids, and the misbehaviour of the laller.

13. The pOOl' operations of dIe MTS in Rameshki l"llion.

14. The failures of the Kozlovo raikom with respect to agriculture.

15. The shortcomings of the Komsomol of Vyshnii Volochek.

16. The lack of improvement of the economic performance of Lesnoe

rai on.

17. The fact that some older childreJl had not received obLigatory

primary education within the school system of the oblast'.

18. The inadequate supplY of construction materials within the oblast'.

19. The failure of sorne of the oblast' sovkhozy.78

This constitutes quite an impressive list for a period of only

three months, and it should be noticed that these were not ail the

subjects dealt with at the buro's sessions. 'l'he obkomburo was c1early

concerned with almost every aspect of life in the oblast'. There was a

bias towards economic matters, which leads again to the conclusion

that the buro itself was judged by the degree of successful economic

performance of the oblast'79. The buro looked into matters in a very

•
78Peko, 14113/2101. 11.1-269.
79Compare 10 Feinsod. How • p. 204. As Fsinsod eloquently put it: "In the Soviet Book of
Acts, much is forgiven success, but nolhing is forgiven fsilure" (Fsinsod, How.... p.3S3).
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detailed manner. The amount of criticism, warnings, admonishments,

and the like as a result of these discussions is proof that the buro

perceived a lack of cooperation among the population. One can deduce

that the highest leadership of the oblast' did not deem the lower Jevels

in the )arty organization and government fit to take care of matters on

their own80 . And indeed, it seems that, as saon as attention from the

authorities temporarily slackened, people took the opportunity to

misbehave --at least in the eyes of the buro members. People became

inebriated, cornmitted fl'aud with ration cards, sJaughtered pigs

without permission, the Jower ranks abused their authority, and sa

on81 . As Djilas wrote:

The state is not rnerely an instrument of tyranny; society
as well as the executive bodies of the state machine are in a
continuous and JiveJy opposition to the oligarchy, which aspires
ta reduce this opposition by naked force.8z

One kolkhoz chairman , a Communist, stated in 1946, that he

would rather spend time in jail than give grain ta the state, for he did

not want to leave his kolkhozniks without any83, A l'orester, Boikov,

was fired, al'ter the oblast' newspapers had received letters

complaiJÙng about his abusive behaviour on the job84 , He was

systematica11y drunk al work, felled trees and sold them off for vodka,

80 U Tbe simplieity of this meehnnism originates from the fact that one party alone, the
Communist Party, is the backbone of the entire political, economie and ideological activity.
The entire public life is al a standstill or moves abead, falls behind or turns around
aceording to what happens in the party forums." (Djilas, The New Class, p.?I).
81Compare 10 Fninsod, How ,p.351. For example, in the firsl three montbs of 1947, the
m.ilitlliia, on <rders of Ibe obkomburo, earried out operations to combat fraud with ration
cards, for wbich 290 people were lIITCsted in that period, a1though against only fifty-one of
them cri minai proeeedings were inslituted (Pako, 147/4/984, 1.36).
8ZDji1as, The New Cl.... p.87.
83Palto, 147/4118, 1.60b. This was not unique in this year (I.M. Volltov, "Zasukh•... ," p.8)
84pp 7966/~eb 26, 1946, p.3.
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• let caule graze in the forest area that he supervised, and i1legally

cultivated hayfields in. the woods.

lt seems that an ongoi ng battle was waged between li l'e (the

people), which tried ta reassert itself, whenever ,ll1d whel'ever

possible, and stultifying discipline (maintained by the Party and more

particularly. iLS obkomburo)S5. The behaviour of one ethnie group

especially disturbed the obkom: the Romany (gypsies). In 1948 the

secretary for propaganda of the obkom, Parfenov, expressed his

annoyance with their wandering ways. Allegedly, they posed as artists,

but in reality engaged in theft, and, perhaps worse still, did not have

passports86 . Sorne of the Party's lack of trust of the peasalltry was a

consequence of the belief in the essential petty bourgeois quality 01'

the peasants that was a tenet of Marxist theory, and was part and

parcel of Lenin's political philosophy87. In spite of the legal equality of

workers and peasants proclaimed by the 1936 Constitution, distrust of

the peasantry permeated the Communist Party. This is probably one of

the causes for the repeated threat of force against undiscipHned

peasants after 1945, as expressed for example in the l'esolutions 01'

September 1946, of the Central Committee 1)lenum of Febr'uary 1947,

and subsequent measures emanating l'rom the Supreme Soviet, the

Central Committee, the USSR Council of Ministers, and l'rom lowel'

Party and government organs, such as the obkomburo of Kalinin oblast'.

Even today the intelligentsia has difficulties coming ta terms with the

•
850n the abyss between lhe D/lrOdnnd .t/lSl: sec ZubkoVll, "Obshcbcstvennllin almosfera
posle voiny (1948-1952)," in: Svobodnaja My.at, 9, 1992, pp. 79-88, p.79.
86Pako, 147/4/1095, 1. 12/12ob,
87See e.g. Moshe Lewin, I.enjn's L...t Strugglll, London: Pluto Press, 1975, pp.22-29 or
pp. lll/112, and Maksim Gor'kii, Nesyoeyremennye mysli. Rasskozy., Moskva:
Sovremennik, 1991, pp.86, 88/89.
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• perceived "uncultured" ways of the narod. A good example of this is the

article by A.N. Sakharov in Kommunist in 199188.

The dichotomy between Party and people should not be

overexaggerated: the population itself denounced people guilty of

abuses to the authorities. As well. a measure of genuine enthusiasm

among the population to rebuild tbe fatherland after the war and

perbaps build socialism W!\s presenL89. However. this enthusiasm would

rapidly dec1ine after 1945. when any genuine improvement5 in the

quality of life failed to occur.

At the same time. it is abistorical to maintain that the

experience of the war generated tbe idea of freedom among tbe Soviet-

•

8SA.N. Sakharov, "Revolutsionnyi .. ,'·. Nevertbeless. this article provides an enremely
ilIterestlng theorelical Interpretation of the historicaJ developmellt of the Soviet Union and
deserves ottelltion. His anaJysis of the wholehearted participation of the semillterate masses
in the bulChery can be read as an addition to Hannah Arendt's anaJysis of the psycho1ogicaJ
mechanism that made people kill their fe110w human beiags in an unprecedented way duriag
the twentietb celltury (Arendt, p.337). ColltnlStiag A.N. Sakharov's ideas is the opinion of
N.P. Poletika, which seems to me somewhat claser to the trutb (N.P. Poletita, Vjdennne i
perezbiroe (h yospomjMnii). Israel. 1982: Biblioteka-Allia, ppA06/407). Polelika
desaibes how the mechaJÙsm of feu workOO in the USSR by way of the utterances of a
ptCltlionist or a play by A. Afinogenov, stagOO in Leningrad in 1931. Accordiag to his view,
80'; of the population. composed of ail social strala. IivOO by fear (for the Joss of their
private cow, for a new purge of the Party ranks. for an acellS8tion of sabotage ete.). The
other 2095 engaged wholeheartOOly in the system. because of the opportunities for upward
social mobility thet it offeted. They became morally degenetate or even lost their minds by
I.heir pll'ticipation in the evems. His idea of the role of fear was echoed to a certain extellt by
Robert Tueker: "State terror is triadic. One element of the triad is a poUtical leadership
determinOO to use tetrOr for its purposes. The second is a minority chosen fot viclimization
in so frightful a form that Il tbird element. a flr llllier body of people. seeiag what cu
happen to the viclims, will be motivated to fulfill the leadership's purpose. which May be to
render it quiescent or, alternatively, to induce it to take actions thet it otherwise would not
be dispasOO to take" (Tucker, p.174).
89This eOlhusiasm is for instance describOO by VolkogoDOv: it remained largely testricted to
the urban populaliOll (D.A. VoIkogonov. Trigmf i t!'BJCdüa. IV. Sta1in. Pollticheskii poNet,
Moskva: Izdatel'stvo AgelltstVa pechati Novosti. 1989, Kniga 1. Chast' 2. p. 70. pp.179-
183 and KlIÏlIa Il, Chast'U. p.20). Obvioudy. less SCl'llpuJous people trioo to use the system
for their penODal advancement and suppocted the po1itics of the regime for that reason. k is
impossible. in my opiniOll, to usign these kinds of people to some layer of society. as lu.
Igritskü tried. when he proposOO tbat the collaboratora and c.-eerists came rrom the
"lumpen-erizoo" (Jil1/l1peJIizrJl't)VUIl.J"4 strata of society (lu. 1. Igritskü. "SAova 0
totalitarizme, " in: OtecheayenMia j.tqriil, 1. 1993. pp.3-17. p.lS).
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Russian population. as a recent observer proposes90. She opines tbal Lhe

desire for freedom smoldered for tbe next fort}' years undel"neath the

conformist veneer of society and l'inally erupled around 1988-1989.

Tbis seems fully mistaken, for Yeltsin and Uorbachev, rot' example.

were boys of fourteen in 1945. Undoubtedly, they had noL yet <lcquil'ed

any awareness of the absence of 1'reedom around them. Nevel·theless, a

desire ta pursue one's own interests instead of lhose of lhe collective

never seems ta bave disappeared in tbe Soviet Union during ilS enlire

bistory. Immediately al'ter tbe wat·, these interests among lhe

population were almost exclusively of an economic character. 'l'he

trials and tribulations of the 1930s and tbe war induced the large

majority ta crave initial1y for nothing more than an existence in which

one could feed oneself and one's famity adequately and in peace91 .

The obkomburo and lower l)arty commiuees sometimes did come

ta the defense of tbose who were unable ta fend for themselves or Iived

in squaIor92 . In October 1945, for instance, a member of the abkom

apparatus, a certain ArtiushkevicJl. admonished the LikhosLavl' raikom

secretary Fochenkav as follows:

90See Zubkova, "Obshchestvennllia...(1945-1946)," pp.5/6 for this hypothesis.
91Compare to Lorenz, p.291.
92As in the case of Boikov, when the editors of ~skaia Prayda brought the letters
describing the abuses of the forester to the attention of the authorities, who investigated the
accuslllions and fired Boikov (PP 7966/Feb 26, 1946, p.3). Vasily Grossman described the
pathologieal slate of mind that Stalin' s repressions ereated among the population at large and
its superficially contradietory nature, as follows: "The divinity, the Caultlessness, of the
immortal stllle, it now turaed out, had not only crushed the individual human being. but hnd
also defended him, comforted him in his weakness, shielded him and provided justificlltion
for his insignificllJlCe. The state had Laken on its own iron shouldcrs the entire weight of
responsibility; it had freed individual human baings from any qualms of conscience" (Vasily
Grossman, Foreyer Flowing, London: Collins Harvill, 1986(1973) (Original: Possev Veriag
1970, Russian: v..... T«hd), p. 31).
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An inspection by the Plenipotentiary of the KPK [Party
Control Commission] under the CC of the ~Xp'1.I/for the Kalinin
oblast' has established that in your raion in the kolkhoz
"Krupskaia" the family of Mikhailova --with five children l'rom
l'our ta thirteen years, the oldest son sick with acute anaemia-
lives in difficult matedal cil"cumstances. A statement on aid [1'01"
them] did not arrive in the raion; she is illiterate, no one keeps an
eye on the family and help is not given; the family of Medvedeva
'1'.1". has three young children, the oldest daughter is an inva/id,
struck by paralysis. They are matedally badly provided for, no
inspection took place and help was not extended, and the chairman
of the kollchoz even refused ta give straw for the repair of the
l'llof [of their 1IOuse]. Not receiving necessary help as weil is the
family of Vasil'eva O. V. of the town of Li1choslavl', 11er husband
and two sons died at the front, she has in her keep two children,
one of whom is il! with tuberculosis; Grapatkina Z. V., who has
t'ive children; and others.

ln the l'aion, there are twenty-seven pupils of school
going age of soldiers' families who do not visit elementary
school. [E.g) Two children of Abramov from the kolkhoz "Krasnoe
Lukino," the daughter of Ezheva, of Pareva, from the village of
Rychkovo, and others.

Already in 1944 in tbe kolkhoz "Krasnyi Vyshkovets" for the
family of the Red Army soldier Fedorov, who has l'ive young
children, the kolkhoz transported straw for the roof of their
bouse, but until today the roof is not c1osed. There was no belp
given for the repair of the houses of the families of soldiers of
the same kolkhoz --the families of Al ekseeva , Makarova, Iurzina.
ln the town of Likboslavl' out of 172 apartments, that needed
repair, only twenty-six were repaired on Sept. 10.

In the raion 1,436 petitions and statements of families of
soldiers were made, out of them 122 statements have not been
investigated and not even answered. Stepanova O.S. out of the
village Ladonikh bas three cbildren, tbe supply of the family witb
matel'ial goods is poor. 93

And sa on; altbough tbis shows some genuine bumalùtarian

concern for these citizens, this impression should be qua/ified for a

Ilumber of reasons. LikboslavJ' raion was close ta the oblast' capital,

• 9Spnko, 147/3/2759, 1. 199
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and situated along the Dctober Railroad; the scrutiny of this area was

probably untypically severe. It is doubtful tlult the ohkom kept such a

close eye on the more remote areas of the oblast' territory. Ap,ut l'rom

that, it had been not so much the obkom itsell' that had discovered this

situation, but the plenipotentiary of the P,lrty Control Commission, who

on other occasions also operated as a watchdog over the 'Ictivities (or

lack thereof) of the oblast' leadership. The pleni potentÎ;lry was the

instigator 01' warnings by the obkom, e1elivered to the secretaries of

other raions on similar injustices within their fiefs in Detober 194594 .

MOl'eovel', these letters seem to he almost solely eoneerneel with the

families of soldiers. who had fought (and often dieel) at the front

although it eould be argued that almost every J'am ity hael one or more

relatives fighting at the front during the war.

On November 22, 1945. the obkom seeretal"Îat reeei veel a reply of

raikom secretary Churkin of Likhoslavl' ....tion, in which some of the

accusations were denied or proven to be false95. In addition, a survey

was described to have taken place in the raioll among 6,270 soldiers'

families about their material cÎt·cumstances. '('he suffering families

had been reeeiving ail kinds of support recently, aceording lo Churkin.

The opposition hetween l'arty and people was mitigated as weil

by the faet that the Party recruited its members l'rom among the

94Pako, 1471312759, Il.200-209. Raions scolded were Kirov roioa, Tsentral'nyi,
Oktiabr'. ond l'roletorskii roions of Kalinin town, ond opporently 0150 Ostoshkov raion. of
wbicb tbe roikom secretory Orlov reocted in 0 leller to tbe obkom secretariat of November
4, 1945 (Pako, 1471312759, 1.209).
95Pako, 1471312759, Il.210-211. The number of soldiers counted in tbi. roion is quite
impressive; in 1950 (Jl1llunry 1) 16,289 people Iived in the collective farms of Ille
Lilthoslavl' raion (Pako, 147151906, 1.3). The taion centre bad bod 2,958 inbabitant. in
1926 (Vershinskü, Zolotorev, pp.819); thus an estimate of a total population of betwcen
25 to 30 thousand in 1946 is not unreasonable. If that estimate would be correct, thon at
least one in five of the raion inbabitants served in the Red Army during the war.
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populalion96 . Many Party members al Lower leveLs idenlified prcbably

much more with their own community than with the Party itself. After

ail, lhe educ:ttion of mallY people in positions of responsibility at the

local level was not very high97 . One needed some sophistication to see

throug h the propaganda and lo eSlablish whal actually was meanl by

the double·talk emanating l'rom higher up. The attitude of thepeor1e,

l'rom among whom lhese Party members were seLected, did nol

immecliately change when they entered the Party. TypicaL might be the

following anecdote:

The head of the raion [Sonkovo] ofl'ice ol' tlax procurements,
comrade Tsvelkov, was dispalched in Marcl! 1946 to report on the
speech of comrade Stalin of F.ebruary 9, 1946, to the kolkhoz
"Marcl! 8" of the SheLdomezhskii rural soviet. In the koLkhoz he
was toId thal the report had aLready been given there. Tsvetkov
dicl not give the report and instead asked at a kolkhoz meeting if
they could seU him a cow, and a cow was sold to him for 750
rubLes. 98

Neitber Tsvetkov, nor the koLkhozniks were overly enthusiastic

about Stalin's speecb, il seems99 . Since be was tbere, Tsvetkov decided

96See Table 36 for the di.tribution of Part)' membership among different occupations.
971n 1946, the nomen/:llIlvnlof the ruikom of Sonkovo, a ruml area, consisted of 514
position•. 399 or 80% of the workers in these positions had primar)' or unfinished
seconda!)' education (i.e. about Cive or sil{ years of school) (l'oko, 14711/57. 1. 560b.). Not
all people in nom.·n/:IIIIVI11J'.. positions wcrc, of course, l'arty members, and certainly not
nt lower levels. On JonUII!)' l, 1952, »hen the Pnrty was probably larger thlln in 1946 in
this mion, Sonkovo mioll had 887 Communists (sec Table 38). Compare also Tables 39 and
41 for the comparntivel)' busc level of education of the higher levels of the Party in the
obla.t' .
98Pnko, 14714157, 1.560b. See Table 37 us weil: it shows again thut Communists werc not
nbove common hurnlln vice.
99This i., rnorcovcr, one of the most important ones arter the war: the (in)famou. pre
election speech at the occasion of the e1eetion. for the Supreme Soviet in 1946, in which
Stalin explains the victo!)' of the war n. the consequence of his (or the l'lIrty'.) farsighted
policie. in the 1930. (see Robert V. Daniels (ed.). AJ1oçumentlll)'-llistOl')'--OLCoJtU1lIlIlÎJilll:.
Volume Il. New York: Vintage Books. 1960. pp.142-151).
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ta take the opportunity te find out if he could buy a cow. a more

pressing m.lller for him at the lime. lt is possible lhat bath tht.> kolkh07.

and Tsvetkov actually perpetrated something illegal. too. as it seems

Iikel)' that Tsvetkov was not eligible 10 have a cow. l'erhaps the

kolkhoz was squandering sorne of the collective's caule. 'l'his ail,

combined with the lack of pl"Oper awe for Stalin's utlerances, must

have infuriated the loftier Party cadres.

ln February 1947, ,1 Central Commillee r'lUm, one 01' the very

few he1d al'ter the war, dedicated itself to sorting out the problematic

situation of agriculture --perhaps as a consequence of the famine tOo .

Ils resolutions called upon the provinces ta bring the disOl'ganization

and illegalities within the collective farms 10 an end.

'1'0 illustrate the results of the l'Ienum's resolutions ancl 10 give a

more general image of the profile of kolkhoz chairs and reasons for

their dismissals, an anaJysis will here he made of the turnover 01'

kolkhoz directors in 1947 in M010kovo raionlOI • The raion was 10catt!c1

in the north-east and had escaped German occupation. In January 1947,

100See, for es.mple, S.msonov, à.>'3holt Histlll:y., p. 256; on the famine •.0. l'Ieller,
Nekrich, p,468; Vorontsov soid in Morch 1947: "You know l'rom the dccisions [of the
Fcbruory 1947 l'ienum] of the Central Committee of the VKP(bA thOI in 1916 • severe
drought occurrcd in a signHïcant oreo of the Europe.n port of the USSR, which hos h.d a
strong impoct on tbe .griculture of our country, ond the tot.l yicld of the gr.in horvc~t in
the country wos substontiolly less tbon in 1915" (Poko, 117111528. 1.13).
10lFor an ideo of the situation of the kolkl1oz directors in general, see T.ble 23. In th.
immediote postwor period in the wbole of the Union unnUlilly on. third of th. kolkhoz choi...J
were chunged (SOyctsklÛ•..dercvaia .... p.141). From 1947 onwords, in conncctioll with th.
Febru.1")' Plenum, efforts were underlaken to improve the competence of th. kolkhoz choi ...
by .ppointing better educated persons. In 1947. a somewhat bigber frequ.ncy of
replacements ensued because of this, although even a Soviet publication bad te admit thot the
turnover continued .t a similorly high level ofter 1947 as weil (SJlYl1l:i.lrJliLlIJlJ:ll~ •.
p.I4I). However. part of the high incidence of replacement of kolkhoz directors was a
consequence of the estreme scarcities and high level of deliveries of 1946, which led sorne
to resist tbe demands of the state (LM. Volkov, "Za.-ukbll... ", p.8; see Chapter Vas weil). The
I.tter ended up in court.
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the lïrsl secrelary of the raikom, Burilov. had been dismissed for his

lack of aClivity in improving the results of animal husbandry and a

general pOOl' economic performance by bis raion 102. At the annual

general meetings of the coUective farms in February and March 1947,

fit'ly-one chairs were released from their duties, after which an

additional twelve were forcecl to resign during the remainder of the

year103. Thus in 1947 alone, sixty-three chairs were changed out of a

total of 205 coUective f(lrms104. The most frequent reason for

dismissing a chair was paal' leadership over the collective farm

(seventeen times)105. There were nille cases of directors who were

criminally prosecuted, and eight cases of kolkhoz directors who were

not even a member of the collective farm they had been leading as weB

as of people who left the job due ta ilIness. Seven times chairs stepped

down due to their own personal request, and another seven had never

been elected by the general meeting of the kolkhoz. rouI' were

transferred or promoted, two were accused of irregularities, but

escaped prosecution for the time being, and one died. Most fired chairs

had been only working as such for less than five years, and twenty

eight had started working after December 1944.

Both bel'ore and after the changes of 1947, not many collective

farms were led by women (thirteen before and four after) , althougl1 a

102pp 8204, Jan 29, 1947, p.l.
103Pako, 147/4/429,J1. 27-30.
104Soo Table 13,
10SThe calculation here is my own, according to Pako, 147/4/429,11. 27-30; Z.M.
Vinogmdova, who chaired a kolkhoz in Vyshnü Volochek mion in the late 19405, was aware
of the duger of arrest for kolkhoz chairs. She added that the wcrk load of li chair 'l'as 50

enormous tbat one a1ways neglected sometbing, and that reasons could be found lit any lime to
be less than ful1y satisfied with the operation of a kolkhoz. She said that Gad had mercy lIpon
her, for she was never arrested (testimony of Z. M. Vinogradova in the survey).
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• trend to exc1ude women from the kolkhozy's leadership is perceptible.

Certainly, this had to do with the fact that women were reverting 10

the lower positions tbey had occupied before the war. 1nitially , women

were less often chairs in Molokovo raion tban in other areas, because

this raion bad not been occupied by the Germans. Probably sorne of tbe

disabled or aider men wbo stayed behind took over l'rom those who had

left for the front. In sorne of the raions of the liberated area, hardly

any males returned al'ter 1945, because of whicb there was no

alternative but to elect a woman. The move to exc1ude women in

Molokovo raion was somewhat counterproductive perhaps, since none or

them belonged ta those who had been under criminal investigation. FOUI'

of the seven chairs who left on their own request were women,

sometimes doing so because of "family circumstances." One suspecls

that the standard double burden of rearing children and laking care 01'

the household, combined with the leadership over the colleclive farm

was an overwhelming prospect for sorne of them.

The retum of the demobilized soldiers is obvious from the fact

that, of the sixty-three replacements, nine were army veterans. The

l'est (Cifty-four) comprised former brigadiers, rank-and-lïle

kolkhozniks, and so on. There were twenty Communists among tbe new

kolkhoz leaders, which reveals the Party's fragile popularity in the

countryside. Only l'ive had more than more than four grades of

education. No common denominator with respect to the age of the new

chairs can be discemed. l'en had been born before 1900, seventeen had

been born in 1911 or later.

ft seems doubtful that the new chairs would perform much betler

• than their predecessors. judging from these numbers. Only a minorÎly
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could boast Party membership. so that it can be doubted that they

would remedy matters out of their enthusiasm for the cause. Theil'

education and work experience supplied no reason for expecting a more

rational organization of the agriculturaJ production process. It seems

safe ta conc\ude, therefore, that the whole exercise WOlS aimed Olt

showing the vigilance of the l'arty and govemment in their supervision

of agriculture. Poor leadership would not be tolerated, and gross abuses

would be handled by the courts. The question is, how much the

authoriLies themselves imagined that these actions would improve

agriculture. Did it make a difference that led ta the relatively

promising agricultural results in 1948 and 1949 in the Kalinin oblast'?

Probably not, for the favourable weather seems to have been primarily

responsible for these successes106 .

The limitations of the above described changing of the guard are

suggested in a record noting the consistent violations of the 1935

US{;J vol' agriculture artels in the oblast' during 1949 and 1950107• In

these two years, according to the representative of the Council of

Kolkhoz Affairs, 18,285 cases had been uncovered of use of kolkhoz

lands for aims other than collective farming, 8.4 million rubles of

kolkhoz money and 2,351 heads of cattle had been embezzled.

1,700,000 kilograms of crops, and 158,000 Htres of milk had been

stolen and squandered.

ln June 1948, an obkom plenum met to discuss the widespread

habit of "private farming," i.e. of those peasants who had almost

completely withdrawn l'rom participation in the socialist sector of

106See VIII. 3.
107Pako, 1471512, 1.149.
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• agriculturel08. The plenipotentiary of the Ministry of Procurements of

the Kalinin oblast', Zobnin, said:

... severa! kolkhozniks turned their private plot into their
basic source of income. One needs ta say that these faets are
elearly illustrated in the deHveries of grain by the households
of kolkhozniks from their private plots. The taxation for grain
deliveries of the kolkhoz households increases every year. Thus
in 1945, 28,676 households with a sown area of 2,569 hectares
were Hable to tax for grain deliveries; in 1946 this number
increased to 45,361 households with a sown area of 3,657
hectares, and in 1947 the taxation reached 49,920 households
with a sown area of 5,432 bectares of grain crops. To the raions
with the largest number of taxed households be1ong: the Kirov
raion, in whieh 5,979 households are taxed for cereals, in
Lukovnikovo raion 4,563 households, in Molokovo raion 4,500
households, in Novotorzbok raion 3,683 households, and in Rzhev
raion 3,580 households. 109

This indicates that in 1947 almost 50,000 households had more

or less tumed exelusively to private farming, and were engaged in

growing grain on their extremely small, private plots. Considering the

fact that there were about 260,000 kolkhoz housebolds at tbe time,

apparently 20% of the kolkhozniks in the oblast' preferred workiag for

themselves to working on the kolkhoz in 1947, no matter bow grim the

odds weretto.

Edùl0liç1Jniki (individual peasants), together witb kolkhozniks.

were warned to have a valid permit to trade on the kolkboz markets of

Kalinin in September 1946 in proletarskaia pravdal 11. It is wrong to

eonsider these almost 50,000 kolkhozniks' fantilies as part of the

edinoliclJJliki The term used for the former in a Soviet publication is

•
I08Pako. 147/4/1096. 1.2, 147/4/1097, 1.4 8JId 11.l4ob./IS.
I09pako. 147/4/1097. li. 14ob./IS.
ttOsee Table 14.
Ittpp 81091Sep IS, 1946, p.4.
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• oKoloKolJ:hoznoe naselenie (semi-kolkhoz population is perhaps a

translation which comes c1ose)112. They had been probably excluded

from the kolkhoz for not having worked the required minimum of

In/dodni at some point. or for simply refusing in general to work for

the collective farm 113. In 1950 1. 9% of the membership of the USSR

kolkhozy did not take part at aU in the kolkhoz produetionll4. The

measures taken against these people by the authorities or by the

kolkhozy varied. Many raion authorities could i11 afford to punish them

too harshly for either their refusal to work in socialist agriculture or

their pUeS performance on the kolkhoz. They might generate necessary

crops and livestock products --on their private plots, or even as a

result of their Hmited involvement in the socialized sector-- which

could help fulfill the procurement plans. Kolkhoz authorities might hope

to lure them into assisting with kolkhoz work., and perhaps even

persuade them to retum to the kolkhozliS. It was self-defeating to

have more than a few scapegoats juridically persecuted. because they

would be definitively lost as potential work hands when convicted ta a

camp or jail sentence. This might explain, for instance, the limited

amount of people exiled on the basis of the Supreme Soviet decree of

June 2. 1948116.

•

I12SovelSlcajg dereyoig , p. 195.
113See SovelStaja derevula , p.196. whiçh mentions that from 19<16-1950 annua11y 3....
of the kolthoznits was exçluded for Ibis reason.
114SOVCtokajg dereyoja p.199.

IISeompare to I.M. Volkov. "Kolthozy SSSR v Body çhetvertoi piatilet1ti (1946-1950
SB.)." Rlzyit,je RI'st. "ozialma SSSR y poaIevoeoo.ve gmly (1916.1910 gg,). Mosltva:
"Nauta". 19n. pp. 41-71, p.61.
lIl5see VIII.3. The desperate efforts of çhairman Anany Yegoroviçh Mysovsky to find
usl.ançe for the haying on the "New LiCe" kolkhoz illustrare the diCfiçulties in uyinB to
mûe people p.uciplte in kolkhoz "ort (See Ahnmov. The New Ufe). As • resalt of the
labour sç..ci&y in the coWlll'yllde. the threat of sanctions remained mosly without effect;
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ln Udoml'ia raion in early 1949, twenty-six XOlllor;y (f<lrmsleads

separaled l'rom kolkhoz villages) were counted, sorne of which

consisted of severa! housebolds117 . A total of 106 households exisled

in x/llItoty, wbile more tban 6,000 households Iived on the more t1Jan

two hundred kolkhozy in tbe raion118. It seems thal the x/1lI10r

households bad not been involved in kolkhoz farming. Some or lhem had

resettled in the kolkhoz villages, perhaps under pressure of Lhe

authorities. These IlOusebolds probably should be considered as disLincL

l'rom those of the kolkhozniks who more or less had disconlinued Lo

work for their collective farms.

Therefore the proliferation of individual farming aL Lhe li me in

the K:'1inin oblast' seems ta have been very substantial. The existence

of the klllltoty indicates that agriculture in the Kalinjn oblast' was

still not completely collectivized in 1949119 .

A rather blatant example of the unpopularity of agriculLUl'al work

cao be seen in the behaviour of three CommunisLS, two kolkhozniks and

a tractor driver, who (without permission l'rom their collective farm or

Party cell) left their work on the kolkhoz or MTS and went ta seek

---------
attitude on certain occasions. Therefore a balance was sought between doing as Iiltle a.~

possible within the sociolized sector and avoiding undue interest from the lIulhorilies.
117poko, 1471411703, 1. 24. The term kllutor is rather vague here: it is not impossible
that it here only means peasant' houses not located in the kolkhoz village. Its occupants could
have still participated in kolkhoz labour, but some might hnve been LwinoJicbnilâ How mnny
of the Intter might hnve belonged to the few who hnd persisted in their resist8Rce to be
collectivized, and how many had been excluded from the kolkhoz at some point aft..
collectivization is not clear.
118See Table 13. Between July 1946 lInd early 1949 the rural population and the number
of kolkhozy was on the rise in genernl (see Table 14).
119That is, if khlltm-means a farmstead of a household engnged in individual fanning, which
is by no meaas certain. In 1940, 96.7% of ail peaSllllt housebolds in the obla.' had beea
collectivized, according to the Brezbnevite version of the history of the oblaSl' Party
organization (OcherJci. p.443).
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employment in Rzhev in early 1948120. At the moment their activities

were brought ta the obkom's attention, they had been hired by the MVD

and were working at the camp point No. 104 in Rzhev, although none of

the three had the required papers.

ln Decernber 1947, when the ration-card system was abolished

and a monetary reform implemented, sorne less scrupulous Party

members used their foreknowledge of the upcoming changes to make a

handsome profit for themselves l21. The head of a rural soviet, together

with the head ot' the village general store, the secretary of the Party

organization, and two other Communists i11egally bought ten crates of

vodka in a shop with old money, and thus caused the state ta 100se

15,000 rubles in the transaction. According to the oblast' state

prosecutor, this case was far from unique.

Just as in industry, in agriculture people engaged in lying about

the fu1t'illment of production plans, as was noticed in September

1951122 . Others concealed cattle from the statel23 .

120pnko, 1471411132, 1.3.
121Pnko, 1411411095, 1.40. According to Chapmnn: "The abolition of rationing was
accompanied by the Currency Reform of December 1941, in which cash holdings were
exchanged at the rate of ten old rubles for one new ruble and savings deposits and bonds were
exchanged at more favorable rates. This se['\.ed to reduce the inflationary pressure
represented by large hoards of cash accumulated during the war, main1y by pensants. The
cash that urban workers and employees couldn't spend in state shops mostly found its way to
the collective farm market and hence to the pensants' matresses" (Chapman, p.24). In the
light of a11 the evidence of the lack of money lUl10ng the peasants, both before and alter
December 1947, the "hoards of cash" were probably less than expected by the regime. One
telling example of the sometimes unthwarted solidarity of the peasantry viS-À-vis the
authorities is related by N.P. Golubev (Il). His wife, Valentina Ivanovna, was responsible
for the distribution of products for the ration cards in the villnge store of the Sorokinskü
rural soviet in the village of Soroti in the rural raion of Vyshnii Volochek amang those
eligible. She was always very strictly c:hecked for any irregularities. Once she had no bread
left to distribute among a part of the people who possessed ration cards for it. The Golubevs
feared that Valentina Ivanovna might be held responsible, but the villagers collected the
amount of ration cards that corresponded to the amount of bread tbat she had distributed and
handed them to her (testimony of N.P. Golubev (II) in the survey).
122Pako, 14715111, 1.65. For industry see VIII.t.
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In 1950 the Party decided to amalgamate the kolkhozy to increase

the efficienc)' of the collective farms124 . Supposedly,

[the] unil'ication of the smaU kolkhozy was conducted on
the basis of strict vol untari ness, throug h the organi zation of
widespread explanatory labour among the kolkhozniks, and
with the utmost support for the initiative by the kol khozni ks
themselves. Leading party and soviet workers and agricultural
specialists were sent into the cauntryside ta carry out the
organizational work for the amalgamation; the)' explained ta the
kolkhozniks ever)'where the superiarity of large collective farms
ove!" small ones, and aided with the unification of the kolkh ozy12S.

The scenario, described above by the l'irst obkom secretary,

strongly resembles that ol' collectivization. There was doubtlessly less

resistance than in the 1929-1934 period, inasmuch as the kolkhozniks

did not stand to 10se l'rom this transformation of agriculture in the

same way126. The worst part of the process was the threat of having to

123Pako, 147/5/11, 1.65.
124See Table 24.
12Spako, 147/5/7, lA. Sec the lable on lhe carly results of the lImlllglUtlution;
l\Jltalgl\lllation began in the early months of 1950 (SOyel.koja dereynia, .. , pp. 306/307).
The Central Committee felt obliged to interfere in the proces. when it .eemed ta progre••
haphazardly and without preparation or organization. lt i.sued a resolution on May 30,
1950, which gave guidelines for the process. This resolution 01' the Central Committee WliS

caUed "011 ukruple.aii melki/dt kol/dtozo" i z/l(ll/cl/llk1l partJïn.y/dt 0lSlUlizllIsij " «om tlt'le"
(Qcherki, p.539). After thi., amalgamation acquired massive proportions (Soyelskaju
dereynia, '. pp. 306-309). The impact thi. con.olidation wa. parlicularly profound in the
obla'ls of the Central Region, where before the kolkhozy had been quite smatl. Il seerns that
the timing of amalgamation, in the middle of the agricultural year, was iII-chosen. In
cornparison with collectivization, amalgamation look place at a more inopportune moment in
the year.
126The kolkhozy were until 1950 bllSed on the villages that existed before col1ectivization
(Soyetskoia dereyniu. • p. 303). Karasev notices thut the amalgamation further increfllJed
the ulienl\tion from the land, because the land of the amalgamated kolkhO'~ no longer
corresponded to that of the former obsnc1lil1Pvillage (Karasev, p.305). In his opinion, this
was one of tbe most important causes for tbe inae8.ged abandonment of the village for the
town. His opinion is corroborated by that of the kolkhoz bookkeeper N. F. Alelueev
(testimony of N.F. Alelcseev in the survey). L.S. Solov'eva-Ratatueva confirmed this point of
view as weil (testimony of L.S. Solov'eva-Ratataeva in the survey). Z.M. Vinogradova, who
was before amalgamation the chair of a kolkhoz, after which she WllS relegated ta lead a
seetor of an amalgamated kolkhoz, knew that a chair in the village of BalthmlU' was arrested
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• abandon the ancestral village for a central kolkhoz centrel27. After the

criticism of Khrushchev's proposais for the creation of "agrotowns."

this plan was shelved howeverl28. The amalgamation received a hostile

reception from the economically more prosperous kolkhozy, who saw no

advantages in a unification with their weaker counterpartsl29. ln the

end, what was called "mass-poHtical work" led to unanimous

endorsements of the unification in most collective farms l30.

Before the amalgamation of the kolkhozy, party
organizations were preponderant. created according to territorial
principle. They united the communists of one rural soviet. But in
1951 primary party organizations had been created in 73% of the
oblast' kolkhozy.131

Although the presence of the Party on the farms became more

conspicuous. the results did not improve after 1950132. On the contrary,

•

ln 1950 for opposlag the merger of h1s koJJchoz w1tb other koJJchozy. Sbe did not know wbat
bappened ta h1m (testlmony of Z.M. VlBogradova ln the survey).
127pato. 147/5/1, !.I8.
128Anokblna and Sbmeleva Indicll&ed tba&, even arter two rounds of amalglllllll&ion, the
enlarged kolkbozy still conslsted of a cqlomerlle of small villages ln the early 19605
(Anokhlna. Sbmelew, p. 80).
129pato, 147/4/2055, 1.28. Sovetskaia derey.aja, " , p.309. N.F. Alekseev said: "Tbls
[amalgamll&ion] destroyed a stroagly cobeslve economlc unit. In wblch people lIved close ta
encb other and knew eacb other weil and therefore worked better. DuriJIg the amalgamation
mauers got 50 far. tbat villege rose agalnst villege --the village of Sorokl agalnst tbll& of
Bor'kavo" (testimony of N. F. Alekseev ln the survey).
13Opako. 147/4/2055. 1.28. See Table 24 and 2S as weil. How mucb force. or the tbreat
of It. played a role here remains bard ta assess. but the resilience of the peasantry to
preserve thelr old kolkhoz was probabJy much Jess than the res/stance agaiDSt the
abandonment of private farms in the collectivization perlod. Obviously. the koikbozy of the
1940s meant much Jess ta the pensants than the privateJy owned farm of the 1920s. One 15
bard-pressed ta find any siBn of reaJ res/stance a,aInst the amal,amation ln the records. The
absence of reslstance. mennwhlJe. 'l'as an outcome as weil of the constant bullyiag and
oppression of the peasantry by the Communlsts slnce 1929.
131KOl")'tkov, KIUa;n:skc)C lelO,,'! p.45.
132Falnsod Indieates the Increase of direct PlII1y control over the koJJchozy (Faln5Od. Hpw
p.235); he seems ta have been r1gbt to stress the Importance of tbis aspect for the CondllCt
of the amaIJamltion (see Pato. 147/4/2055, 1.38). The avenge s1ze of the collective
f..ms Increased from 35 beartbs and 49 abJe-bodled worken ta 130 beartbs w1th 190
farm bands. The amount of ll11d per kolkhoz swelled from 213 ta 818 beetlreS on avenge
(pato. 147/5/2. 1.49). Although tbIs was a signlfieant Jncrease ln the size of the collective
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many of the enlarged kolkhozy and their ch.ùrs were in a statl!' of

confusion after the amalgamution. In theOl'Y, perhaps, the consotid'ltion

"was a bighly effective measure"; in practice it was not, at le'lst, not

in tbe Kalinin oblast'133. Initially tbe productive output decreased in

many of the unilïed kolkhozy. Many local authorities, kolkhoz chairs,

and kolkhozniks were confused about the standardization of pri vate

plots tbat was concomitant with the amalgamation, others about the

reseulement of the kolkhoz Iivestock of severa! former kolkhoz

villages in one or two kolkhoz centres, which led to large congestion of

caule in sheltered places in t11ese centres and the cattle's resultant

deathl34. On the brigllt side, sorne of tbe newly appointed kolkhoz chail's

were agricultural specialists, who had previously worked in the raion

centres or in tbe townsl35.

Belov, chairrnan of the successful kolkhoz "Kl'asnyi I)utilovets" 01'

the Kashin raion, explained in September 1952 that it was impossible

for the secretary of the Party organization of an amalgamated kolkhoz

to ensure adequate political educationl36 . In the firs! place, his kolkhoz

farms in the Kalinin oblast', they remained smaller thon in the Soviet Uaion as a whole, in
which in 1949 the average kolkhoz had 80 househalds and ufte'!' amalgamation IG5
(Soyet,kaia dereyn;a .. p.112). In addition, the average kolkhoz household (nround 3.0
persons in 1947-1952) in the Kalinin oblast' was smaller thon in the USSR in general
(3.5 in 1950) (Sovetskaia dereynja ,. p.112 and Table 14). Anothcr reason for the
amalgamation was probably Ihe desire la eut costs by having less administralive-execulive
personnel on the payrolls of the collective farms. In Udoml'ia mion the administralive stalT
of the kolkhozy feU from 1,093 in early 1950 ta 102 in the second half of 1950 (l'ako,
14714/2055, 1.26). This translated into a decrease of trudodn~' paid to the staff in the
kolkhozy of the raion, from 24,500 ta 17,GOO. Thus in theOl'Y, it sccmed Ihot a very chcap
way had been found to frec more trudodoifor the pay of the kolkhozniks, who 05 a result
would be incited ta work harder.
133Samsonov, A Sbo!1: Hjstory, p.257. Sovelskoja dereyn;a"" p.141 Wld pp.311-313, too,
seems ta imply that the amalgamation Vias on improvement, but only on the longer tenn.
134Pako, 147/51104, 11.12-15, 14, 16-18, 27, 29.
135Soyetskoja dereyn;a . , p.141.
136Pako, 147/5/283,1.224.
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now consisted of 1!l0 households distributed over seven villages.

Secondly. in Belov's own kolkhoz, the secretary was mainly occupied

with agricultural work, and had to take care of her old mother and her

two children as weIl. Therefore the political work was not weil

organized. l3elov urged upon the delegates of the ninth Party conference

to release the Party secretaries on the kolkhozy from kolkhoz labour

and have them concentrate solely on political work. Confusion also

ruled for a while in the Party's raion organizations that, in the eyes of

the obkom, chose incompetent and sometimes even earlier penalized

candidates Lo become kolkJl0Z chairs in 1950137. A bigb frequency of

replacement of l'ai1ing kolkhoz directors ensued, but the agricultural

resulls in 1950, 1951, and 1952 were worse than in 1949138 . In

September 1951, several chairs feU victim to a campaign against the

squandel'ing of caltle, for which they were barshly reprimandedl39 . At

the same time, others were reported tn have neglected their kolkhoz

liveslock because of enthusiastic participation in a reHgious

holidayl40.

How Htde impressed the kolkhoznilcs were with the threat of

sanctions, and how dil'ficult it was to coerce them into cooperating

with the authorities, can be derived l'rom the following description 01'

the situation in one particular kolkhoz in 1951. The collective farm

was visited as part of a tour of the countryside by a vice-chair of the

137Pllko, 147/5/36, 11.8-10.
138In II report to Malenkov, Konovalov already complai.lled in Janulll'Y 1951 about the too
fl'equent replacement of chairs in certain areas (Pako, 147/5/36, 1.10). After Konovalov's
ouster, his successor Kiselev still reported in October 1951 to Malenkov that drunkenness,
theft, and squnndering of public (ko1Jdloz or state) property continued, notwithstnnding the
fact that more than 70\76 of the chairs were Communists (Pnko, 147/5/35, 11.118-124).
139See below ia this chapter.
140pnko, 14715/11, 1.46.

.-
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oblispolkom and a Central Committee representative. 'l'he forlller

reported:

What especially appalled me was the faet that work
began one and a hall' hours al'ter the ohligatory time, and,
moreover, that it was not the milkmaids who appeared and who
had been officially assigned to the cows, but two old women
who replaced their granddaughters; they had enjoyed themselves
at a party the night before and slept in.

Furthermore, what startled us at this livestock farm was
the fact that the caule stood in a place, where the filth was so
bad that, one could say withoUl exagger<ltion, when the eows
1<1)' down, only their horns and he<lds were visihle, since ail the
l'est was submerged in the dirt. 141

'l'he superior efl'iciency of the organiz<ltion of Soviet society,

because of ilS guidance by the pl<lnned economy and the "science" of

Marxism-Leninism, is hard 10 maintain today ,tfter the "collapse" of

Communism in Russia and the USSR with iL. "'owever, Stalinism has not

lost its appeat for everyone. The nostalgia today fol' Swlin's times

among certain groups and individuals might seem strange, when, fol'

example, in 1951 L11e first secretary of the gorkom of Vyshnii

Volochek, the second town of lhe oblast', complained about the regulal'

formation of bread queues in front of shopsl42. Apart l'rom that, he felt

obliged ta mention the absence of J.:ul'tfOW1r.y ('cultur'dl supplies', being

office equipment, musical instruments, and so on, used fol' cuttural or

educationa! activities) and motorbikes. Ali were in strong demand in

his town. [n his opinion the internai l'etait lrade system in the oblast'

should dramatically improve. ls il not Evident thal the prohlem of

distribution within a planned economy, which was as large as that of

141Pako, 147/5111, 1.52.

142Pllko, 147/5/10, 1.67.
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the Soviet Union, p!agued the USSR during the whole period of its

existence, and Ilot only in the times of l:lrezhnev or Gorbachev'?

As an example of' the disorganization and generally discontented

mood among the rural population, a delailed account of lhe collapse of a

kolkhoz in Novokarel' raioll during and al'ter the war is added as an

appelldix143. The account was written by an MGB employee, who

described the operation of the kolkhoz as pan of a report on the general

slate of agriculture in this raion, ot'ten singled out for its fJagging

agriculLura! performance144. The "Traktor" kolkhoz was one of at least

fifteen "backward" collective farms in 1946 in the raion. In a way the

pOOl' operadon of the "Traktor" kolkhoz should not come as a surprise:

the same report notes that the chair of the rural soviet, under whose

supervision "1'raktor" l'eH, engaged in a drinking bout for severa!

consecutive days in Dctober 1946 on a neighbouring kolkhoz145. During

bis stay, he persuaded a l'emale kolkhoz worker to dally with him in tbe

kolkboz barn. However, the two were rudely interrupted by a group 01'

teenagers who bad discovered them. They whipped bis bare bebind with

twigs. Altbough the incident may be cami cal to us, it must have been

extremely unsettling to the MGR and Party ta find a soviet chairman

tbus misbebaving, panicularly because he gave a very Ilegative examp!e

ta the village )'outh146 .

143See Appendix IV.
144The full report can be found in Pako, 147/4/519, Il.12-32.
145Pako, 1'17111519, 1.26.

146Mter ail, if Ibis WIIS not the case, why report the incident? It also is one of the few
occasions when the subjeet of sex is mentioned in the archives. Part of the embarrassment of
the authorities was pcrhaps a result of the prudishness about sex that seemed 10 he Ihe norm
nt the time, al (cast omong Party members. Alexandra KoUontai's activities, during and
dircclly arter the 1917 rcvolution, must have seemed revolting to them. Alena Heitlinger
has tried 10 put the sexual mores of Stalinist society into perspective wilh the help of the
work of Wilhelm Reich (Alena Heitlinger, Womea aod Slale Socialism' Sex lnequality. in the
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Another instance 01' the rural folk's unwillingness la cooper'lle

with the authorities was the partial failure 01' Ihe migration of

inhabitants of the eastern raions ta Ihe depopulaled western raions. In

ail, in 1948 and 1949, 1,016 households (4,147 people) wel'e

transferred to the west of the oblast'147. However, l'ive raions sent less

lban 10% of their quota of houseboJds weslward148 . Saon people began

ta return east, because in raions such as Rzhev, Vysoko, and Molodoi

Tud, tbe new seltlers were placed in unl'inished houses or even· ·in

Rzhev-- in apal'tments.

One disgruntled urban observer, the Party secrelary 01' the

raiJroad-car works, remarked in July J951 on the kol kbozniks'

deliberateundermining of collecti vized agriculture149 . Baranov claimed

tbat, wbile the townspeople went in one direclion in arder ta aid lhe

koJkhozniks with harvesting, Ihe kolkhozniks went the opposite

direction. They carried baskets and bags l'uIJ wilb goods la the kolkhoz

market of Kalinin. Baranov's remarks are a typicaJ example of Ihe

!)arty's ongoing suspicion of the peasantry.

At this meeting ot' July J951, the oblast' prosecutor,

Gerasimenko, expressed a similar wariness about lhe peasantry's

characler150. He WOlS incJined ta Jook l'al" criminal causes 01' society' s

Soviet Union and Czechos\ovakia, Montreal: McGill-Queen's UI), 1979, pp.21-23). She
points out that any refercace to SCie disappeared in the 19305 from fiction, cinema, theat,e,
and education. This silence about sex is indeed reflccted in the almost complete absence of
any rcference to the subject in the 'l'ver' archives. N.A Zabelin, eighty-nine years old,
remembered in the summer of 1992 how in the carly yeurs nfter the 1917 revolution the
Sludents discussed the subject of Scie at tbe institute where he mudied. Finnlly, today,
scventy years Inter, Zabelin noticed eroûca and sele being once more publicly discussed in
Russia (testimony of N.A. Zabelin in the survey).
147Pako, 14714/1560, 1.31.
148Kashin, Lesaoe, Mo!okovo, Sandovo, and Bezhetsk rnioRs.
149Pako, 147/5/10, 1.81.
150pako, 147/5/10, 1.167.
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eJilTiculties as a consequence of his profession. It appears that he

thought the kolkhozniks to have criminaI inclinations that were above

average:

We have in many kolkhozy in a number of raions of the
oblast' the most crueJe violations of the Statute of agricultural
artels; particularly widespread are the following violations of
the agricultural artel' Statute: the embezzlement of money in the
kolkhozy, the removaJ and squandering of kolkhoz property, the
seizure of kolkhoz lands, the wrong expenditure of rrudodm; the
violation of the democratic principle in the management of the
kolkhozy, the large indebtedness of the kolkhozy, the criminal
treatment of draught animais and of the labour force in the
kolkhozy, and the failure to fulfill the minimum of rrudodni by the
kolkhozniks. For these violations in 1950, criminal proceedings
against 1,694 kolkhozniks were instituted, and in the first hal1'
year of this year against another 414, in all against 2,008
people. 151

Apparently 160 cbairpersons of tbe collective farms in those

eigbteen montbs bad fallen under criminal investigationl52.

The exodus from tbe countryside, that will be described in VII.3,

was another sign of the population' s efforts to avoid the crusbing load

witb wbich the state bad burdened them. In October 1953, one obkom

member observed that every kolkhoznik tried to evade taxation of the

pl"ivate plot by sending away ail able-bodied members of his family to

work on the side l53 . Some went as far as to send away their seventeen

year-old daugbters to work as nannies.

1511bid.
152Pllko. 147/5/10. 1.167. On Il laler occasion in the same year, Gerasimenko .taled !hat
2.4% (380) of kolkhoz chairs ··his calculations are somewhat f1awed as he seerns to have
used the totul of pre-amalgamation kolk110zy (about 7500) to establish this percentage-
blld been convicted of wrongdoings by the courts. and 3.3% (200 of the total of roughly
2,000) in the first eight or nine mont"', of 1951 (Pa1co. 147/5/11, 1.151).
153pako, 147/5/663. 1.128.
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It ail depends on one's perspective. When one takes into account

that the peasantry nearly starved to death, one cannat but underst:tnd

these "anti·Soviet" attitudes l54 . The Communists' horribly perverse

morality --something is only good if it is fOl' the good of the l'arty is

exemplified by the condemnation of the "criminal :tttitude" of the

peasantry by the Iikes of Baranov or Gerasi menko.

ln the survey, the respondents ol'ten grumblecl ahout the

additional burden of the obligatory state Loans. The loans amountecl to

an extra taxation for the population, which led ta a l'unher recluction of

income. As a resuLt, particularly in the countryside, the population

remained precariously close ta subsistence leveLs. M. V. Kornetov;t, a

rural soviet secretary, had to agitate for the suhscriptioll to these

loans as pan of her workl55. She noted that widows with children gave

their last for the resurrection 01' the country, he it out of l'ear, be it out

of conviction. N. V. Kurganova said that she was not impressecl by the

demeanour of employees of the security QL'gans, when she encountered

them at the subscdption to the loans:

1 didn't Iike them: fat mugs, holding onto their pistais; we
were probably frightened. We subscribecl, granted, although not
out of fear, but because it was necessary.156

---_._-
154See VlII.3 115 weil.
155Teslimony of M. V. Kornetovn in the survey.
156Teslimony of N.V. Kurganova in the survey. Her telotimony is corroboruted by V.G.
Gavrilov, who remembered thnt, at the end of the wnr, n rnikom worker and a NKVD
plenipotentinry appenred in their village (botb Kurganova and Gavrilov lived in Kotlovan in
Udoml'ia rsion) to make people subscribe to the state loan. They kept ail the locals an enlire
night in an office, while playing witb their pistols. They senrched the hou.es nnd made an
inventory of the possessions of those who refused ta subscribe, and tbreatened them
(testimony of V. G. Gavrilov in the survcy).
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The Pany had given Russian Orthodoxy and other religious cult~

sorne leeway during the warI5? ln 1944, twelve Orthodox churches had

been allowed to open in the oblast', in 1945 sixteen, in 1946 seven, and

in 1947 fourl58. However, 175 petitions for permission to open a church

had been rejected in those four years. A few years after the war,

probably al the time when the ideological offensive of the

Z//(I;IDOvsûchiml was warming up in late 1946 and in 1947, the

authorities' tolerance for religion sharply declined. In only year, 1947,

ninely-four requests were made to inaugurate a church, and in the first

tbree months of 1948 an additional thirty-eightI59 • Only four groups of

petitioners were granted permission in 1947, which was the last year

that new churclles arose in the Kalinin oblast' dUl"Ïng Stalin's lifetime.

157The earlier crude methods of the effort to stamp out religion might have had, at leost
temporarily, some success. The destruction of the churches, as the milkmaid N. V. Kurganova
and the tractor operator and kolkhoznilsa M.A Sysoeva remarked, made it difficult to
preserve one's beliefs (testimony of N. V. Kurganova and M.A. Sysoeva in the survey). Afler
all, in uying te remain a believer, one had to rely on one's own devices and imagination,
based on memory or the authority of an older relative, without a priest's guidance and the
communal plllticipntion in religious rites in a church, Bibles or icons. It is quite possible
tltat many of Ihose who "Iost" their religion were facilitnted in doing 50, because of the
absence of any physical manifestation of the church (the testimony of K.R. Fedorova in the
survey seemed te be a case ia point). M.S. Kul'menina describes her renunciation of
OrthOdolC religion as follows: "My parents were religious; in thoir life religion had a very
significllJ1t meaning. Even when the churches were destroyed nnd faith was not encouraged
(at work, socially) they still observed fasting and prayed and read religious books. 1 am onIy
lodny relurning to religion, for school and the Komsomol not only tore me away from God,
but aise because unpleasllJlt things threatened [if one was religious within the school or
Komsomol). We rcceived regulnrly in the Komsomol committee information from the raikom
about people who baptized, who manied in the church, IlJId we had to penalize them 10 the
extent of excluding them from the Komsomol" (testimony of M.S. Kul'menina in Ihe survey).
N.N. Panova was baptized, but somehow lost ber religion, whcn sbe moved from the
counuyside ta Kalinin (testimony of N.N. Panovn in the survey). M. V. Bakhtina was 50

strongly influcnced hl' the very strict piety of ber mother tbnt sbe never lost ber faith
(testimony of M. V. Bnkhtina).
158Pako, 147/411125, 11.126-1280b.
159Pako, 14714/1125, 1.1 270b.
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• In 1947. ninety-seven churches were still active in the oblast'. but

their number had declined ta seventy-two by 195 l'60.

Concomitantly. the petitions for the opening of new churches had

dwindled from ninety-four or ninety-five in 1947 to twenty-five in

1950 and eleven in the first half of 1951. The popularity of the

Orthodox religion did not necessarily recede with the drop in the

churches' number or the ebbing of petitions. In 1947. hundreds of

signatures could be found on Many petitions for the permission to start

a church. All other indicatars point at a continued allegiance to the

Church among a substantial part of the population. More likely. most

believers understood that further petitioning was useless --and

perhaps dangerous-- after 1947. and resigned themselves to some

solrrogate for church services. The Party did not like it. but the

believers' resilience was tenacious.

Sometimes sects flourished, as in the case of the Baptists

Evangelists, who had hardly been present in Kalinin before the war161 .

•

16Opalto, 147/5/10, 1.107. Before 1944, officia11y fifty-eight churches functioned in the
oblast' (Palto, 14714/1125. 11.126-12800.). The largest density of churches was in
Kashin raion. where ten churches operated in 1947. followed by the Ovinishche and Kimry
raions with six each in 1947. Udomt'ia and Molokovo raions with Cive each. and
Novotorzhok. Maksatikha, Kesova Gora. Kaliazin, Zavidovo, BolO8oe, and Brusovo raions
with four each. Therefore, churches were predominantly found east of the OctOOer railroad,
in the area that had Dot been oceupied by the Germaos and was --even traditiona1ly·· more
densely popuJated. Of the 175 requests refused from 1944 lO 1947. thirteen were from
Novotorzhok raion, ten from Sandovo raion. eight from MaksatiJcha. seven from Bezhetsk and
Novokare1'. six from Molokovo. Kirovo. and Firovo raions and Cive from Ramesbld raion.
Since four petitions each originated in Vysoko and Esenovichi raions and six in Kirovo l'Rion,
it appears tbat the German presence did not terribly influence the devoutness of the
population.
161Palto. 147/5/283. 1.259. The MGB chief, Dekushenko, thought that the Baptists were an
entire1y Dew phenomenoD. but they were present in 1929. albeit in small numbers
(Tverskoi (""Db" " p. 11). De1tushenko hoped that this sect would be prohibilec1, and that
their buildilli could be talten away from them. The pJenipotentiary for relilions afrain of
the oblispolkom. Deguzov, had been tao tement in the eyes of the MGB head. He had even
allowed a mass christening in the river T'mu in Kalinin, in which Baptists from other
OOlasts had joined in as weil. In January 1950. mass baptisms of yonth were reported in
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ln the 1950s the '''J'rue Orthodox Church" appeared in the Kalinin

oblast'162. At a certain point, around 1952, this religious organization

was active in eight rai ons , had foJ1owers in forty-seven settlements,

and operated eleven illegal churches. Dekushenko, the head of the MGB,

described the scene in 1952:

Even the leaders of this organization tJlemselves said
that large-scale anti-soviet work went on bellind its religious
caver. At secret meetings, the participants caJ1ed on aH kind of
resistance ta tlle measures of Soviet power. such as declining ta
work in the kolkhazy or only warking ta keep up the private plot,
not subscribing ta state loans, nat paying taxes, crassing out the
ballots the candidates of the bloc of cammunists and partyless at
the time of elections for the soviets, and spreading diverse
slancler against the leaders of our party and the Soviet state. 163

Presumably, the organizatian had been exposed before September

1952, and, at that time. had been at least temporarily defeatedl64 .

ln the 1950s, the Kalinin Party organizatian seems ta have been

particularly rattled by the fact that the observance of religious

holidays in the countryside was detrimental to the econamic results:

IL has been established that, in the raians of the Kalinin
oblast', a majority of the kolkhoz peasantry celebrates several
religious halidays in the course of the year. The celebration of
religious holidays is accompanied by the mass scale absence of
kolkhozniks from their iabour in the course of two ta three days.
Because ot' the religious holidays, every kolkhoz by the most
sober calculation loses three to three and a halt' thousand man
days on average. Many holidays take place al the height of the

Ves'egonsk raion, and a group of sixtY Baptists had aoquired influence in Ostashkov (PaJco.
147/4/1934. 1.13),
1621'nko, 147151283. 1.261 and 1.331.
163poko, 147/5/283, 1.261.
164For the tenacity of Ibis organization (Olld of the True Orthodox Christinns, a sunilar
group) see. for exlUllple, W.C. Fletcher, The Russian Ol1hodnx Church \lndecground, 1917
l.2Zll. London, N. Y.: Oxford UP, 1971, pp. 18D-229.
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agricultural labour season; because of this they incur a huge
material loss ta agriculture, lower the pace of work, and lead ta a
significant loss of the harvest. The celebration of the holidays by
the kolkhozniks cannot be considered a result of their religiosity,
inasmuch as late!y the influence of the church and the clergymen
has markedly decreased. 165

This observation came in July 1951 from a very authol;tative

source: the head of the agitation and propaganda depm·tment of the

obkom. He did not gain very much from stating these facts, l'or palt of

the responsibility for the persistent populat'ity of holidays coule! be

laid on the doorstep of his own department. Therel'ore .it seems safe tll

believe his words, and one suspects that the situation. was even more

damning, Indeed, in 1952, a kolkhoz chaÎl'man in Zavidovo mion warned

the directors of the induslrial ellterprises of the district at a raion

Party conference to stop attending the celebration of religious holidays

in the kolkhozy, for t1lÎs disrupted farllling even more166, Th us the

observance of these hotidays was not a custom surviving only among

rural folk, but was still popular even among people employed in

industry around this time. Even the presumed watchdog of political

vigilance in the countryside, the vice-director of the MTS for political

affairs, indulged in the celebration of ,hese hotidays in 1952167 ,

InhabiLants of Kalinin itself made forays into the countryside ta

165Pako, 147/5110, 1.106. More than a yeor loter a similor comptaint wos expressed by
Kiselev aad a rather appalled metal worker, Iwnov, in front of the ninth oblast' Party
conference (Pa1<o, 147/51283, 1.139 and 1.220). Ivanov spont a l'ew days in August 1952
in the countryside near Kolinin (in Mednoe raion) and witncssed the celebration 01' the Fea~

of the Assumption or the Virgin: nro: and wheat were burning in the sun, white the villagers
distil1ed $IlDtO$OI1, which storted two doys before the actual celebration, and then fOted for
four consecutive days. ln the survey, professionol Party worker Aranas'ev remembered with
relish the great parties on rcligious holidays (testimony of A.M. AfanllS'ev in the survey).
166Pako, 147/5/183, 11.235/236. The foctory managers appareDdy drove by car iDto the
countryside; Dt the conference, the kolkhoz direetor threatened to file a complainl. with the
Central Committee.
167Pako, 147/5/659, 1.158; as WIIS the case in Emel'ioDovo raion in 1952.
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participale in these feasls l68 . ln 1952 and 1953, young workers of the

"Vagzhanov" factory of Kalinin visited their ancestral village to

celebrate religious holidays under the pretense --and with the help of a

teJegram to make matters look genuine-- of having ta bury sorne

relative or to care for a sick fan,ily memberl69 .

Usually, the solution was sought in stepping up atheist

propaganda by the authoritiesl?o. Parl of lheir concern about religious

holidays was the accompanying high incidence of crime. This will be

described below in the seclion on crime1?1. The widespread celebration

of tradilional holidays cannot be seen automatically as a sign of

rampant faith l72 . Sorne people look a very practical view of these

matters. 'l'.A. Novikova married in 1936 and was blessed with six

childrenl73 . She considered herself to be devout and baptised her first

children, but when her husband became a Party member, she declined to

baptise her last two children because this was not allowed of Party

members. As a Komsomol and subsequently as a Party member, Z.M.

Vinogradova was not permiued to believe in God1?4. However, she

feared sometimes t1lat Gad rnight exist and that he would punish her for

her sins. 'l'bus she did not attend church, but now and then she prayed

168poko, 141/5/183, Il.235/236.
169Poko, 147/5/659, 1.158.
I?OPoko, 147/5/10, 1.107. Never seems the reolization to have dawned upon anyone that
some of the greolest minds in human history had struggled 10 prove or disprove the existence
of a supreme being, without ever coming ta a satisfaetory conclusion, and that it was thus a
littJe more complicated Ihan stubbomly describing the evolution te prevent a person from
believing in the presence of such a being.
171See V1.3.
172V.P. Krylov and his wife partook in the celebration of religious holidays, bUI neither he
or his wife thought about Gad. At Easter, he never went to work at the brick faclory in which
he was employed between 1947 and 1951 (Iestimony of V.P. Krylov in the survey).
I?STeslimony of T.A. Novikova in the survey.
1?4Tesûmony of Z.M. Vinogradova in the survey.
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furtive!y at home for the safety of her husband, who was killed at the

front during the war, and for the heaJtb of her on!y child. L. V. Egorova

was aJl her !ife a scutcher at a flax factoryl?S. She never believed in

Gad for, in her opinion, if he had exisled, he would not have allowed

such injustice.

Although in the KaJinin oblast' the main SUPPOlt for the

Communist Party came l'rom urban dwellers, who macle up Ule hu-gest

share of the Party membership, even in the towns the enthusiasm for

the regime was often less than desired by the autborities. In September

1952, a head 01' a l'actory workshop in Kashin tlied to anaJyse the

persistent presence of "capitalist survivaIs":

ft is weil known among many of the comr-clde delegates
here present that the town of Kashin in the past was a town of
merchants, a town of churches, of priests, of speculators, of
whoever you want, and the remnants of capitalism in the minds
of the people manifest themselves here more cLearly. The
struggle with these relics demands a huge effort of strength l'rom
a11 the party organizations of our raïon. The strugg!e with the
survivais of capitalism would be made significantly easier
through the development of industry in the town of Kashin, but
until now industry has developed very poor!y in Kashin. The
present enterprises in the town cannat absorb the quantity of
work hands and rather large numbers of this labour force are not
involved in socially usefu! work and often !ead a parasitical way
of Iife. 1?6

The discovery of actua! "enemies" of the Soviel state was rare

after the war1?? It seems ta be true that far fewer arrests for

l?STestimony of L.V. Egorova in the survey.
1?6Pako, 147/5/283, Il.38/39.
l??As Conquest notes: "ln the years which remained of Stalin's rule after the Purges, the
aU-out mus terror WIl9 no longer necessary" (Conquest. The Great Tcrror, pA'!7). V.P.
Pimenova knew of one bl.cksmith who. in 1950, shouted something anti-Communist when
he was drunk in Udoml 'ia. He disappeared and was never seen .gain. However, it W8S no
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po1itical reaSOJlJî happened after the war than before it178. After May

1945, the authorities could iH afford another depletion of the already

paltry labour t'oree in the Kalinin oblast'. Reactions probably became

quite lax in this respect, which led to an admonition from tbe bead of

the MGB al the eighth Party conference in March 1951179 . He warned his

audience of flippant people in Kalinin and the l'est of the oblast', for

tbeir talk could reach the ears of such people as American or British

military attachés. The oblast' was not off-limits to foreignen, after

ail. These people spoke fine Russian. and could obtain from foreign

printed itineraries and the like exact information of tram stops for the

factories in town. These itineraries were very accurate, according to

the speaker, because the Germans had temporarily occupied the town.

lndeed, the security organs had not long before arrested a "re

emigrant", who had returned to the USSR in 1947. This man got involved

with a woman who had been convicted and had served time as a

prisoner. Although the MGB chief tried to prove that an mtricate

complltÎson with the 1930., when Many were arre.ted, particularly in the de-kulakization
period (le.timony of V.P. Pimenovft in the survey). N.A. Kotov'. opinion was similar to that
of Pimenova (te'limony of N.A. Kotov in the survey). Their statements were corroborated by
those of A. M. Manas'ev, who, too, knew of only one case: a schoolteacber who had been
orrested for accidentally brealcing of the glass in front of a portrait of Stalin. The teacher
received a sentence of approximotely three years for her unintentional offense. Before the
war, arrests were much more common in Manas'ev's opinion (testimony of AM. Afanas'ev in
the survey). D.A Dukinin noticed that " ...almost ail men died in the war, and the women
were opolitical" (testimony of D.A. Dukinin in the survey). The father of L.S. Solov'eva
Ratataeva, S.l. 8olov'ev, a Party member, was arrested in 1950 and detained for twenty
four hours, but then released (testimony of L.S. 8olov'eva-Ratataeva in the survey). N.A.
Akhov knew of an arrest in Konaltovo of the female worker Kozura, who worked probably in
the porcelain factol)' in the town (testimony of N.A Akhov in the survey). The evidence for
the Kalinin oblast' confirms on the whole Fainsod's impression of selective, as opposed to
mIss scale, arrests after the wor: it kept the population in a sufficient state of fright for
misbehaving and faUing into the hands of the security organs (Fainsod, How ,p.378).
178G. V. Lubov observed that before the war in Konakovo arrests took place, but after his
retum from the army in 1948 st his factory no worker was orrested (testimony of G. V.
Lubov in the survey).
179Pako, 147/5/2, 1l.142-146.
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• espionage scheme was involved, one gets the impression that the man

was merely disappointed with liCe in the Soviet Union, wanting to leave

and Lake the woman with him. She did not want "ta betray" the

Motherland, however, and killed herselC because the man, according to

her alleged suicide letter, was an enemy oC the Soviet state.

Did the concern expressed by the MGR head help increase

"vigilance"? It did not cause a recurrence oC the spy mania that had

been part oC the Great Purge. Once again, Cor purely economic reasons,

the Kalinin oblast' could not sustain another wave oC massive arrests

aCter the war, which leads ta the conclusion that the observation oC

many survey respondents about the absence oC large-scale arrests must

have been close to the truth.

Some people had apparently been so traumatized by the events oC

1937 and 1938 tbat they lost al1 perspective. The director oC school

No.6 --which bad a ten-year curriculum-- in Kalinin broke down in

Cront oC one oC tbe ninth-grade classes in 1947180. In the classroom, he

accused the unruly and oCten absent pupils oC counterrevolution, that

they deserved to be shot. After all, in the directar's opinion, workers

were shot when they were absent without permission Crom their jobs

in tbe Caetories. To this he added that the security organs needed ta

take care oC matters among the ninth graders.

Within the Party ranks, sporadically someone was uncovered who

had hidden his or ber prohibitive kulak, bourgeois, or clerical

ancestryl81. A former third secretary of tbe raikom oC Sonkovo, V.A.

• 180PHO , 14714/519, 11.1131114.
181PHO, 147/51214B, 1.30. An eumple is the çase of the obJat' PAIt)' sehaoJ stlIcleDt A.I.
SkibÎll, formerly head of the rBÜspolltom of the KalÎIlÎIl mOQ, who c:D1Il:ea1ed from the P.-t.y
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Rachkov, who at the time worked for the inspection of the Ministry of

Procurements of the same raion, was checked in 1947 by the MGB182. It

appeared that his brother was sentenced to execution in early 1938 by

the Military Collegium of the USSR Supreme Court on the basis of the

infamous Article 58 of the RSFSR Crimina1 Code183. Ostensibly, this

caused Rachkov to 10se his position as raikom secretary in 1937. He

was re1egated to head the raion milk-procurement organization from

t 937-1942. How far this brother affected Rachkov's losing his job

again in t 947, or even being arrested, is unc1ear from the record.

Sorne army deserters were arrested, as weil as a few outright

Nazi collaborators, and, occasionally, sanctions were taken against

someone who had spoken out against certain sacred cows of the

regime184. One biology teacher, Tret'iakov, was thrown out of the Party

and was dispossessed of his work at the Pedagogical Institute of

Kalinin in t 952 for accusing I.P. Pavlov of having been unprincipled, and

a Bukharinite to bootl85 . Tret'iakov caUed Pavlov's theories of minor

importance. He was aiso reported to have completely ignored the

significance of Micburinite biology in his course on zoology. On anotber

occasion, two teenagers damaged with some kind of a slingshot --

the de·kulakization of his parents in the Kursk area in 1930, aftEl' which his family had
been banished ta the North (Pako, 14114/519, 1.211).
182Pnko, 14114/519, 11.9110.
183The execution sentence is in the record abbreviated to VMN which stands for J;y.r1Jnin
MtYtf Nn1clJZllAIii( Le. capilw punishment (Palo, 14114/519. 1. 9).
184See IV.2 fOl' the Nazi cot1aborators. According ta the oblast' MVD head, Grebchenko, in
1953, one Althmetov, born on the Crimean penÏJ1Sula, and an active cot1abOl'8lor with
German occupiers, was discovered at the raitroad-car factory (Palo, 147/51662, 1.18).
He had supposcdly bœn recruited in Germany in Junc 1945 by the Americlll1S, and had been
seot iota the Soviet Union ta commit subversive aets.
185Pnko, 14115/283, 1. 135.
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• apparently deliberately-- a portrait of Statin hanging in the building 01'

their indu striai school186 .

Sometimes the obkom fretted about the activities 01' ex·convicts.

In 1950, the engineer Kruzhkov, formerly convicted for political

crimes, had been made a consultant for a study group on l'oreign

policyl87. This was deemed an erroneous move. Another ex-convict

definitely was --perhaps he had only become so during his extensive

period in labour camps-- an enemy 01' the Soviet state. V. E. Komiss'll"Ov

had worked l'rom 1942 through 1946 as the chair 01' the rUI"al soviet 01'

Tolmachil88. Althougb Ile had been twice sentenced to labour camps in

1931 and in 1933, and had received another additional term in 1935, he

surprisingly managed to be appointed to the position of chair 01' a rural

soviet, Le. head of the local administration for several villages.

Notwithstanding, or more precisely due to, the eight years he had been

serving in the camp system, he repeatedly advised kolkhozniks to leave

the collective farms, and undermined the labour discipline on the

k01khozy with his opinions about the Soviet state and collective

farming.

A somewhat similar case was presented by the bead of the MVD,

Grebchenko, in 1953189. This case had religious overtones. A former

émigré. one Svetozarov. once an active opponent of the Soviet regime

abroad. returned in 1947 to Russia. al'ter having matriculated from a

tbeological institute in Paris. He was appointed Archimandrite and

worked near Ostashkov for a while. where he and another priest

•
18liPako, 147/5/341, 1.66: one of them WlI!l even a Komsomol member.
187Pako, 147/5/214a, 1.30.
188Pako, 147/4/519, 1.27.
189Pako, 147/5/662, 1.78.
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allegeclly set up an anti-Soviet organization of Orthoclox priests. They

were accusecl of using religious sentiments ta spreacl a del'eatist

attitude about the unavoidable outbreak of a war between the USSR ancl

theUSi\, and the demise of the Soviet Union as a consequence. 'l'he

priests hacl maintained contacts with similar clerical groups in Rostov.

Kislovoclsk. Noginsk, and Velikie Luki, according ta the MVI)

representative. Bath were sentenced ta be executed; the sentences

were commuted into twent)'-five years of imprisonment190 .

ln 1950, the politicaJ alJegiance of the labour force at one of

Kalinin's electrostations was considered doubtful, since perbaps balf of

tbe employees had lived on Uerman-occupied terrilary. and probably a

few had activel)' collaborated191.

From a "case" forged against the leadership of perhap~ tbe

oblast's most important factory, the railroad-car works, the

impression is created that political vigilance was at a very low ebb

even in 1949. 'l'he Z./JlI;iDOflsôcôi.m1 and succeeding ideological offensives

bad already led in ta an atmospbere resembling the Great Purge other

places in the Soviet Union192. The audacity of this factory's leadership

seems ta indicate that sorne people, at least, had C0me to the

conclusion that the purges of the 1930s were nothing but a bad dream.

190The grovity of the sentence i. rnther astonishing because they were apparently convicted
aCIer Stalin'. death.
191Pako, 147/5/214a, 1.30.
192E.g. Hel1er, Nekrich, pp.487-492 and pp.498/499. One of the .urvey re.pondent.
mentioned other arre.t. that took place in 1949. M.S. Kul'menina worked in the trnde union
commiuee of the oblast' direction of trnde. The heads of the cadre department. of her
direction and of the oblast' organization of consumer.' cooper::tions (olJlpotrd>soiuÈ) were
apparenUy arre.ted almo.t .imultaneously, and no one knew what happened ta the,,! or for
whHt reason they bad been arre.ted (testimony of M.S. Kul'menina). Perhaps these arre.ts
and those at the rnilroad car factory indicate indeed a tightening of the reins in general (sec
below).
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• From the records. it appears that the direction and the Party

organization of the factory had deemed it safe to hire quite a few

political ex-convicts --predominantly according to the paragraphs of

the infamous Article 58 of the Criminal Code of the RSFSR-- for

responsible positionsl 93. Conceivably, the case came to light when an

investigation was conducted within the Party organization of the works

whicb attempted to establish the reRSon for the exceptional1y high rate

of Party exclusions of the faetory's workers and employees by the

gorkom of Kalininl94. According to a Party investigation. the factory's

Party committee appeared to be little involved in the supervision of the

factory's Party membersbip. It ha<: failed to properly investigate people

who had been recommended for promotion within the facto",. The head

of the labour and wages department of the factory. one Redel'man. had

tbus been promoted to his position, for whicb he apparently was not

qualified Ol! the basis of bis conviction as an English spy in the past l9S.

Egorov. a deputy head of the car-assembly worksbop. and Veinert. an

engineer. had been erroneously trusted with important positions within

•

193Pako. 1471411512, J. 7. It was rather fruslrating for the presenl aUlhor to di!lCover
that the speech of the MGR chief at the seventh Pmy conference of 1949 was nol elltered in
the type-writleD version of the oSteJ1qp7UJ1111l1 of this meeting (see the IWO copies 01 this
steDopmtUlIlI Pato, 147/411495 and 147/411496. 1.74). According ta V.A. FeoktislDv,
the cUITent direClor of the IIl'Cbival centre in Tvcr', in wbicb IDday the archive of l!Ie
former Communist Party is kept, the MGR bad at limes the authority to forbid the Party ID
have speeches of ilS 1epresentatives enlered in the records. From a laler speecb at lbe
conference in 1949. by the raion secretary of Ukboslavl' raion, Leonov, it became clear
that one L(VÏDa had been dismissed at tbe railroad-car works, because sbe bad been exiled
from Moscow by a do!(~sion 01 a special troika (0SDIJ11i/1 trrN"J:4 in 1937 (Pako,
147i411495. 1.99). Levina's name bad apparently been mentioned by MGR bead KovaJev in
bis spee"!!. ID wbich Leonov refer.ed. ACter ber dismissaJ. according ID Leonov, one Sergeev,
of the oblast' direction of sgricu1ture, bad recommeJlded Levina as agrCl"..omist to the bead of a
MTS in Ukboslavt' raion. altbougb Levina bad no agricu1tura1 education wblltSOever, The
situation at the raiJroad car faCloty bad therefore app..ently been part 01 KoV&!ev's speech.
19'II>ato. 1471411817, 11.6/7. Or il could bave been a result of the diligence of tbe MGB,
lor reasons described below.
19SPato. 1471411817. 11.8·15.
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• the factory, for they had been convicted in the past as

cCJunterrevoluti onari es.

ln the end. the MGB was asked ta conduct a more thorough

investigation. This investigation established that an extraordinarily

high amount of workers and employees, 406 in aU, possessed a criminal

record. and that six others had been convicted of political crimes.

Apan l'rom these, another 220 people at the works were repatriates.

fifteen of whom occupied leading posts. Redel'man, according to the

MGR, was born in Odessa, had the "wrong" kind of ancesrry --his family

had been merchants--, and had been an "active member of an illegal

counterrevolutionary Jewish nationalist organization, whose labour had

been conducted along directives of English espionage organs."196 Upon

his release l'rom the camps in 1946, Redel' man approached factory

director M.l. Rumiantsev, who did not see any problems with hiring the

former convict, although he was told by Redel'man about the camp

sentence197 .

On the contrary. Redel'man and Rumiantsev became friends, and

Redel 'man was allowed to use the factory's trucks to transport

construction materials to his dacha near Moscow. Redel'man became a

frequent guest at Rumiantsev's. For example, he and other factory

employees were invited by the director when he would celebrate the

Soviet holidays in his apartment. At these parties unlimited amounts of

alcohol were consumed, which had been actually designated for use in

the factory for technical purposes. Redel'man. with the help of

Rumiantsev and Party committee secretary Jonov, received the

196poko, 147/'1/1817, 1.8.
197Pnko, 147/4/1817. 11.8-15.
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• necessary papers to reside in Kalinin, something which was prohibited.

even if he had served his time198. To the amazement of the MOB

employees who wrote the report on Ihe situation at the faclory, [OIIOV

and Rumiantsev also allempted to have Redel'man's conviction

overturned.

Veinert had been convicted twice: in 1932 as a member or a

Menshevik youth organization, and in Iq37 for handing over "espionage

facts ta a foreign spy. "199 In 1947, he arrived in Katinin arter his

release l'rom the :.:amps. Rumiantsev, according ta the repol't, had pitY

on the ex-convict, gave him employment, and arranged an apartment and

rurniture for him in Kalinin. Veinert apparently lacked the necessary

qualifications for his job. Rumiantsev also managed to arrange for a

passport for his new engineer. However, Veinert had not counted on tlle

MOB's surveillance. The Chekists established that he continued his

counterrevolutionary activities and arrested him200 .

A fellow former convict, a certain Kharon, who had accompanied

Veinert on his first visit with Rumiantsev, had aiso received a passport

thanks to the director, arter which Kharon had disappeared. Egorov's

story was similar to Veinert's, including his final arrest by the MGR.

Rumiantsev' s position was further corn promised because he had hired

his cousin, Dunaeva, at the factary. [n the war, her husband had

198This also proves that Rybakov probably wrote the truth, when he indicated in his novel
&W:, Ihal Kalinin became a town where residence was restricted in 1937 (sec Rybnkov,
Œ1r, p.680).
199Pako, 1471411817, 1.10.
200In the MGB report Veinert is quoted as sllying in one of bis "counterrevolutionary"
conversations: "We have very few solid people sucb as Mikhail Ivanovich [Rumianlsev). He
hired us and gave us refuge, ignoring the fnet that we bad served ten years, moreover, for
counterrevolution. "(Pako, 1471411817, 1.10). The present researcher can only ngree
with Veinert's opinion of Ruminntsev.
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• officiated as the vice-burgomaster of Rzhev and deputy head of the

Po/Izel there. 'l'he MGB found furthermore seven other very suspicious

individuals employed in prominent positions in the factory. They had

lived 011 German ten'i tory , had served time in Soviet camps, were kulak

children, or were frequently drunk, or were ex-I)OW's, or had combined

s~veral of these negative traits2°1.

Apart from the responsibility for the high number of politically

unreliable elements at the works, Rumiantsev was also accused by the

MGR of embezzlement and fraud. He had used the factory's money for his

own purposes, such as the acquisition of furniture for his office and for

that of the factory's head engineer, Morozov. Motorcycles, bought on

behalf of the factory, had not been given ta the sports' club of the

works, but had been distributed among prominent employees.

Rumiantsev himse1f had appropriated the launch that was purchased for

the same reason. The director also had kept for years an airplane at the

factory, which was not used, and yet was expensive in maintenance.

On the whole, the fraudulent abuses of Rumiantsev seem to be

rather trivial, and would never been held against him, were it not for

the fact that he had lost the l)arty's trust because of his liberal hiring

policy. The whole case might actually have been cooked up by the MGR,

in arder ta prove ta higher authorities that the organs in the Kalinin

oblast' had not lost any of their vigilance. In 1949 the "Leningrad case"

was discovered, and it could very wel1 be that local MGS departments

201Redel'man, Veiner!, and anothcr of the twelve mentioned by name in the MGB report
were Jewish, as weil as possibly Kharon. However, it would be difficult ta defend solely on
the basis of this case the manifestation of state-sponsored anti-sernitism in the Kalinin
oblast', since ail others wcre Russian, most of whom were deemed ta suspicious because of
their ancestlj' of "former" people, kulaks. pomeshchiks, tsarist police, mcrchants. One was
said to have even fougbt as an officer of the White Armies during the Civil Wor.
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• aIl over the Union felt obliged to prove their raison d'être They may

have tried to preempt any accusations of having become too

complacent. It was a rather convenient case to trump up, with a few

Jews, a few ex-convicts, and a few descendants of --or even actual-

"former" people, represented among the suspicious elements. How many

were arrested of the twelve is unclear, although the crimes of some

might have been rather trivial even for Soviet standards of the time. In

hindsight, although the former convicts had served their time, the)'

were still labelled as enemies, who had "...elbowed their wa)' up at the

factory to head some of the factory's departments. "202

As a result of their political and economic failings, the facto!}"s

director Rumiantsev, the secretai}' of the Party's factory committee

Ionov, and the chairman of the facto!}' committee. Osipov, were

dismissed by a decision of the obkom203.

Although the incidence of arrests was less brisk than in the years

t 936-1938, this did not translate into a real relaxation of the pressure

exerted upon the population by the Party, government, and the ever

watchful security organs204• In the survey, many told of cases in which

•

202Pako. 147/4/1512. 1.7. The official dismissal of bath direetor RumianlSev and the head
bookkeeper of the railroad car works. st least fonnally. was done by a Collegium of the
MiDistry of Transport Macbi.oe Building 0.0 February 14. 1949 (Pako. 147/4/1495.
1.101l1010b.). Rumiamsev was listed in April 1949 in the açcouat of tbe J10111I!JJkJlIllH11ft
workers in tbe oblast'. as baving been dismissed for the "dulling of political vigilance" (ZN

prilupleJlie politit:IJeskoi lIdile!'J1ost1) (Pako. 147/4/1887. 1.89). He was the.o ordered ta
be at tbe disposai of the Minisrry of Transport Machine Building. whicb could Mean
anytbing. Tberefore. it is .oot necessarily a give.o tbat he was IllTested.
203Pako, 147/411817, 1. 7. lo.oov would be slIbseque.ot1y fint assigned worlr. Il a 10wer
level. but was e][cluded from the Patty 0.0 the orders of VoronlSOv and Zimin dllring 1949
(Pako, 147411512, 1.7). AccordÎIIJ ta one of the speakers It tbe oblr.om plenum thl1
officially dlsmil!led VŒOIItSOV lit the e.od of 1949, the sclusioo was uajllstified.
204s0me respo.ode.ots in tbe survey noted tbllt tbey did not diltingulsb betwee.o tbae. as did
M.A. Sysoev.: the)' were au "leadership" (J1/IÇIJttJ'sr'PdJ or ".lItbomies" (WU) (teltimooy
of M.A. Sysoeva in the survey). It sbould be pol.oted out tblt the Patty and goverume.ot
WOl'ters ollen wcre just Ils mucb involved in terrorizing the populltioJl as the secarity
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the MVD-MUB al'ter the war tried to force people to denounce their

colleagues at work205 . Respondents mentioned the fear for their own

arrest, and for that of their relatives206 . Some respondents admitted to

knowledge of the existence of the camp system, especially those who

had spenl some time oUlside their native surroundings, or were not

native lo the 'l'ver' province. M. V. Kurganova was confronted with the

Kolyma camp system when 11er husband served in Magadan in the MVD

troops between 1951 and 1954207. At the time, she seems to have never

given much thought to the Hfe of the countless convicts around her,

even thougll she had some female convicts working for her as

housekeepers. The faithful Party man N. S. Kokorin, who today has still

not lost his l'ai th in socialism, was nevertheless appalled when he was

confronted with the camps' existence at the time of his military

service during the war in the Far East:

... 1 encountered by accident a large cemetery in a forest,
where they had buried "campers;" on several of the graves
there was not even an inscription or cross .... It seemed then
ominous to remember the words of Kaganovich on the radio,
that we had mobilised for the construction of the DAM railroad
three people per sq uare meter. 208

organs: collectivizatioll, the confiscation of icons and Bibles in 193711938, the forced
subsa-iplion to slale loans lll'e a few CIISes in point. Consequenlly, il is no surprise \hat \he
people could not discern between them.
205Testimony of T.A. Novikova in \he survey; her husband, for example, was asked te write
a denunciation of \he bookkeeper at the lumber company where he worked. He refused, but it
did nol matter, because \he bookkeeper was RITested regardless.
206Testimony of T.A. Novikova in \he survey.
207TestimoRY of M. V. Kurganova in the survey.
208Testimony of N.S. Kokorin in the survey.
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• In tms way it became clear to Kokorin that the NKVD and NKGB

were not organs for the defense of the people and the state. but of their

oppression209.

VI. 3 Crime and Punishment

A1ready in August 1944. the obkomburo felt it impera1ive to

order the militsiin (regular police) to organize a campaign against the

growing incidence of crime in the oblast', particularly in the towns2lO.

Daily, the militsiia was patrolling afflicted urban areas, and in Kalinin

the town market was under close survei11ance2tt . Frequent checks of

identification papers took place in the provincial capital. Particularly

conscripts and juveniles perpetrated crimes. Recause of the militsiia's

offensive, the crime rate dropped in the oblast' from 2,757 registered

cases in the third quarter of 1944 to 1,876 cases in the first quarter of

1945.

Nevertheless, in June 1945 the NKVD organized a special ten-day

operation against banditry in the oblast'212. Soldiers and citizens were

•

20~estimony of N.S. Kokorin in the survey. See VIA for a flllther desa'iption of the
people's awareness of the camp s)'Stem.
21 Opako. 147/3/2748. 1.260.
2ltpako. 147/3/2748. U.262-264.The veteran militsiia man I.M. Solov'ev, who joined
the force after his demobilization from the army in early 1946. remembered that in the
postwar years aimina1s of au tinds were active in Kalinin (B. Badeev, "Istoki truda i
podviga,". pp. 16-27, in: Kazbdyi mjg nllÇbl!ku Ocberki 0 mjHtsÜ, Moskva: Mostovskii
raboc:bü. 1987. p.19). ln the tirst postwar yeats "organized c:rime" incurred Jarge
material losses in the OOlast' (ibid., p.23). His accollDt was confirmed br another
llIililSitNIerin the lIlIh10il book (L.Popova. "Btspertiza pomala... , ", pp. 102-113, in:
Kubdyi mjg ,p. lOS).
212Pako. 14713/2749, Il.86187. In December 1944 a slmilar operation blld been
undertaken, for which 2.208 people were used: militslia orficers. NKVD employees,
members or destruction baUalions. regular army soldiel'll. Party and soviet attiv, and
aulliJiary militsiia. They managed to urest 786 people (pako, 147/3/2748. 1.10-11). In
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scrutinized in settlements and towns within a radius of l'ive to six

kilometers l'rom railroads and paved roads. Certain more remote

settlements and forests were inspected, in which bandits, deserters,

and other "criminal elements" were rumoured to roam. The operation led

ta the arrest al' 2,458 people: bandits, deserters l'rom the army and

defensive industries, draft dodgers, "criminal elements," escapees l'rom

l'OW camps, "special" camps, and prisons (including prisoners'

transports), speculators, and homeless and neglected children. ln ail

368 firearms were conl'iscated, 357 grenades and thirty-seven knives

and daggers.

ln the montbs of September, October, and November 1945, sixty

four local people were arrested in tbe town of Kalinin for

"speculation. "213 Four of tbese were engaged in se11i.ng off rye which

they had illegally procured from a kolkhoz chairman in Molokovo raion.

'l'be rye was sold for "speculative" prices on the b;lz;lr of Kalinin.

Another seventy-nine were arrested, who were not inhabitants of tbe

Kalinin oblast'. Sorne of these people bought spare parts, tools, and

electrieal applianees in Moscow, Leningrad, Kiev, or Kharkov and tried

to sell tbem on the market of KaHnin. Several of tbe "speculators" had

been offering soap for inflated priees. The militsiia bad to admit tbat

the arresls had not resulted in a cessation of speculation. lt was also

noticed that

.. .in the town of KaHnin reside very many people WllO
are not paying any taxes and work nowbere, while they engage in

Match 1945, anothl!l' ten-day operation had been staged agllinst criminais, !lpies, bandits,
and deserters (pako, 147/3/2748, 1.106-107). At that lime no less lhan 6,123 persons
took part in the operation: 3,902 people were alTested.
213Pako, 14713/2749, Il.278-285.
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various forms of trade, such as in finished dresses, footwear,
agricultural products, and other consumers' goods. 214

In other words, the "second" economy tried to profit from the

usual shortages, a phenomenon which is much more weil known of the

days of Brezhnev and Zostoi

In November 1945, the local NKVD had to report to Boitsov that,

in spite of ail the efforts since August 1944, the crime rate in the

first nine months of 1945 had been disturbingly high2lS. The incidence

of kiJulipostvo and theft had actually grown in comparison with the

first nine months of 1944. According to the report, even war invalids

engaged in crime when unable to find work. Measures such as increased

patrois, regular checks oC documents and passports, and stronger

discipline within the militsiia. were announced to Boitsov by NKVD

head Pavlov216. Furthermore, Pavlov advised Boitsov to oblige the

oblast' courts and procuracy to speed up their el[amination of cases, ta

end their "liberal" attitude towards criminals, and to systematicaliy

conduet show trials (pokllzlltel'nye protsessy) at enterprises and army

units. Newspapers and radio were to report on the sentences of

criminals for theft, hooliganism, and other crimes by courts and

tribunals. The judicial practices of the 1920s and 1930s had not been

forgotten by t.he NKVD chief. More security guards Cor storages,

warehouses, and so on were suggested as weil. and janitors were ta be

obliged ta iock the doors of their apartment buildings at night.

The reports of the militsiia, procuracy. and courts ta the obkom

secretariat focus predominantly on curbing the crime rate in the

214Pako, 1411312149, 1.284.
2 ISpalto , 1471312419, 11.3011302.
216Pv.c, 1471312479, Il.303-306.
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oblast', i.e. on crime prevention. The guardians of the law did not

allempt to justify their fiIJSOn d'elre differently, by boasting about

the staggering number of arrests they had made and cases they had

handJed. Even the law of June 4, 1947, agaillst the theft of state and

public property, did not lead to a marked increase in people

prosecuted21? Miiitsiia, MVD, MGR, courts and procuracy were

consistently busy in any event, for the amount of arrests remained at a

substantial JeveL

ln the Jïrst hall' of J949, the people's courts of the oblast'

exarnined 12,873 suspects in court, 10,698 of whom were convicted218 .

ln the second hall' of 1949, they exarnined 11,069 individuais, 10,790

of whom were convicted. In the first quarter of 1950, out of 5,969

people exam ined in the courts, 4,975 were convicted219 .

Around J950, the indiscriminate institution of criminal

proceedings against violators of labour discipline disturbed the

obkom220• The obkom tried as weil to haIt the harsh treatment of those

who were thought to have shirked l'rom joining the usual mobilization

of citizel1s to aid witl! agricultural work221 . The obkom's complaints

about the zeal of gorkoms, raikoms, factory and institute directors in

bringillg people to court for discipline violations may have lowered the

amount of those who were put on trial. Still the number of people

processed by t11e courts was quite substantial in early 1950, as can be

21?See ubove for this IMw and VIII.3.
218Pnko, 147/412297, 11.1/2. It is clear from tbese numbers that few (at most, around
olle in five) of the accused in court escaped conviction.
219PlIko, 147/4/2297, 1.19.
220pnko, 147/4/2297, Il.9, 52/53. The bllSis for these was the infamous Decree of June
26, 1940 (see 1Iiso Helier, Nekrich, p.321).
221Pnko, 147/4/2297, 1\.9, 52153. The basis for this was a decree of April 15, 1942.



•

•

460

seen from the numbers for the lïrst quarter. More than one in evel"y

hundred citizens of the oblast' WolS semenced by a court duri ng 1949,

and the figures for 1950 do not indicate a real drop in the numbel' of

those convicted222 .

By early 1951, the MGil head of the oblast' noticed lhal &0% of

those prosecuted for crimes were young people (moJodezJl), of whom

94% were first-time offenders223 . He described some of lhe young

criminals, and the failure of education ta mold lhem inlo decenl Soviet

citizens:

lt wasn't, for instance, the result of a decenl upbringing by
their parents which caused, for example, the son of 1he state
prosecutor of Turginovo raion, Khokhlov, or the son of the
member of the oblast' courts, Andreev, to become thieves.

Spealcing about upbringing, l cannot ignore, for instance,
the following fact: in the Tsentral 'nyi raion of the lown of
Kalinin the elementary school No. 2 is 10catecl, one of the
better schools of the rai ou. However, along with the normal (1
mean with "egards ta the age of the children) grades, this
school has been enlarged by grades of eider pupils (pereroj"{k~

coming l'rom ail the towu's raions, and there are adolescents
[among them] who have spent time in labour colonies.
Although there is for these grades a separate entrance lo the
building, they are mixing with other grades. The pupils of the se
grades smoke, swear, and sorne even walk aroune! with Finnish
knives. '1'0 establish order at the lessons sometimes a
miHtsiia oefi cel' is invited. 224

As a result recently two niue-year olds had been wounded by a

teenager who wanted ta have their loys~25.

2221n 1949, in aU 21,388 people were convicted by these courts: the population of the
oblast' was &round 1. 6 million (see Table 2 and VII. t).
223Pako, 1471512, 1.145.
2241bid.
2251bid.
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Oflen homeless (besprizornyi') or uncared for (bezn;/dzorn..vi')

children were perpetrators of crimes22 &. In 1951 and tbe first lhree

monlhs of 1952, more th an 2,! 00 of these children were detained in the

oblast' by tbe MYD; tbey ended up in the orpbanages described here

below.

Slalin's rule had not been able ta eradicate crime227• In October

1946, the exclusion of severa! Party members wbo had been criminally

prosecuted by the courts is confirmed by the obkomburo --in fact first

secretary 13oiLsov. lail or camp terms were meted out in odd

proportions around this time, if one compares it ta the relation of

crime and punisbment which is customary today in the Westem

world228. A rurd baker in Krasnyi Kholm raion was sentenced ta two

22&I'uko, 147/5/341, 1.72. Compare lo Conquesl: "The old criminai underworld of Tsadst
Russia, which since the Time of Troubles had developed as an extraordinlll")' milieu with ilS
own dialecl and ils own law, had been greatly reinforœd, and ils charncl....- much modified,
by the tumulls of the Civil War and the fwnine of lhe early 19205. Already then, dIe
bezpnzornye, lhe homel~ss orphan children assembling in gangs and l'ving by their wits,
had become a problem. Collectivization and olher social experiments disrupted millions
more families and pravided large reinforcemenu ta these now maturing criminnls"
(Conquest, The Greut Terroc, p.313). The war further seems to have increused the
bt.'sprlzornyc O,·zRlltlzoru..ri" ...a youth lurgely unsupervised by parents or other adult
guardinns ..."(Alnn Bail, "The Roals of Bezprizorno~' in Soviet Russia's First Decade," in:
S1RYic~ie)l', Volume 51, No.2, Summer 1992, pp.247-270, p.265). The folJowing
~ntement of BII1I appHes as weil ta the postwnr period: "Meanwhile, behind the veil of
officinl optimism, f:lrsnken juveniles prolifernted in the early 1930s" (Bail, p.269).
227As Volkoganov niso discovered (Volkogonav, Kniga Il, Chast' 2, p.60).
2281l is doubtful that the law June 4, 1947, brought considerably more uniforoùly in the
scntcncing; in B,'usovo rnic.n in 1948, two employees of a milk fnctory, who hnd .old off
milk und dairy praducts on the side to the value of 5,645 rubles, received tbree years,
while ut dIe same faetory two others earned ten and seven years for the sume crime, but for
lhe higher profit of 24,391 rubles (Gaka, 2321/6/69, 1.7; for the penalties introduced by
lhe dec"ce of JUlie 4, 1947, Fainsod, How ,p.346). III Balagoe raian, two people were
given twenty years for the theft of butter of a value of 7,116,40 rubles (Gako,
2321/6/69, 1.16). Sentences were in general severe, even before the June 4, 1947,
decrcc. ln l'ebrunry 1947, one Emel'ianov wns scntenced to one year for misbchnviour
(vandalism, smoking, interrupting the tramservice) in the tram (PP 8209/Feb 5, 1947,
p.4). Two gang leaders were sentenced to be executed for the robberies and murder
pet'pell'nted by their bands (PP 8208, l'eb 4, 1947, pA). After the June 1947 decree some
received eXlremely long sentences: five people received each from ten to fifteen year5 of
corrective Inbour camp for the theft of thirty-three kilogrnms of onions from 8 kolkhoz (PP
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years of imprisonment in July 1946 for the thert or ten lo<tves 01' hre<td;

in the ~ame raion and mollth, a kolkhoznik who was convicted of

manslaughter in a braw1 between youth received eight years229 . II' one

was as unfortunate to commit an illegal act and be c.tught for il when

emp10yed by t11e railroads, the sentence could be very severe, l'or the

rai1l'0ads were part of the domain of the MVD/MGB. 'l'bus in M.ty 1946,

one Lavrov was sentenced to three years 01' imprisonment l'or hecoming

intoxicated at work and stealing 2.5 litres of wine230 .

One woman was officially excluded l'rom the Party in Octoher

1946, although a1ready in October 1942 a "Special Bo.trd" (OSO: (J.w/~"t:'

SOFt:'sbCb;wii!) had selltenced her to eight years of corrective labour

camp for living in occupied Kalinin in 1941231. Her h<trsh se11lence make

the tactics of J.O. Tsvetkov, as described in IV.2, understandahle.

Armed robberies were not yet a thing of the past, and even

Communists were not above it, as the case of V.A. Grechin showed232 . In

March 1946, he was sentenced to ten years ol' .imprisonment l'or the

crime.

8348, Aug 20, 1947, pA). The incidence of crime does oot seem ta have gone dowa "l'te,' the
June 4, 1947, decree, judging l'rom the criminul st.Hi.tics for 1949. Riller.pol'l1 h".
pointed out that the equally harsh la" of August 7, 1932, could slill be used und, "s will be
seen VIII.3, it wos applied in the Kalinin oblast' before Juoe 4, 1947 (Ri ttersporn , pp.
274-277; sec also Conquest,~=, p.21 on the la" of of August 7, 1932). The
decree of June 4, 1947, llIId that of June 9, 1947, seem to have fUllctiooed as a kind of
warning ta the population nnd to the bureaucrncy thnt crimes against public and private
property would be treated in the Sllme way as before the war (for the decree of June 9,
1947, Fninsod, HaVI' .. p.346).
229Pnko, 147/4157, 11.606 llIId 612; the bmwl er"pted duriog n typicul uccnsion of
"strol1ing" (gu/Ji/n't), Il custom still thriving in the l'ver' of toduy --in 1992, fights
occasionully occurred ilS weil during gu/'fane
230Pako, 147/4157, 1.630.

231PIlko, 147/4/57, 1.632.

232Pnko, 147/4/57, 1. 653.
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In Octaber 1946, members were excluded by the Party for

cri minai activities, such as theft, fraud, squandering of goods,

hooliganism (ldJuliCImstvo :drunke'lD.ess, vandalism, involvement in

brawls), repeated loss of one's membership card, and just plain non

involvement in the Party organizatioil. In the last two cases no criminal

prosecution usuaUy foUowed; for the other affences hardly anyone

escaped being brought to trial. While this record only concerns cases

for part of the year of 1946, it contained IiteraUy dozens of cases of

Party members who had been found guilty of criminal activities233. It

must have been unsettling for the raion Party leaders --and for

Boitsov-- to find out that so many of their Communists were not the

inte~ded role models for their environment. Party membership may have

inspir..d a sense of invulnerability in some of them, allowing them

unbridled abuses of their privileges. Notwithstanding this, the

occurence of illegal activities perpetrated by Party members must have

been a reflection of the substantial presence of crime in the oblast'.

The crime rate seems ta have reduced in 1946 compared ta 1945,

but in the first three months of 1946 still 1,358 crimes were

registered by the MVD in the oblast'234. In the first quarter of 1948,

1,096 cases of aU manners of crime combined were Iisted by the MVD

in a report ta the obkom; in the second quarter there were 1,036, and in

233The record of these cases is longer than 200 pages in the former Party archive, with no
more than two or tbree pages per case (Pako, 147/4157. Il.475-679).
234Pako. 147/4/1002, 1. 14. These numbers are much lower than the numbers of 1949
and early 1950, because the MVD reports of 1946 did not register ail of tbe cases tbat were
examined by the coUl1s. It may be that they made a distinction between criminal deeds
registered by the public. and (planned) criminal activities discovered by their own
investigations.
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the third quarter 943235 . The evidence fOI' the considerable scale of

cri minaI activity is supported by the fa ct Ihat in 194R the authorilies

decide to bolster the size 01' the mi Iitsi ia by creating aux i1hlry police

in the countryside236 , 1Is Il,000 membel's were organized in brigades

and had to battle Si/mollorl distillation and Iwol iganism, as well as

protect the harvest in the fields and g.nhered crops. 'l'he si'l.e of this

auxiliary army is impressive, but the effectiveness of its presence

must have been extremely Iimited, as no trace can be found in records

artel' June 1948. The recruits were probabl)' villagers, who cannat have

been particularly keen on having their peers prosecuted by the sUIte for

such offenses. Conceivably, chis auxiliary militsii.t soon quietl)'

disbanded artel' its inception. Still the size or the auxiliar)'

IOJïirsioner;1' brigades indicates that the authorities believed crime tel

be rampant.

ln 1953, oblast' prosecutor Gerasimenko tded tel analyse crime

among youth in the oblast'237, He came to the conclusion that violence

mostly occurred under the inl'luenct:: of alcohol, pal'ticularly enjoyed on

235Pako, 1'1714/1132, 11.85/86 and Pako, 147/4/1133, 11.14/15. In Ihe ri""1 Iwo
qunrters of 1918 combincd , twenty-nine robberies were "egi"lered, in lIine of which Il

victim was murdered. Twenty·six people were murdercd in addilion to lhaoJe nille; 719
burglsries hot! bcen reported ia the rirst six months of 1948, fil'lY rive cases of lhe lhdl of
cattle and fifty cases of "impudenl forms of hooliganism"( rlerdit· lormy klllJl'..i:llnsf'·7~.

Apart l'rom that, the MVD had inve"lignted sorne areas where economic crime was 'lU"pcctcd,
and 1,358 cases were registered of speculation, the embezzlement nI' socialist properly, und
of other similor crimes. ln the third quarter 529 csses of economic crime were
investigated, and 414 of other forms of crime registercd. Of the Istler, Iwenty·five involved
murder, fourteen robberies, 319 burglaries, fourteen cstlle thefl and l'orly lhree
hooliganism. Il was noliced as weil Ihal 62% of burglaries look place in Ihe counlryside. Il
does nol scemed 10 have dawned upon lhe MVI) employees who reporled 10 the obkom lhal thal
meant in l'net that relnlively more burglaries occurrcd in lhe lowns, for slill more Ihan
62% of lhe population was rural. Of Ihe rcgistered cases of noneconomic crime abOUl 70%
were solved.
236Pako, 147/4/1097, 1.21 ob.
237Pal<o, 147/5/659, 1.147.
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religious holidays, but that theft and burglaries were mainly

committed by those who did not have a regular job. He also reported a

case of gang rape of an underaged teenager committed by six secondary

school pupils in a rural area238. III the town of Bezhetsk in eleven

months of 1952, 276 "neglected" (bezn,1dzornyt!j children had been

detained, sorne of whom were the children of Party and soviet

workers239 .

Apart l'rom Party members ellgaging in criminal activities. the

em.ployees 01' the state procuracy, the MVD, and the militsiia, which

was part of the MVD, were involved in corruption240. Malenkov received

in 1946 an anonymous letter l'rom "a group of toilers of the town of

Kalinin" and sent it on to Boitsov, ordering him to investigate and take

appropriate measures if necessary. In the letter, even the assistant

state prosecutor of the obIast'. Grigor'ev, was accused of accepting

bribes l'rom specuIators and criminals. When the obkom secretariat

received a report in 1947 on the state of afl'airs within the MVD in

1946, it was rife with cases of corruption, abuse of power, theft, and

drunkenness among MVD functionaries everywhel'e in the oblast'241. In

1952, a group of MVD bosses in the oblast' l'eH under suspicion of

"familyness," collective drinking bouts, and abuses of power as a result

of an anonymous lettel-242. An investigation was conducted. and Ivan

238poko, 14715/659, 1.148.
239poko, 147/5/C5~', II. 149/150.
240pako, 147/4:63, Il.119-123.
241puko, 147/4/735, IL 129-143. Thirty MVD employees were cxcluded from the
Communisl Party bctween JunUEry 1946 und February 1947: elevco for hooliganism und
morally rcprehensible behaviour, thirteen for drunkcnness and the violution of labour
discipline, and five for abuses of power, taking bribes, und misappropriation of funds
(Pako, 147/4/735, 1.138).
242pako. 1'17/5/341, Il. 165 -168.
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• Serov, the Deputy Minister of Internal Affairs, was informed that, on

the whole, the accusations were baseless, although the head of the

corrective labour colonies of the oblast', Fedosenko, indulged rather too

often in drink with some of the other MVD functionaries.

Before its abolition at the end of 1947, many instances of fraud

had been uncovered with the ration-card system. In 1944. some shop

employees had reentered ration cards for bread into circulation,

although these were supposed to be immediately burned after having

been used the first time243. In October 1946, fifty-two people were

under investigation244. In November of the same year in the larger

towns of the oblast', an ali-out examination of the passports and house

books of the urban population was conducted to combat ration-coupon

fraud245 .

The occurence of drunken brawl:. had galled the Party alre~dy

during the war. However, they remained a fact cf life. In Rzhev raion in

January 1946, four yout~s started a scuffle at a meeting for the

upcoming Supreme Soviet eleetions, they ripped up aposter, broke a

lamp and two windows, and beat up war invalid Perlov and bis

daughter246. Their most glaring deed was, however, the fact that they

made a portrait of Stalin tumble from the wall. In 1948, the head of the

•
243Pako. 147/3/2679. 1. 72ob.
244Pako. 147/4/63, 1.2440b.
24SPako, 147/4/63, 1.2460b. Tbe famine tbat raged in otber parts of tbe USSR may bave
made tbe autborilies more amdous about wastiq ratiOllS on non·e1igible people.
246Pako, 147/4/66. 1.14.
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militsiia of the oblast' expressed hh disapproval of recognized

religious hotidays and the ensuing fights in the countryside24?

'J'he brawls were often provoked by the copious consumption of

alcohol at holidays, wedclings, and sa on. 'J'he state monopoly on vodka

distillation was an old Russian tradilion; the peasants' custom (now on

the collective farms) to c1istill their own hard tiquaI' was less ancien~.

Since the 1910s, peasants attempted ta avoid paying for state alcohol,

to make a pl"Ofit, or to manufacture a surrogate for the vodka that was

Ilot always available in sufficient amounts everywhere, by distilling

their S;UJlol/oJj.48. The custom survived into the 1940s. In June 1948,

the head of the oblast' militsiia, Krylov, fuhninated that much grain

was squandered in the oblast'249. In his opinion, the problem was linked

ta the illegal distiHation of alcohol (s/lmogonolwrenièj among the

kolkhozniks. Incomplete figures for the months of March, April, and May

1948 showed that the miHtsiia hacl instituted criminal proceedings

against 267 moonshiners (s;lmogons1Jc.!Jjk~. Same kolkhoz chairs

personally supervised t11ese practices. al10wing grain to be used for the

distillatir~ of alcohol. Excessive drinking would remain a problem in

the Kalinin oblast'. In 1960, Todorskii and Arbatov stal'cI in an article

about Ves'egonsk l'''dion:

24?Pnko, 147/4/1097, 1.21ob. In the summer months of 1948, eleven murders wcre a
l'Csult of fights that broke out !Ill' ong youth during the celebration of religious holidays
(I>Rko, 147/4/1133, l.15).
248See J. 6. In 1925 the distillation of vodka with a 40% alcohol content was officially
1~lowed, but only by state enterprises (T.P. Korzhikhina. " J. Stepnnskii, "Iz istorii
obsh e.hestvel1l1ykh organizatsii," in: V.S. Lel'chukl ed. J, Islorjkj spor;al, Trjnadlsat' besed.
Mo.kv.: Polilizdat, 1988, pp.406-43l, !,p.422-424). Although after 1925 for a number
of yenrs nnti-alcoholism campaigns were conducted, by 1932 these offensive. came to an
end when the "Society for the Fight against Alcoholism" was dissolved.
249Pako, 147/4/1097. 1.21.
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Fewer successes have been achieved in the l'ight with
alcoholism. Also here sorne progress has been made, not only in
comparison to pre-revolutionary limes, bUI <llso to recent ye;lrs.
But the incidence of drunkenness, nevertheless, is still
considerable. 250

ln March 1951, Lhe head of the MGB, Dekushenko, added to Lhe

numerous official complaints about the conLinued ohserv<lnce of

religious holida)'s in the countryside251. He stated that two thirds of

all homicides in the countryside took place during their ce1ehration. In

other words, not so much had changed silice the 1920s!252 Olle and a

hall' years later Dekushenko provided numbers about acts 01'

"hooliganism" in the coumryside: in the first eight months of 1952, 43%

of them had occurred during religious llolidays253. The population still

seemed Lo seule scores on these occasions for, in 1952, ail or Lhe ten

murders resulting l'rom brawls, and ail 1'0rLy-nine cases 01' he<lVY bodily

injuries as ? l'l'suit of fights, happened while celebmtil:g religious

holidays254. Although the character of the crimes in the coulltryside in

tlle early 1950s mirrored Lhat al' the 1920s, the occurrence or Ihese

crimes hall fallen significantly compared Lo Lhe registered crime rate

in the 1920s, even if the rural population was much smaller by 1952

than in 1924-192 7255 .

250A. Todorskii, lu. Arbatov, "Bol'shoe v malom," in: K2mJD.Jmi:lt, 5, 1960, ppAS·S9
[from here Todorskii, Arbatov, Il], p.S5.
251Pnko, 147/5/2, 1.\43. HaJf a yenr laler first obkom secretary Kiselcv cchocd the
compIaint of the frequent occurrence 01 brawls, drunkenness, und the Iike at cc1ebration:1 of
holidn)'s on the religious cnlendar (Pako, 14715111, 1.174).
252Compnre to 1.6.
253Pnko, 147/5/283,1.260. These were only the registered cases, of course.
254Pnko, 147/512is3, 1.260. or course, these were, again, only the registered cases.
Against 472 people criminlll proceedings wcre instituted, seventy of whom were Komsomols
and twelve Communists in the first eight months of 1952.
255Compare A/mchter, pp.257-26l, Tabel1en XLIV und XLV, and Table 2.
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Arter the war, the NKVD remained engaged in the search and

arrest of deserters and of those who evaded army service. ln the last

three months of 1945, the NKVD and the destroyers' batallions

conducted thirty-seven operations to trace deserters in the oblast'256.

ln this period forty-four were found, while another eighty-seven

remained on the loose. Many of these were roaming around the oblast'

armed, and committed burglaries and robberies to survive.

The MVD was active as weil in maintaining order during spring

sowing and harvesting. In the spring of 19:'6, the MVD departments in

the l"aions reported to the obkom that eriminal proeeeàings had beeIi

instituted against lifty-four individuals for theft 01' grain or 1cerosene,

or irresponsible agriculturai labour management, which usually

referred to drunkenness of a particular kolkllOZ chair or brigadie~57.

At the same time MVD employees were engaged in "prophylactie"

work. The l'Deus in the spring of 1946 was on the co;"lition of storage

buildings on collective farms and MTS258. Al'ter a thorough inspection.

the MVD concluded that the guards of these buildings were generally

too old for their task. For this reason, sixty-five of them were

dismissed by the Party and soviet organs in the raions. Twelve more

kolkhoz guards were under rriminal investigation. The labour of the

MVD rêquired 1'or this checkup was 110thing short 01' prolific: 4,576

kolkhozy were visited and seventy-five MTS!

Although this gives the impression 01' a staggering amount of

control, in reality the population could often evade the heavy·handed

256Pako, 147/4/66, 11.15116.
257Pako, 147/4/66. 1.187.
258pako, 147/4/66. 1.193.
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legal organs of socialism. In September 1952, Kiselev s.lid lhal the

quality of investigative work performed by the courts and mililsii;t

was poor, and that numerous crimes remained undetected259 . Corruption

and drunkenness among MYD employees were not uncommon, whicb led

in one case ta a situation in which three inebriated mililsiia men were

guarded by theil' captives260 . In 1949 and 1950, an investigator of the

procuracy of Udoml'ia raion, Motorin, was reporled ta lbe obkom by a

raikam secretary261. Motorin's behaviour perbaps best demollstrates

how little had changed in the conduct of a represenlative of the

authorities since the 1920s:

1 deem il necessalY la bring ta your attention the unparly
like beha.viaur and the deeds of a crim inal character of the
investigator of the procuracy of the Udoml 'ia raion c[ omrade]
MOTORIN F.S.

At a priestly holiday (christmas) in tlle village of G1inovka
tbis person was a guest at tbe place of citizen Arkhipov. FÎl'st Ile
began to drink, praised the good quality of the S;Ul/({(to~ and
continued ta drink. Then he began ta brl:ak the tableware and ta
bother the wiCe of Arkhipov, because of which Arkhipov gave him
several slaps on the face and he was thrown out with a black eye.

Having become intoxicl!ted, MOTORIN galloped on a horse
through a clos"", bar and broke it, but using his position, he
proposed ta c. Kalugin, a railroad foreman, ta annul the report
that had been drawn up and to let the ~".e, 50 ta say, die down.

When MO'fORIN was in Kotlovan, on an assignment, he
made the acquaintance of the citizen SKVORTSOVA (who was an
acquaintance of the former prosecutor Baranov), began ta visit
her often, engaged in drinking bouts, slept with her; then lost his

259Palto, 147/5/283, 1.195. He admitted that, in spite of tüe fall of the overall number of
crime in 1952, there had been a growth of hooliganism, speculation, and alcohol distillation.
260pako, 147/5/2, 1.113. In September 1952, Kiselev complained about the fact lhat
oblast' pl'OkurorGerasimenko failed to take action against the drunken, corrupt, and nbusive
"people's investigator" Luk'ianc.v, lately of Bezhetsk and Zavidovo rwons. In the end the
obkom had ta Interfere in arder to get Luk'iunov dismissed, ofter whicb crimiJW1
proceedings were instituted against him (Pako, 147/5/283, 1.196).
261pako, 147/4/2055, 1.4.
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horse when he was drunk and started a raucus, for whicb he was
thrown out of the house.

ln the rural soviet of Mushir..o, MOTORIN eng...ged in a
quality control of ,S'amogon, wekomed the good ,S'amogon,
polished off the bad one; he became drunk and went up to the
apartment of a female teacher, where he created a scandal.

ln lhe village Kurovo of the rural soviet of Bykovskii he
drank for two consecut.ive days al a religious holiday (Egor's
day), visited the homes and extorted Care, went drunk to Ivanova
Valentina, slept there and bothered the mother, while Ivanova
worked as a bookkeeper of the lumber office of the lumber
enterprise "Oblmesttop"; she embezzled 5,000 rubles, ... and
MOTORIN did not institute proceedings against her. 262

ln 1951, a raikom secretary was accused by the head of the MGB

of havi ng a superior relationship wieD criminals than with the militsiia

offi cers , which undoubtedly meant lhat the observance of the 1aw on

his territory was far l'rom strict263 . In January 1951, Shiklomanov, the

secretary of the Novokarel' raion, said that the judiciary worked so

ploddingly tbat it 1ed to the neglect of investigations, and tbat as a

consequence all purloiners of kolkhoz' property remained unharmed264 .

ln 1950, on every single kolkhoz of his fief, embezzlement and theft of

socialist property took place, bUl no one !'Lad been held responsible by

the judiciaLY

Anolber "ctime" harsb1y dealt with was the violation of labour

discipline at the workplace, for wbich severe penalties had been

instaled since June 1940265 . These laws were modified in July 1951,

when apparently special "comrades' courts" (foV<lrJsûcûeskie sudy)

262Pnko, 141/4/2055, 1.4. Co.opare to Altrichter's description of the "chaviour of the
militsiin in the 1920s (Altrichter, p. 103ff.).
263Pnko, 147/5/2, 11.144/145. ln 1949. severa! MGB employees were discovered to have
relatives who had been sentenced for politica! reasons to corrective labour camp terms
(Pako, 147/4/1574. 1.2ob.).
2Mpllko. 147/5/7, 1.68.
265See.e.g., Chapmao. pp.178/179.
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were fashioned266 . The officiais presiding over Lllese courLs were

elected by and from among workers and employees of the institutions

and enterprises in the oblast'. Its members were supposed to deal with

their peers' violations of labour discipline. 'l'rials in these comrac!t's'

courts were intended to impart an educative value, something of which

Soviet lega! practice was rather fonc!. Whether this meant in fact :1

waning in the leveI of severity in dealing WiLh ahsenteeism is

uncertain26? However. a1ready by early 1952 these comrades' courts

were said not to function at all at certain racLOries268. Recause of this,

the labour discipline seemed to l'alter. Ollly in 1956 were the laws of

June 1940 fully abolished269 .

The state procuracy in the obIast' had more than two hundred

employees in 1947; the main office was in Kalinin, thirLy-seven people

worked :in t1le oblast' procuracy "pp,m'Po. ReIow the obJasl' procuracy.

in the towns and raions, fifty-four raion and town prOKUrO(Y Wei'"

round, most of whom were assisted by one of the fOl·ty-six assistant

prosecutors and by the seventy-two "people's invesLigawrs"

(JUfrsledof.';lte1;). The relationship between the security organs and Lhe

procuracy was described by V. E. Tsvetkov. who was a member or the

Kalinin oblast' court from 1947-l949, depuLy chairman of Lhe oblast'

266Pnko, 14715/35, 11.88-90. The resolution of the Supreme Soviet on the establishment
of these courts was of July 14, 195\.
26?Chapman maintained that iL did (Chapman, p.179).
268Pnko, 14715/328, 1.2. Nevertheless, at the "Vagzhanov" textile l'actory al'ter twenty
rive da)'" of January 1952 already 119 violations were registered, while for the first hall'
year of 1951, 362 cases in total had been registered. This means that at least the detection
of the violations tcmporarily improved. The comrades' courts were probab1y not conducive
to an improvement of the amosphere on the flletory floors.
269See Chapman, p.179.
2?OPako, 147/4/1001, 1.108. On the orgonizotion of tbe procumey, sec Fainsod, H.ow...",
p.317.
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court from 1949-1951, and l'rom 1951 ta 1956 the head Gf the

direction of the R~FSR Ministry of Justice with the oblispolkom2?1.

Tsvetkov saill:

1 knew the penal system and its poli tics firsthand. l
participated in open and clcsed meetings in the NKVD and MVD.
J was acquainted with the directives of those organs. The
direct practice of judge and prosecutol" gave food for thought.

The Stalinist period of punitive policy of our state could
not but caJ1 forth internaI protests against its injustified
cruelty, its fight with the so-called enemies of the people.

A rather large faith in the force of coercion ruled at the
time. Two decrees of 1941-"The strenghtening of the
protection of the personal property of the citizens". and the
decree of June 4, 1947 "On the strengthening of the criminal
responsibility for the theft of state and public property" ,
established the most severe penalty: up ta twenty-five years of
camp.2n

Tsvetkov added that the oblast' court sometimes dealt with

"political" case~~?3. The courts handled about twenty to thirty such

cases per year al'ter the war. He remembered how once the court had

gathered in Bezhetsk to judge the case of an eighteen-year-old invalid,

who bad defamed Stalin at a beer stail. The court returned the case for

further investigation, not convincec1 that the suspect was an actual

counterrevolutionary. MVD-oblast' head Grebchenko resolved ta have the

matter dealt with by the "Special Board" (0.5'0: Osobye soves!Jc1J1fni~

under the MVD: it gave the boy rive years of camp274.

271Tcstimony of V. E. Tsvelkov in the survey; he went on to chair the oblast' court from
1956 to 1965, and was state prosecutor of the oblast' from 1965-1983. Sec also Fainsod,
.l:lmY.~., p.315, on the rclationship bctween procuracy and MVD-MGB.
2?2Testimo~y of V.E.Tsvetkov in the survey. "No law prescribes thllt the judiciary and
prosecutors should be controlled by the secret police and the party committee, but they are"
(Dji1as, Tbe New Class, p. 71).
273Testimony of V.E.Tsvetkov in the survcy.
274Tsvetkov's rnemory is not fully accurate, because the Specin! Boards arter the wer fell
under the outhority of the MGB (sec below or e.g.: Ol'go Adamovo-Sliozberg, "Put' ," in:
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Most criminal cases in court were handlecl in tll'~ oblast by tht! so·

ca1led "people'" courts", headed by a peoplt!'s judge (n.u:md), assisted

by "people' s assessors" (Jli1rodJ1j"e Zilsedille!i )275. Thest! wt!re elected ,Il

regular intervals. 'l'he group of eighly-two jl1dges electt!d in Dect!mht!r

1951 had all had a certain measure of legal educati on, and wt!re

Wilhout exception Communists 01' Komsomols276 . Thert! wt!rt! mort! than

6,000 assessors, 44,5% of whom were Communists277 . The elections of

these functionaries were accompanied by a holiday, similar ta those l'or

the soviets.

The comparatively infrequent occurence of political crime has

already been noticed. However, the institution of the Military Tribunal

of the MVD t(OOPS functioned al'ter the war as we1l278. This court dt!a1t

with those who had betrayed the Mothedand in the war, and will!

certain cases of theft of socialist property. In addition, it was involved

in inspections of the labour discipline at enterprises of the del'ense

industry, where its activities around 1945 and 1946 had l'educed the

unauthorized departure of workers from the factories (something which

was actually called "desertion" ( dezerfirsfFo}).

In 1947, a quarrel flared up between the chairman or the Military

Ttibunal, 1. R. Starilov, and his deputy, one A. A. Kuznetsov279. Kuznetsov,

DQ1In.~gQleet, YY-fllIIik I, Zupiskj yushej soyrem~, Moskvu: f;QVelskii pisutel'.
1989. pp.6-123, p.122). Grebchenko, hQwever, VIns indecd the heud Qf the Qblust' MVD
arQund 1952-1953.
275For instunce PalIo, 14715/35, Il.91-95; see FuinsQd. HQw, "p.317, on the QI'gunizlltion
Qf tbe judicilÛ system.
276PlIko, 14715/35. l.93.
27?Pako, 14715/35. 1. 94.
278E.g. PakQ, 147/4/1002. Il.13114, where the biogruphy Qf I,R. Starilov --se. IV.2-·
can be found.
279p'ko. 14714/1002. 11.226-228.
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according ta the report of the MVD inspectaI' who looked into the

matter, had been tao rude in the courtroom with suspects. At times, Ile

trumped up accusations of minaI' offenses ta unreasonable convictions

l'or counterrevo!utionary crimes. Kuznetsov was reJeased l'rom his

duties i.n June 1947, after he had unjustifiably sentenced a certain

Makarov ta the death penalty on the basis of a paragraph of Article 58

of the RSFSR Criminal Code.

Apart l'rom the Military Tribunal of the MVD for the oblast', the

railroads had a MilitalY Tribunal, tao, attbough under the wing of the

Ministry of Justice: in the second hall' of 1941 this Tribunal convicted

493 people, eigbty of whom were either Communists or Komsomols280 .

One ticket conductor, a Komsomol, was slapped with two years for

taking a bribe l'rom two passengers who did not bave a valid ticket281.

A myriad of legal organs stretcbed out their tentacles in the

Kalinin oblast' after the war: (auxiliolry) militsiia, MV D, MG B, the

procuracy, the OSo, tbe Military Tribunals, tbe regular courts and the

"comrades' courts." lt is impossible to assess precisely their

effectiveness in p.·eventing and solving crime. UndoubtedJy, as Judge

Tsvetkov's anecdote underlines, these organs meddled in each others'

territory.

1 could not establisb the exact extellt of crime, nor the number of

arrests or convictions handled by the manifold organs for the entire

period. Howevel', the numbel's uneal'thed indicate large activity among

the servants of the judiciary al'ter the war. The more tban 26,000

convictions of 1949 and tbe first months of 1950 by the people's courts

280Pako, 147/<1/1404, 1.2.
281Pako, 147/411404, 1.4.
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indicate bath the presence of a high level of popular ddiallce of the

authorilies in the oblast' and the merciless practice of the law. Theil it

should not be forgotten that the OSO and Military Tribunals must haw

sentenced even more people in these fifteen monlhs. Il could very weil

be that the number of convictions rose in 1949: the MVD figures on

crime for 1948 indicate a much lower leve1 of an·est282 . I1owever, the

latter inc1uded onJ}' a sampHng of ail peopl e who appeared in court.

In the final analysis, it seems justified ta propose that

approximately 1% of the population of the oblast' was convicted

alllluaUy by the courts. This translates into 8% of the oblast'

population, around 125,000 people, who were COllvicled by the COUtts

between 1945 and 1953. This is an astoundingly high Ilumber, even if

not all of them were sentenced ta jail or camp tenns.

VIA The Isles of Kalinin in the GUI.ag Archipelago

In 1943, artel' an abortive atlempt ta sp.lit the l'eople's

Commissariat in two in 1941, the NKVD was divided inta the NKGB and

the NKVD, of which the former dedicated itsell' ta activi.lies which are

usually in the West assaciated with the operation of a security

organ283. The osa (Osobol! sovl!slJclumii!) and the Military Tribunats l'eH

282Compll1'e to the article of Zubkovll (Zubkova, "ÜbshchesLVennaia... (19'18 1952), ").
Unfortunately, her impressions are not supported by uny reference to sources, so thut the
truth her argument rcmains doubtful.
283See Fainsod, How, ,p.378 and lnkovl~v, B., pd uchastii A. [lurtsova,
KontseD!ratsjopoye lagen SSSR, Miunkhen/Munich: lastitut po izucheniiu istorii i kul'tury
SSSR, 1955, p.22. The competence of bath NKVD/MVD and NKGB/MGü scems lo have
sometimes overlapped and is difficult to assess (which is exemplified by the fuct that the
llctiYities of both for a long while after 1943 were the responsilli litY of Beria in the
Politburo); the fact that the MGB chief was a1ways a fuU member of the obkomburo after the
wllr lellds one to think that it was more authoritutive than the MVD. The MVD Wll.~ morc
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• from that point onwards under the responsibility of the NKGB-MGB284.

The MVD supervised the operation of the camp system.

In the West, just after Stalin's death, only two or three camps

were known ta be in existence in the Kalinin oblast': one in Kashin (no.

240), another one near Ostashkov (no. 41) around Lake Seliger, bath

engaging in wood procurements28S. Furthermore, on "...onl: of the islands

of Lake Seliger a camp for specialist~ is located, directly under the

wing of Moscow; here earlier an experimenta1 station for missiles was

located. "286

The latter camps of Ostashkov, in which the Polish oencers were

interned in 1939 and 1940, were recognized before in this account287.

However, many more camps operated on the ob1ast' territory. By 1945,

camp labour had become fully integrated in the ob1ast' economy.

Recently a permanent exhibition in the Tver' museum

ofmevedeoie has opened on the Stalinist terror of 1929-1953288. Most

of the exhibition is based on eyewitness information, with a Iittle bit

of documentary he1p from the archives of the Soviet juridicary and the

former Party archive of the oblast'. Upon the inauguration of the

exhibition, the Communist Party of the Soviet Union was still in power

and the latter archive was re1uctant ta divulge any overly

•

involved with administrative and economic matters, including the administration of the POW
camps and cOlTective labour colonies, and with crimes of a non-political nature, oCten
hand1ed by the niliitsüa (the "normal" police), which wu subordinate ta it. The MGD, on the
other hand, l'as eagaged in the control over the political orthodoxy of the Party and
government, and in the recordiag of the po1itical mood of the population at large.
284lakovlev, p.ll.
28Slakovlev, pp. 125/126 and 1561157.
286lakovlev, p.157.
287Soo 111.2.
288That is. in the 1Yers.toi JnevetklJeskii mazer (whicb can be trans1aled as Tver' Museum
of Local Lore), on the (former?) Plosbchad' Revoliutsiia in tbe town of Tver'.
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compromising records. 'l'he KUB either was not approached at the time,

or categorically refused ta cooperate. The exhibition provides details

on the orphanages built for children of enemies of the people (derskie

prùwJ/li,l:i riisprede/iœJ/j, which operated in rive different locations in

the oblast' (and in Toropets, between 1945 and 1953. not located in the

Kalinin oblast'). Jails were found in the 1930s, '40s, and '50s in

Ves'egonsk, Krasnyi Kholm, Bezhetsk, Kashin, Zubtsov, Rzhev, Torzhok,

Vyshnii Volochek, Ostashkov, and KaJinin. There were ispmv.tieJ:no

rrudoFye koJol1lï in the east and south-east of the oblast' in Kesova

Gora ·-confirmed in the records (No.2)289 __ , Kaliazin --confirmed by

the records (No. 6)290.-, Kimry, Belyi Gorodok (near Kimry), Konakovo

one we have seen before (No. 14)--, Redkino; Kalinin --confirmed by the

records (No.12)29L, Vasil'evskii Mokh (a peat bog settJement near

Kalinin), Emel'ianovo (near Kalinin); in the south-west in Staritsa,

Zubtsov, and Rzhev --confirmed by tlte records (no. 15)292__; in Torzhok.

ln the nortlt a c1uster in and around Vyshnii Volochek existed, in tlte

town itself --confirmed by the records (No.5)293 __ , and in Osechenka,

Akademicheskoe --confirmed by the records294 __ , Leont'evo, Lykoshino

--confirmee! by tlte records (no.3)295 __ , Berezaika, and Guziatino; in tlte

-------_. --
289Pnko, 147/4/1001, 1.92. The numbers of the colonies given here are the ones they
caraied around March 1948. as given in Pako, 147/4/1131, 1.140b. That Iist was not
complete since there were eleven corrective labour camps and four camp points on March l,
1948. The location of some of these fifteen was not described in the report. Compare to the
mops as woll
290puko, 147/4/1002. 1.46.
291PlIko, 147/4/1131. L140b.
2921bid.
2931bid.
294puko, 147/4/1002, 1.46.
295Pnko, 14715/341, 1.115 und 147/4/67, 1.93. This camp still functioned in June
1952.
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west in Ostashkov·-confirmed by tbe records296..•In(\ in Seli1.harovo

(the raion celllre of Kirov raion) ··confirmed by the records (no. 9)297

near Ostashkov. Furthermore, the exhibition a1so notices the presence

al' doou, ml;ldeols;, (youth detention centres, presumably) in LWO al'

these colonies, bath located within the cluster of Vyshnii Volochek, one

in the town itself, and one in Lykoshino.

As large as the number seems, it should be 1I0ticed that these

corrective labour colonies were allegedly for convicts with a sentence

of no more than two years, although sorne of the research in the

archives seems ta deny this c1aim298 . At least some of these camps

contained convicts who were serving longer tel111S. One of those

convicts was Lev Kopelev, who served time in a camp located close ta

the Volga near Kimry299. Many of the inmates described by Kopelev were

more criminal tban political cOllvicts300 . Tbis emphasises another

problem of interpretation of tbe above summing up: were ail these

colonies intellded for political convicts301? How many of the camps

were t'or criminals, even though il should be remembered that people

were criminal1y convicted for offenses which at any other time ancl

place would be considered either tao trivial ta prosecute or being al' a

296Pnko, 14714/1131, 1.2.
297Puko, 14714/1131, 1.14.
298Iakovlev, p.60; see below.
299See Lev Kopelev, KlinlJIit' yecbno, Ann Arnor, Michigan: Anlis, 1975, p.589 und p.611.
The chapter is named after the settlement where the camp' were located: "Bo1'.haia Volga."
The village "l'as transferred from Kalinin oblast' to Moscow obla.t' in 1956. Bol'.hain Volga
is alm05t adjacent to the town of Dubnn in Moscaw oblast'.
300See Kopelev, Khrsnit', pp.585-613.
301Appareotly in 1948 the iafamaus "special regime camps" w~"'e crcutcd for politien!
prisoners, according ta Volkogonov (Volkogonov, Kniga Il, chast' 2, p.39). None of Lhesa
could be discavered by the present nuthar on the territory of the Knlinin oblllSt'.



•

•

480

political nature302? This carries some importance, inasmuch as many

sentenced cri mi nais in Russia serve their time in work camps in our

own days. 'l'his seems ta be considered a normal state of affairs, even

in the "democratic" Russia ot' Boris Yeltsin. It would thus Ile somewbat

odd to lament the fact that un der Stalin cri minais were cont'ined in

sucb camps which are yet found everywhere. Nor is il clear from tbe

exbibition in l'ver' when these different colonies exactly existed, and if

the camps for German l'OW's at"ter World War II were included among

the above number of camps.

Politically, according to the same exhibition, in the 1955-1987

period 1.980 people were rehabilitated, and in the 1988-1989 period

15,244; in al1 17,224 were therefore officially "illegally repressed. "303

This seems certainly not to include all political convicts, when we

learn that in early 1938 in a period of six weeks 2,000 "... former

kulaks, criminals and active anti-soviet elements... " were to be

repressed in the Kalinin oblast', although once more the ambiguous term

"cdminals" was used in this document304 . The account below will

evidence the surprisingly extensive proliferation of the camp system in

the Kalinin oblast' as shown by the exhibition in 'l'ver' to be indeed a

facto In how far ail tbe details in the exhibition were correct is more

difficult to establish.

302Conq\1est believes tltat crlminal convicts in the camps were a small minority: "The
percentage of "criminaIs" was around ID to 15 percent, but the majority of these were the
petty embezzler type, rather than urk...s proper, who were seldom more thnn 5 percent of a
camp total" (Conquest, Ibe GreAt Terror. p. 313).
303The first number of 1.980 rehabilitations is startlingly smalt. According ta one source
in the 1953-1957 perlod, 600,000 people in the whole of the USSR were rehabilitated
(lu. Borisov, "Politicheskaia... ," p.296).
304Gevorkian, p.19.
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ln early 1947, the MVD of the Kalinin oblast' had fifteen

corrective labour camps and camp seclOrs for prisoners of W.lI· and

intemed people under its auspices305 . In 1947, the C<ll1lp personnel

numbered at least 1,299, for in one record this is the sum of officers,

administrators, technicians, and guards who were engaged in the study

of Mnrxism-Leninism306 .

From 1944 or 1945 onwards, the camp population received a very

welcome addition of German and Eastern European prisoners of w.~O?

The influx of POW's was ail the more important since the oblast' was

plagued by an enormous shortage of labour. 'l'he camp population

relieved some of the extraoniinary pressure on the smalt bbour force

of the oblast'. The inmates were used for a variety of objects during

the postwar revival processSos. One of the more elaborate reports on

the deployment of convicts and POW's, found in the former Party

archive ot' the Kalinin Party organization, is a discussion in the

obkomburo on the insu1'ferable sit~ation within the camps and,

consequentially, the less than pleasing economic performllnce 01' the

305Pnko, 147/4/735, 1.131. The organization of camps within GULag was as follows: in a
district it was headed by the direction of camps (camp group)(upmr1enù' Ittllt'rt.'I11). made
up of camp sectors/departments (ottft'lemiil jl{ll-..rtil). which were divided into camp points
(/l{lfern"l"e punK')'). which l'inally were divided into camp parts (ll{"t'rnYt' udll1stki)
(Iakovlev, p.54).
306Pnko, 147/4/1001, 1.131. 135 of the 1,299 were officers, 311 adminisLrlltors
technicians, and 853 guurds. In June 1949, the number of employees of the MGIl (which
was l121 engoged with the the overseeing of camps etc., but more wlth the investigation of
poHtically suspicious people and of certain economic crimes, thal is, enl'orcing the political
conformity of the Party and the population) was 603 (Pako, 1471511574).
30?In Kalinin oblllSt', opart l'rom Germans, who l'ormed the large majority of the POW"s
judging by the amount of GermlUlS who were convicted by the Military Tribunal in 1947
(78 out of 92), there were nt least Huogarians as wel1 (8) and RumanillDS (6) in these
camps (Pnko, 14714/1404, 1.14).
30SSee Table 47.
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inmales in their delegaled projects309 . Although some concern was

expressecl about the inmales' well-being, the impression is cl'eated

that tliis solicitude stemmed solely l'rom an irritation with the

withering 01' economic results. The report and resolutions that follow

it were made in the second half of May 1945:

The obkomburo bas established tbat the leaders of a
number of industrial enterprises, construction organizations,
the heads of camp directions, and of camp sectors of the NKVD,
act with an i ntolerable indifference towards the deployment of
workers of the special contingents and POW's, A review
eSlablished that the bead of the construction of the Novo
Tveretskii canal, comrade Kazberov, the director of the raiIroad
car consu'uction plant, c, Rumiantsev, of plant No. 10, c. Diev, of
the Kamen paper mil1, corn. Nikandrov, and also the heads of the
camp directions of camp No, 140, c. Kabanov, of camp No. 126, c.
Dediulin, of camp No. 41, c. Zhuravleva, and the h'!ads of the camp
sectors manage very poody the organization of the labour of
the special contingents and the POW's, who are working al
industrial enterprises aild construction objects; they are not
always given daily l'OSter tasks; the workers iD a number of
cases work en m;lsse, not organized in workers' brigades and
links, and within the brigade no one is assigned to be responsible
for the necessary fulfillment of work. There is not a strict order
of the workday, nor obligatory labour discipline, nor do the
workers know their output norms, because of which they do not
wOl'k with int~nsity and have a very low labour productivity; the
average productivity of labour in the month of April 1945 being in
the POW camps 81.8%, and in some enterprises (the leather
factory of Ostashkov, the construction of the Novo-Tveretskii
canal, the plant No. 10 in Redkino, OSMU-4) the lahour
productivity fluctuated within the range of 60-75%,

The low labour productivity of the POW's and special
contingents is also caused by the fact that the heads of the
camp sectors tolerate a frequent change and transfer of workers
l'rom one workshop to another, not offering them the
opportunity to study the production process,

• S09Pnko, 147/3/270\, Il. 66ob./68.
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The heads of the camp branches and the direct ors of the
enterprises analyse their contingent poarly with regm'ds ta its
specializations and, as a result, specialists are not always used
in the right way (lathe operators, metal workers, carpenters,
etc.). The Jack of fuJt'illment by thè camp sectors of the agreed
norm for the supply of industrial enterprises and building objects
with work hands is a large shartcam ing in the use of the special
contingents and of the POW's; a number of occasions were
discovered by the review, when camp branches used a signilïc;lOt
part of the contingent for supplementary \Vork for the service of
the camps ....
Until now a business contact between the heads of the cam p
sectors and the leaders of industrial enterprises and construction
objects has not been establisJ!ed for the organization of the
deployment of labour forces; al'ter conc1uding an agreement, the
economic managers have Little concern for the creation of normal,
sanitary living conditions for the labour contingent, baclly
provide them witl! special c1othes, necessary bed lint:'n, living
space and fu el.

The oblast' NKVD direction loosened the control over the
camp operations to use POW's and special contingents within the
economy of the oblast' to the utmost. 310

NKVD chief Pavlov was reprimanded by the obkom: one is almost

deceived here by the pretension that the NK VI) was subordinate to the

obkom311. l'Ile document continues with resolutions to improve tlle

situation: under point l, IJavlov and the camp heads were obliged to

maximalize the labour capacity of POW's and tlle special contingent~-312.

Point 3 states:

'" 1'0 oblige the leaders of economic organizations, in
whose enterprises camp labour is bei ng used' ta guarantee the
execution of agreements with the camp sectors; to create for
the labour of the special contingents and the POW's minimally

310Palto, 1471312701, 11.67/6700. Here Rumillnlsev of the railroad·car fllctory is once
more encountered (see VI.2). "Special contingent" was Il t~rm use<! for Il group of pnsoners
(Lev Kopelev, Ease My SorrQWs A Memo;r. New York, Toronto: Rllndom House, 1983,
p. (33).
311See V.3.
312Pllko. 147/3/2701. 11.67ob./68.
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1!?1 required living and sanitary conditions (special dress,
hed linen, living space and extra food for the overfulfillment of
output norms).313

l'oi nt 4 emphasised the obligation of the responsible authorities

to hunt for specialists and skilled workers among the POW's and other

convicts314. The reso!utions then suggest:

5. '1'0 recommend tel the heads of the camp directions, and
of camp sectors, and to the managers of economic orgal1izations,
to guarantee the preparation of the camps for the winter period,
to pay special attention ta the procurement of fuel and building
materials for the winter.

6. '1'0 recommencl to com. Pavlov to organize in June 1945
a separate sanitary camp for the weakened contingent of
POW's. '1'0 fulJy use the contingents of light work for the tasks
of prepari ng consumer goods, of shoe repairing, and of repairing
clothing.

7. To oblige the heads of the camp directions and camp
sectors to disallow the special contingent and the POW's not to go
to work because of insufficiency or absence of guards; to
oblige c. IJavlov ta examine the question about the possibility to
assign the gual'ds' units of the NKVD to the heads of the camp
sectors. 315

Resolution no. 8 obliged Pavlov ta continue to maximalize the

amount of labour he could extract from tlle inmates316. Under point 9,

the raikoms were asked as well to exercise control over the prisoners'

work, and ta aiel the camps in organizing "subsidiary economic

activities" and the selection of necessary cadre~-317.

The obkomburo routinely tried to solve the prablems of some

economic areas with the Ilelp of the prisaners of war or Soviet

313Ibid., 1.68.
314Ibid.
315 Ibid.
316Ibid.
317Ibid.
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• convicts318 . For example. in July 1945, it was gladdenetl by Pavlov's

prondse te organize a camp in lhe town or 13010goe for a special

contingellt319. The zeks coult1 aitl with the reconstruction work taking

place in the town, that hatl been heavily bombed c1uring lhe W~lI·. i\round

August l, 1945, the obkom ordered the vice-director of lhe NKVI).

Ryzhikov, to assign one hundred convicls Dt' a special conlingenl 10 help

with construction taking place al the sovkhoz "Krasnoarm eets" of lhe

Kalinin raion320 . In 1946, Ryzhikov was blametl by an obkolll inslrUclor

of the cadre department for only assigning lïfleen convicts 10 lhe

sovkhoz, which continued to be in a deplorable state321. A 1ll0nL11 later,

Pavlov was asked if he could reassign l50 prisoners of war to work in

a glass Iactory near Vysluüi Volochek322 . At the same time, he was

requested to find out whether he could dispatch sixtY olhers 10 work in

a peat bog. Pavlov was ordered by lhe obkom 10 dispalch regularly a

group of POW's to assist in the lumber depaltment or a glass l'actory in

Firovo raion for me autumn and winter of 1945-1946323. In July 1946.

Boitsov requested deputy prime minister Beria for an additional

assignment of 3,000 POW's for the accelerated rebui Iding Kali ni n,

Rzhev. Dologoe. and Torlhok324. He was answered by MVD chief Kruglov

•

318See for a brief discussion of the economic importance of the GULag for the Soviet
economy for example Gordon, Klopov, pp. 10\-\03. It .hould be notcd thnt after the war the
Kalinin oblast' wa. in need of exactly the kind of labour for which convicts Were often u"cd:
in the province, lumbering and (re-)construction were prominent after May 19'15.
319Pako, t'17/3/270I, LtOOob.
320Pako, 147/3/2702, 1.60b.
321Pnko, 147/4/420, 1. 120b. Free sovkhoz residents Iived witb two to three fumilies in
one apartment; in Most apartments there were no windows, and .ome rcsidents did not have
clothe. or shoe•. It mnkes one wonder how much better life was outside the camps after the
war, particulnr1y in the countryside.
322Pako, 147/3/2702, 11. 93/930b.
323Pako, 147/3/2702, 11. 245/2450b.
324Pako, 147/4/63, 1. 1740b.
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in August 1946: only I,Oil5 would be dispatched ta the Kalini"

oblast'325.

Wloen Pavlov wa.~ up for promotion. the übkolTl secretary. who

wrote his biography --presumably for higher authorities- , noted,

among other things, that during his tenure as NKVD/MVD head of the

Kalinin oblast' Pavlov had beltered the qualit)' of productive work

performed by camp inmates, improving their regimen326 . Consequently.

neither does the satisfaction of an MVD employee surprise one, when he

reported that the economic plan was fulfilled by 110.5% by the labour

colonies in 1946327 .

Camp NoAI in early 1945 was one of the two camp. holdin~

prisoners of war in the oblast', the other one being No.216 near Vyshnii

Volocbek328. Oblast' NKVD head Pavlov reported to Boitsov tbat both

camps had a combined population of 11,102 POW's in early 1945, which

!lad swollen to 18,242 on July l, 1945. Tl1e NKVD notified the obkom

al'Ound May 1945 that the oblast' would receive an additi onal number of

l'OW's. which would augment the number to almost 50,000. The oblast'

NKVD department began to organize six new camp directions to

accommodate these newcomers329. The NKVD, bowever, did not keep its

promise: by October l, 1945, 22,719 POW's had arrived, after which the

shipment to the Kalinin oblast' was discontinued for the remainder of

the year.

325Pnko, 14714167, 1,41.
326Pnko, 147/4/1002, 1.10.
327Pnko, 147/4/1002, US.

328Pnko, 147/4/92, 1.1. See Table 47.
329No.290 in lite tOWlI of Kuvshinovo, No.293 in Bezhetsk tOWlI, No.295 in the town of
Konnkovo, No. 309 in Bologoo mion (at the station Guzintillo), and in Kalinin itself Nos. 384
and 395.
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In 1946, still sorne of the l'oies who had been interaed :Ifter the

Soviet takeo';er in 1939 were in (one of) the call1p(s) ne;lr Ost:lshkov.

No. 41330. Pavlov informed Bcitsov thal. on January 1. 1946. 1,375

interned l'oies remained, who were now subject either to transport tl)

Poland or la trans1'er ta camps of interned foreigners in ather ohl:\sts.

Only to have it reconlïrll1ed in October 1946, the MV \) worker G. G.

(Tladkikh appealed a Party reprimand fOI' his tao inlÎll1ate relation wilh

the Pole Iurgel', and for behaviour unbecoll1ing of a Party member and

MVD functionary331. Iurgel' was lUt inmate of Camp No. 41. As head of

this camp's special rlepartment, Gladkikh took lurgel' and his sister to

the theatre and visited an alehouse with them. With a car belonging to

the camp, he braught them ta the railway station on May 30, 1946. Ilere

G1adkikh bought them tickets 1'01' a railway journey . ·prabably for their

return ta Poland. Unfortunately, he encauntered the head of the camp,

Dobrinskii, at the station, upon which Gladkikh made a scene and began

to abuse Dobrinskii verbally, ac(,;using the latter of contact with

foreign countries and anti-Soviet behaviour. Obviously, G1adkikh's

tactics were aimed at distracting attention l'rom his own foreign

contacts, whom he was just seeing arr at the platl'orm.

Apart l'rom aH this, on another occasion G1adkikh had given his

subordinate, the labour inspectar Rybak, a blow during worktime. Mter

these events, Gladkikh was transferred ta camp No. 384 in Kalinin and

worked there as head 01' the registration rlepartment. This case shows

an unexpected manifestation of empathy in one of the J'unctionaries 01'

the GULag system. G1adkikh obviously hit it off with (urgel', and was

•

• 330pako ,
331Pako,

14714192, 1.1.
14714157.11. 6821682ob.
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willing ta undertake rather hazardou~ actions ta spend time with his

friend, and helped him to return home. Perhaps it says somethillg about

the benevolenL altitude of sorne of the authorities ta those Pales who

had escaped executioll in 1940. lt is, on the other hand, undoubtedly a

fairly unusual case, both with respect Lo the treatmenL of the Pales and

ta the relation between inmates and camp functionaries.

The oblast' NKV D was rather careless about the health of the

l'OW's. Whell a camp in Bezhetsk had to be set up in the winter of 1945,

the three hundred POW's transported there were quickly incapable of

proceeding with their work because of the extraordinarily miserable

living conditions33Z . In the Bezhetsk camp on January l, 1946, only just

over half of the illmates could work333. It might be that many of the

interned foreigners and prisoners of war could leave for home towards

the end of the 1940s, but at least some ot' them were ta stay for much

longer, because they had been sentenced ta camp or jail !erms fOL'

crimes committed in tbeir POW camp33~. In the year 1947, in total

ninety-two POW's were convicted, and almoSl hall' of them were

sl:tpped with sentences of more than ten years of confinement in camps

or jails.

ln 1946, the productivity of the prisoners of war and the Soviet

inmates of the labour colonies was noteworthy, if one has ta believe a

MVD report of January 1947335. The value of production of the colonies

added up ta 13.5 million robles, and of the l'OW's camps 46.7 million

332puko, 147/3/2749, 1.10.
333Pllko, 147/4/92, 1.2.
334S.>e c.g. Puko, 147/411404, 11.9-15. One wns sentenced lo the denlh pell1l1ty, nnother to
twenty-fivc )'cnrs, fortY tu scntences rlUlging from tcn to twenty-!ivc years, eleven to
sentllnccs from !ive to tcn )'enrs, lUld thirty-scvcn tu sentences from one to !ive yenrs.
335poko, 147/4/1002, 11.14115.
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rub1es. If in 1946 the total monthV industfial production of the oblast'

was worth thin}' million rubles, it is obvious how substanti.llly the

forced labour contributed to the ecol\omy335.

There are less data to be found on the camps for Soviet cili"l.ens

than on those for prisoners of war, ,t1though thei\" fate sometimes

appears in the records al ongside that of the priso ners of war337 . On the

whole, the demographic reports l'rom the head of the militsiia to the

first obkom sect'etalY for the perim\ do not furnish the de,Hh r,He

among prisoners. 'l'he only apparent exception is a repOit of .lune 194.'1

whil.:h noticed that at least ten convicts perished in V}shnyi

Volochek338. At the end of 1945, Boitsov received a report l'rom the

substitute proKllror, Nazarov, about the revision of certai n cases of

"counterrevolutionary crime. "339 In eig!lt of them, the accused !lad been

ccnvicted as traitors of the Motherland, four were cases of those who

had been allegedly aiding and abeuing the enemy, and nine other revised

cases were of people accused of counterrevolutionary agitation. None of

the twenty-one people were judged in the end ta deserve a retria1. The

few cases quoted in the report were a11 of individuals who had

collaborated with the Germans.

ln March 1946, Fedosenko, the head of the oblast' cOI1'ective

labour camps of the NKVD, reported ta I-\oitsov that the food supply of

335 Compare to Table 30.
33?And it is fully unclear how many of the convicts were incarcerated for politicol crime.,
and how many for other crimes. Acca-ding to V. E. Tsvetkov, tho.e who were convicted of
political crime by Ihe oblllSt' courts were send to Vladimir and the North (Ieslimony of V.B.
Tsvetkov in the survey). This does not necessarily indicate that ail iamates of the labour
camps in the Kalinin oblast' were "criminals," Ils Kopelev's case proves and as N.A. Zabelin
noticed in 1951 (testimony of N.A. Zabelin in tbe survcy; sec below). Political convicts
could bave been transported from otber areas to the Kalinin oblast'.
SS8Pako, 14713/2749, 11. 92/920b.

339Pako, 147/3/2479, Il.3161317.
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bath guarcls and conviets of the camps had been defieient since the

beginning of the yeat340 . Fish and vegetable ail did Ilot reach the camps.

'l'he absence of these foodstuffs in the aider colonies of the oblast', and

the additional shortage of vegetables in the recently created camps,

had led to a strong deterioration of the health of the z;udiuclteoJl)'e 341.

Fedosenko warned:

Witll the onsel of spring il is not impossible that a wave
of epidemic diseases and an increase in the mortality of
the convicts will occur. Apart from the absence of the above
indicated products, at this time with the pOOl' condition of the
roads, there are no possibilities for their delivery ta the
children's colony of Ostashkov, ta the Kesova Gara colony, ta the
glass factory of Borisovo, and ta a number of other colonies.342

I,'edosenko petitioned Boitsov ta give aid in arder to avoid these

impending disasters.

A cautio\ls estimate would propose a population of about 20,000

inmates in the corrective labour colonies of the Kalinin oblast' in 1946,

which would be diminished in the following two years by at least

roughly 15,000 who were transferred ta camps outside the oblast' on

the arder of the USSR MVD343. The decrease was mourned by Vorontsov

in a letter of August 1948 ta .\.A. Kuznetsov, for il had delayed

340Pnko, 147/4166, 1. lOS. Fedosenko demonstrnted remarkable staying power for the
times in whieh he was living: in May 1952, he still was the head of the MVD camp system
(Pako, 147/5/341, 1.91).
341Pllko, 147/4/66, 1.106.
3421bid.
343Pnko, 147/4/1126, 1.34. In Il document of 1948, a long Iist of camp points and colonies
Was givell, ineluding those of prisoner.l of war (l'alto, 147/411133, 1.2/2ob.). At this time
muny Soviet conviets and POW's were taken off their worlt on the construction of industrial
projeets, and many were transfelTed outside the oblast'. The camp nellr Konakovo, whicb had
helped to reeonstruet the porcelain factory, was closed in July 1948; camp No. 15 nellr
Rzhev WtlS dismantled as weil in July 1948. The pOW camp of the cotton fibre kombiLlllcof
Vyshnyi Voloehek was dissolved in April 1948, and so on. Towards the end of 1948, the
camp population great1y diminisbed in many of the camps that remained in operation.
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completion of several construction projects in the obli\st'. By August

1948, 5,000 people remained in the colonies, of whom at le;\st 1,000

were employed b)' the local MYD for their own pa..ticular purposes 01'

consumer-good production and agricultural labour.

A report of April 1948 gives an imp..ession of the MY)) camp

system in the oblast'344. On March l, 1948, there we..e eleven

co....ective labour colonies, four separate camp points, olle child..en's

labour colony, and one transfer prison. The combined popul;tlioll 01'

these amounted ta 10,037: 7,083 of whom we..e men, and 2,954 women.

Almost half (4,750) served a sentence of less than three years, one

fifth (2,046) of three ta five years, 30% (3,071) from five ta ten years,

and only ninetY-lllne served sentences of more than ten years345. The

report painted a picture of life in the camps in early 1948:

Apart from that, the circumstances of confinement of
tlle convicts have a strong impact on the production work. In a
number of colonies the convicts are badly provided with clothing.
In the separate camp point No. 101 of the town of Torzhok, out of
792 convicts, 638 have blankets, 335 sheets, 226 pillowcases;
out of 440 men, 314 have an undershirt, 291 have drawers, and
none of the convicts has towels.

The situation in this camp point is extremely bad witb
respect to footwear, which in general consists of patched up
summer shoes; as a result instances of frostbitten feet occur.
The feet of the convict Murav'ev froze wben he wore torn up
canvas boots and worked outside on December 24, 1947; because
of this he was unable ta work for an extended period of time. 'l'he
feet of the convict Novozentsev, barn in 1930, l'roze during work.
on January 4, 1948, after which he spent a long time ta recover.

344Pako, 147/4/1131, 11.14·15.
345This information undermines the idea of lakovlev that in ITK (1.spI'llVl~"J'no·lrvtlomJiI
koJonlin) in general conviets with a sentence of up to two years were held (see B. Illkovlev,
p.60).
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ln the camp point No. 104 lof the town of Rzhev/, severa!
convicts do not have a change of underwear and after a bath
dress again in dirty underwear, because of which a number of
convicts have gotten /ice.

ln colony No.6 of the town of Kaliazin, in the course of
Decemher and January, a situation of overpopulation existed,
when instead of 550, 830 people were detained there; owing Lü

this not ail convicts could be provided with bed linen. The
convicts had ta sleep with two people to one bunk. 'l'he
overclothes of the convicts were only provided for by 43%, felt
boots by 23%, and leather footwear by 35%. This a1l led ta the
occurrence of lice among the conviets.

. ..thus, colony No. 5 of the town of Vyshnii Volochek has a
birthing house, in which women are held in confinement who have
newborn infants; serious shortcomings occur here, which
lead to a large mortaüty among the babies.

ln the course of 1947, of the 360 children in the colony
105 died, which counts up to 26% [sic). The death of the children
resuJted from the foUowing causes: 37% died of pneumonia. of
dysenteria 16.5%, of diphteria 16.5%, of dyspepsia 12.5%, of
tubercu10sis 16%. Of those, 13.3% were children younger than a
month, 35.7% from one to three months, from three to six
months 30.4%, from six to twelve months 14.3%, and from one to
two years 3%.346

By June 1951, the economy of the Kalinin oblast' was still being

partially resurrected with the help of convicts of the corrective labour

colonies347. Apparently, Soviet convias were deployed both in Vyshnii

Volochek, at the "Proletarskii avangard" textile factory, and in Kalinin

at ''l'roletarka.'' '1'0 the dismay of Konovalov, the direction of the USSR

MV!) GULag had commanded the local MV!) to stop the convicts' work on

those reconstruction projects, and to transfer them to areas outside

the oblast'. Both the MV!) minister S.N. Kruglov, and A.N. Kosygin,

minister of light industry at this time, were asked by Konovalov to

346Poko, 1471411131, Il.14·15.
347Poko, 14715138, 1.1.
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leave at least 1,300 convicts working at the textile factorie~-348. In

April 1952, the security was reported to be deficient of convicts of

camp sector No. 1, who were building a wood-working factor)'-349. The

camp's fences, watchtowers, and wardng zone were in a neglected

state, and the convicts readily mixed at work with the free laboUl'ers

at the project.

Although at first glance the camp system in the Kalinin oblast'

seems have operated smoothly, and perhaps betLer than many other

parts of society, a doser inspection of the documents conjures up li

impression of organizational chaos similar to other areas. Drunkenness,

weak labour discipline, slipshod camp utilities , and so on, beleaguered

the efficient use of convict labout-350 _ Sometimes tMs led to massive

escapes, as apparently happened in 1946 at colony No. 12.

The occurrence of "familyness" among MVD workers was no

different from other branches of government and Party. [n 1948, among

the employees 01' the GULag and of the direction of industrial

construction at construction object No.833, twelve people were found

who had worked before with the MVD head of the project, one LepiJov,

in Kuibyshev351. Lepilov had even managed to transfer from Kuibyshev

sorne convicts who were appreciated for their skills! The Lepilov

"clique" was involved in embezzlement and other abuses, in which they

covered for each other.

The NKVD-MVD had the orphanages within the oblast' un der its

supervision as well. In January 1945, the oblast' NKVD directly

348Pako, 14715138, 11. 112.
349Pako, 147151341, 1.38.
350Pako, 147151341, 1.166.
351pako, 1471411125,· 11.149-153.
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administered six "child recepLion and distribution" centres (derskle

pdeDJJJiki-r;/sprede/ilel1) and one colony for juvenile deiinquents352 . At

that moment, 330 children were detained in those seven institutions.

However, in 1944 alone, 6,302 children had spent sorne time in one of

them, and since the beginning of the war more than 13,000 neglected

and homeless children had been processed.

Artel' the war, many of the orphans' parents had perished in the

war, although sorne certainly were children of parents serving camp

selltences353. Directly after the war, these orphanages were frequellt1y

left to lallguish. Around September l, 1945, the situation in sorne had

been brought ta the attention of the obkomburo that voiced its

dispJeasure354. The fuel stock for the coming wimel' was not being

amassed, food inadequately provided, supervision pOOl', and medicaJ

care lacking. ln the ll'in orphanage of Kimry, cases of typhoid had

occurred, and no bandages, iodide, and the Iike were available. The

children were not being taught elementary knowledge of hygiene or

about prevention of iIlness. Children of the second orphanage of

Ostashkov were roaming in the neighbouring countryside, stealing

potatoes and vegetables l'rom kolkhoz Jands. Others there were making

baskets and selling them ta Jocal inhabitants. Here apparently the

obkomburo saw a task for the Komsomol. It was obliged ta exert

stronger control over the orphans, partiaJly by reinvigorating the

Pioneel'S' organizations, that were moribund in many of the orphanages.

352Pako. 117/3/2679. 1.590b.
3531n 1949, there were sixty-eight orphanages in the oblast', with about 6,000 orphans;
in addition to those, 3.500 children were living with raster familles (pako, 147/4/1495.
1.73). The total number of orphans in the oblost' orphanages was 4,182 on January l,
1952 (Pako. 147151341, 1.57).
354Pako. 147/3/2702. 11. 980b-I01.
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In 1946, Boitsov con1'irmed the earHer exclusion by the raikom of

Ostashkov of the director of Ule aforementioned orphanage355 . The ex

director had disappeared by the time he was excluded. fol1owing his

dismissal or volumary departure in 1945. A descdption of the

director's unworthy behaviour was part of the report on his exclusion

received b)' Boitsov:

... Buchnev used to be drunk and started l'ights in fmnt of the
the children at the time of his work as head of orphanage No.2, he
squandered and appropriated products intended for the
nourishment of the children. He completel)' ignored the condition
of the obslTclTezlTitie of the orphanage, as a consequence of which
tlie children l'eH i11 and fled the orphanage. 356

In April 1952, the USSR Council of Ministers l'elt obliged to issue

a decree ta attempt ta bring the proliferation of homelt'ss children in

the RSFSR ta a halt357. Commissions were to be set up under the

authority of town and raion soviets to accommodate orphans. However,

by early 1953, many of tllese committees did not function at ail in the

Kalinin oblast'; sorne rai ons had not even bothel'ed to create them in the

t'irst place. Instead the militsiia, without much zeal, was engaged in

trying to supervise these children. In the special orphanage of Kamen'

(perhaps one for children whose parents had been "repressed" or for

juvenile delinquents), hooliganism was a frequent occurence,

schoolwork neglected, attempts to escape man)'.

The respondents in the survey often stated that they had Ilot been

aware of the camp system for political prisoners in the USSR. or that

355Pako, 147/4/57, 1.505.
356Ibid.
357Pako, 147151659, 1.149. The title of the decree, issued on April 8, 1952. wus "0
mertJ!dl /i/m'dtJtsji detskoi bt>spnzomosti v IlSFSR'.
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they had only heard sorne rumours about il. Hardly anyone rel'erred to

the l'act that corrective labour colonies actually existed within their

own province. Gnly a few, most 01' whom had travelled outside the

oblast' at the time or saw a relative arrested, admitted to knowing

more about the camp~-358. Faulty memory and the repression of

unpleasant facts in human memory might be at work here, because in

July 1945, for example, the NKVD OlJit'(granted, only represented by its

abbreviation) advertised for an economic specialist in the oblast'

newspapet-359. N.A. Zabelin, who was more knowledgeable than most in

358N. D. Eliseev did not know about the camp system, but together with his fellow workers at
the railroad depot sent on letters that were thrown out of trains that transported prisoners
(testimony of N.D. Eliscev in the survey). AN. Niltolaev saw his father return l'rom ten
years of camp (testimony of AN. Nikolaev in the survey). Several respondents l'rom
Konakovo raion remembered the convicts working at the construction of the Moskva-Volga
cannl in tbe 1930s (testimony of L.S. Solov'eva-Rntataeva, LA Rulev, N. V. Akhova. N.A
Akhov, L.P. Pliasnikova in the survey: sec 111.2). M.V. Kornetova lived in Magadan, where
her husbnnd served in the MVD troops (testimony of M. V. Kornetova in the survey). Kh. L
Lcibovich, an army officer, scrved for a while in the Far East, where "... there Was not one
large town without camps in the neighbourhood" (testimony of Kh.I. Leibovich in the
survey). P.A. Kashinov worlted for some lime in the Far East, where he helped to build
Komsomolsk on the Amur. He saw many politicnl prisoners and exiles there (testimony of
P. A. Kashinov in the survey). In contrast to Tiaglov and Kondrnshov, who obviously lied
wben they mnintained not to have known anytbing about labour camps when they were rai
and gorkom secretaries in the 1940s and early 1950s, the veteran Party member A.V.
Kruglova, who become n Communist in 1939. nlthough she gave few interesting answers, did
admit to having known about comps l'or "enemies of the people" la term, whicb she put in
brackets herself, she was one of the few who filled out the survey herself]. She added tbat
she was evel")' day unsure if she would be going home at night (testimony of A. V. Kruglova,
LL l'iaglov and A. A Kondrashov in the survey). Tiaglov and Kondrashov strike one as the
Soviet counterpnrts to the Nazi bureaucrats lÛter the second World War, trying to save their
neclts --or conscience!-- by denying any knowledge about the concentration camps: ''l'1r
hnbeD es m"cht çe",ulJrl" One of the anonymous repondents worked one month lÛter the war
in a camp, which was nli he could take. He did not want to describe what nll went on there,
because "now we know everything nlready [about them]". 'The things he saw in the camp
were worse than anything he saw in the war --and he had fought at Stalingrad. He still today
finds it hard to believe that Stalin himself wrote his signature on documents ordering the
execution of people (testimony of NN (questionnaire No.42) in the survey).
359pp 78011 July 10. 1945. p.2; (OIT/(" Obl//SfDye lsprovitel'Llie Trudof7e KoloLlÙj. Of
course. the inhabitnnts could be uoder the impression that ooly criminais were held in these
camps. These kind of camps for criminal convicts still exist in Russia today. Still. it scems
worthwhile to quote Solzhenitsyn in this respect:"The permanent lie becomes the ooly SlÛe
form of existence, in the sarne way as betrayal. Every wag of the tongue can be overheard by
liOmeone, evel")' facial expressioa ob:erved by someone. Therefore evel")' word. if it does not
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• the survey because of his age and his activities with the local society

of kraevedy (students of local history. geography and folklore). knew of

a camp on the territory of the kOl11lJioat "Proletarka" in Kalinin. and

noticed that the hamlet Peremerki near Kalinin was one big camp360. He

argued that the town of Kalinin was not only resulTected by its

inhabitants, but also by convicts and POW·s. His observations are indeed

corroborated by archivai evidence.

have to be a direct lie. is nonetheless obliged not to conuadict the generat. common lie.
There exists a collection oi ready·made phrases. of labels. a selection of ready-made lies"
(Solzbenitsyn. Tbe Gulgg. III· IV. p.646). It seerns that the survival of this particular trait
might have played a role in the deDiaI by many respondents of baving bad knowledge of the
system of corrective labour camps. Compare also 10 Turcbin: "Definitely. many did not
tnow. of cO\ll'lie. because they did not want 10. they were afrald 10 tnow. There existed
sometbing of a not·agreed·upon·agreement between government and citizens: the powen
that be created an informational barrier. and the citizens were happy. that they could not
but be unable 'to know'" (Turchln. IQertsjja SQ"khg. p. 21).
36Ofeslimony of N.A. Zabelin in the survey; he also witnessed the scbool of whlch he 1uId
been appointed director in 1951 being built by convicts in the "dosed" suburil of Miialovo.
He adcled tbat tbere were inmates RlDona the zebwho bad been convicted on the buis of the
"polilica1" articles of the RSFSR Criminal Cod,e.
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CHAPTER VII: DEMOGRAPHY

The following chapters will attempt to explore the lives of the

population at large in the Kalinin oblast' between roughly 1945 and

1953, as opposed to the machinations of the authorities and the

population's reactions to it, which have been described thus far.

However, it would be wrong to conclude that daily liCe took place

autonomously and was allowed to unfold without interference by the

authorities. The state (or Party-state as some will have it) and society

were intertwined in manifold and intricate ways in Stalin's Russia. It

would be artificial to try to unravel the two and describe each

separately. Every inhabitant of the oblast' was consistently forced to

malte compromises with the Party, the government, and the security

organs, virtually every dayl. No one could ever afford to forget about

the ever watchful authorities. When a religious holiday was celebrated

in the countryside, the villagers had to hope that the local authorities

would look upon it benevolendy or, at least, view it as a necessary

evil, allowed only if the villagers worked as hard as possible to fulfill

the procurement plans.

Someone could attempt to add something to his or her meagre

income by some form of domestic production (such as sweater knitting,

dressmaking, shoe repairing. carpentry, and the like), thus exploiting

the constant scarcity of consumers' goods. But it would expose oneself

to the constant danger of denunciation by an envious or politica1ly

l"Por the Party-seate of eomm1lllism wu DOt a ltItic dair. nor did it ever succeed in
realizin, fully ils upirlllion to tola! conll'OI over. or displacemeJlt of, society. Since sucb
total control is impossible, the Leninist reJim.e was constant'y at Will' with the recalcilrant
reality of Russlan society" (Mali., p.89).
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zealous neighbour, or, perhaps closer to lhe trulh, of the <luthorilil's

suddenly deciding, due ta sorne kin<1 of wbim, ta take action agaïnst

those who worked on the side. Even if someone had bl'en always toeing

the line, never straying from correct potitica!, social, and economic

behaviour, there was the possibility of being called in for questioning

by the organs. Even arrests were arbitrary at limes. Sorne were inviled

to show their loyalty by working as informers l'or the organs. an offer

which could not be refused. Sometimes one was selected by the organs,

sometimes one was denounced (l'ven by one's relatives), somelimes one

could be made culpable for acts (or the absence thereof) aboul which

one was either unaware or unable ta affect. The following may generale

an image of life proceeding independently l'rom the wishes and orders

of the authodties2. However, it should be stressed, in extremi.s; tbat

Big Brother was watching, or tbought ta be walching, everywhere, ail

tbe time.

V II. 1 Population Losses

It is impossible ta assess the exact population loss of the Kalinin

oblast' as a result of the war. The geographical boundaries of the

oblast' and consequently the size of the population vatied widely at

different times. Apart l'rom that, there are no precise population

statistics for the USSR for the period 1939-1959, and the numbers for

2Recently, lu. Igritskii remarked rightfu117 that the regime might indeed have aimcd for
total control over society, bllt that this was unattainable in practice (Igritskii, "SnoVll... ,"
p.ll). Small pockets of Iife remained olllSide of the control of the aulhorilies. sach as the
famil}', certain habits and traditions, crime, and the innermost thougbts of the people.
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1939 are very questionable3. Nevertheless, a maximum of 320,000

deaths related to the war seems to be reasonable4 .

There are two reports from Boitsov, one to A.A. Kuznetsov, the

other to N. Voznesensky and A.A. Kuznetsov, of early May 1946, in which

1J0iisuv mentions population numbers for the oblast'5. According 10 bis

Iïgures, in the seven years sinee 1939 the oblast' population --of the

post-August 1944 size-- had shrunk by more than 550,000, or 25%;

over 460,000 fewer people (29%) lived in the eountryside in Mareh

1946 in eomparison with 1939. Perhaps around 50,000 people, who

were still in the Red Army in May 1946, eould he added to the oblast'

population number of 1.6 million that Boitsov gives6. Boitsov's numbers

al-e mystil'ying because a maximum of 320,000 inhabitants of the

oblast' died during the war? Did around a quarter million fail to return

l'rom evaeuation aJ'ter Mareh 1943? One is inelined to seriously doubt

the aceuracy of his numbers for 1939, 1946, or t'or both years

eombined, since on January 1, 1947, ailer an annual growth of the total

population by perhaps 10,000 in 1946, the kolkhoz population was

3See 1lI.2.
4See IV.2.
5Pnko, 147/4/63, 1.132 und 1.135; sec Table 2. These numbers are also mentioned in
Qcherkj, pp.530 and 531, which probably used the same source ns 1 did (this is impossible
to eSlnblish, sinee the Pnrty archive's records have been reorganized Il11d renumbered since
Qcherki wns writlen). Sec V.3 l'or more on the reports. Compnre to the numbers l'or the
USSR as given by LM. Volkov, "Znsultbn... ," l'A.
6By Mnrch 1948, two yem later, most of the war veterans had been demobilized,
numbering around 93,000 to 94,000 (see Table 8 and Chapter III). If 1 may venture an
eslimale here -- based on Tables 2,3, and 14 mainly--, then on Janunry l, 1947, the
populalion was composed of roughly 500,000 town dwellers --including those who lived in
the smaller towns-·, 780,000 people living on collective farms, 50,000 soldiers, and al
least 250,000 to 300,000 others, most of whom were officially rural residents. The bst
group is dirricult 10 place, but ail statistical sources agree on its presence in the countryside
(see below). Therefore the total population of the oblan' would amount 10 1.6 to 1. 7 million
on January l, 1947.
?Sœ IV.2.
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215,000 smaller than on January 1, 1941 (a drop of 22%, ;1I1d thus far

less than the plummet of 29% of the rural population that lloitsov lHid

referred to in the repon)8.

One Soviet source discems a decrease l'rom :1 ,668,000 in 1926 ta

:1,489,200 in 1939 for the 1967-territory'l. When translated i11l0 the

dimensions of the post-1945/pre-1956 oblast', one would expect ;1

population in 1939 which was not larger than 2,000,000. However,

Boitsov mentioned a bustling population of 2,169,800 in J939. Agai Il,

Boitsov's figures seem suspect. ln fact, if one compares the drop in the

number of inhabitants of the Soviet statistical handbooks for the

"smaller" oblast' between 1926 and 1939, with the recently published

population numbers in Sotsjologjcheskje Issledoyanija for the "Iltrger"

Kalinin oblast' for 1926 and 1937, there is reason to be very suspicious

of Boitsov's numbers for 193910 . Accot'ding to the figures of the

information given by Poliakov et al in 1990, the popuJ ation of the

"largest" oblast' feU by more than 265,000 between December 1926 and

January 1937, or by 7.7%11. Now the population decline of the "larger"

1967-territory between 1926 and 1939 (approximately 178.000)

amounted to 6.7% (according to a calculation based on Soviet

statistics)12. In a calculation based on the numbers provided by

8Compare Tables 5 and 14. Since the kolkhoz population on January l, 1947, must have
been just below 50% of the total oblll5t' population, the naturnl growth of the kolkhoz
population cannat have been more than 5,000 in 1946. and the drop of the kolkhoz
population remains at 22% between January 1941 and January 1946.
9See Table 2; i. e. Kaliojnslc:aia Obl8!lt' za SO let .. , pp. 11112.
10See Poliakov et al., "Polveka.... " [Il, p.16.
11Thi. is the oblast' in its largest incarnation of 1935-1944, alrnoSl two-thirds Jarger
than the guberniia of 1926 or the oblast' alter August 1944 (compare to Table 1).
12See Table 1 and Table 2. [t should be pointed out that the Soviet source (K.alinin:lk.ai.1I
oblAS!' zg SO let.." p.12) is blatantiy wrong about the date of the 1939 census: it states that
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contempor<lrY sources on the 1926 census and Boitsov's numbers for

1939 that were gi ven ln the repolt (approximately 142,000, because

the oblast' al'ter 1945 --the size of which Boitsov probably used in his

reckoning-- was roughly 2,000 square kiJometers larger in size than in

1926)13. the population drop amounted to 6.3% for the same period.

The trend that is evident in l)oliakov's numbers leads one to

expect a Jurther dip in the population in 1937 and 1938, since the

population had precipitated consistently Îll the 1930s, a result of

collectivization and the exodus of the population of Kalinin oblast' to

the areas that experienced a rapid level 01' indus!rialization al'ter

192914 . The total drop for the ten-year period l'rom Jate 1926 to early

J937 amounted to 7.7%; therefore the annual average drop to 0.77% for

the territory of the "Iargest" oblast' (1935-1944 size). If one would

dismiss the fact that Ihe annuai rate of the population los5 increased

as a consequence of the purges 01' 1937-1938, one would expect as a

l'esult the oblast' population ta be approximately 9.2% smaller in early

193915 .

this census was held in December 1939. In facto this cen5Us took place in January 1939
(see Poliakov el nI.. "Polveka...." [II]. p. 49).
13The telTilory was 3% smaller in 1926 than in 1946 (sec Table 1). Thus Il .eem. 10 he n
reasonable estimale to propose Ihal in 1936 on the 1926-letTltory 3% le.s people lived
than given in Doilsov's nUlnbers for 1939. Therefore in 1939, according to Boitsov's
number•• approximotely 2.1 million people lived on the territory of the 1926-guberniia
(sec Table 2). Following Boitsov's figures, the population of thol territory fell by 142,000
between 1926 and 1939.
14See Poliakov et al., "Polveka... ," [1], p.11.
15At least, because there are indications that the population actually increased until 1929,
nnd the average annuR! drop aCter 1929 must have been higher in fact (see Altrichter,
Tabelle VI, p.20S). The largest plummet probably occurred in the 1929-1933 period,
because of col1ectivization and because of the absence of the passport regimentation, but the
introduction of the latter seems to have been hardly an impcdiment for the migration to the
lowns. if one has to judge by the evidence on the postwar exodus from the countryside (see
below).
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This was, however, far l'rom lhe cas~ for lh~ ar~as calculal~d

above: lhe dectine her~ was ~ilh~r 6.3% or 6. 7% betw~~n lat~ 1926 and

early 1939. One reason for lhis discrepancy may ow~ la lhe facl lhal

the lerritory that would be separated in 1944 was largely agricullUral:

one wou Id expecl a higher level 01' emigralion and viclims of

"dekulakizatioll" than in the more indusll'ialized r~gion lhat rem'lill~d

part of the Kalinill oblast'. Sorne 01' lh~ lowns of th~ lall~r ar~a might

bave received some of the rural immigrants, who lhus remained a

sector of the oblast' population in the 1930s.

Therefore the drop in the smaller oblasl' (1944·1956 size) may

have been less between 1926 and 1939 than in th~ len'ilory of th~

1935-1944 oblast'. At the same time, it would be wrong to expect toI)

much of a dil'ference in the population plummet of the "sep.mll~d"

western part and the eastern "rump" that conlinued 'IS lh~ Kalinin

oblast' after August 1944: even lhe "small~r" oblasl' had by 1946 slill

more than twice as many rural as urban dwellers. 'l'h~ "sma\l~r" ohlast'

can certainly not be defined as a cenlre 01' industry, a fact which

exerled a very strong "pull" on its own rural population to leave lhe

collective farm and join the labour force of, for example 'l'ver', Rzhev,

or Vyshnii Volochek in the 1930s. [nstead of this, many uf the rural

migrants departed for Moscow, Leningrad. or lhe industrial cilies of the

Urais.

II' the trend did continue for the oblast' of the 1935-1944 size,

and the drop in population numbers amounted to 9.2% by 1939, lhen in

absolute numbers the population decrease would have come up tu around
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321,000 between 1926-193916. We saw before, when following

BoiLsov's numbers. that the drop for the 1926-guberniia territory in

absolute numbers was 142,000. Therefore in this calculation the

western terriLory. separated l'rom Kalinin oblast' in August 1944,

would lose in the period 1926-1939 179.000 people to migration,

collectivization. et cetera. If one compares the population of the 1926

guberniia wlth the population of the Kalinin oblast' territory of 1935

1944. tben the population of this western part amounted to 1.245,600

in 192617 . The population loss in the area (that was ta be separated in

1944) during the years 1926-1939 would have been 14.4% according to

this calculation. It seems unlikely tbat the western area, that would

become part of the Velikie Luki and Pskov oblasts in 1944, woul": have

relinquished proportionally more than double the amount the "rump"

lost in the 1930s.

The impact of tbe purges would lead one to believe tbat the

population losses were higber than 0.77% annually in 1937 and 1933.

Al'ter ail, it bas been pointed out that. between 1935 and 1937 in the

counu'yside alone of the Kalinin oblast'. more than 2% of the people

were arrestedl8. Therefore it becomes even less likely that the 6.3% or

6.7% losses of population betV'!een 1926 and 1939 in the "smaller"

oblasts are correct.

Now if one. instead. assumes that Boitsov in fact described the

loss of population of the smaller oblast' between January l2lZ and

1946 in his report of 1946. the discrepancy is less between the drop of

16See Poliakov et al .• "Polveka...•" [1]. p.16.
17Compare Poliakov et al.• "Polveka...• " [1]. p.16 to Table 2.
18See lIJ.2.
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the "largest" oblast' and the smal1er oblast': the annual average

between laIe 1926 and early 1937 for the 1935 -1 944-lerrilory is

0.77% and for the 1926-tertitory 0.63%, instead of 0.77% and 0.53%.

Conquesl has recently reiterated that the census figures published in

1939, on which lhe Soviet stalistical handbook must have based ilsell',

were faked19 . Mi11ions were added who existed "only on paper." Thal

leads one ta conclude, first of aH, that the drop noted by the Soviet

statistical handbook for the period 1926-1939 was probably hU'ger

• than the near 180,000 for the terrilory of the 1967-oblasl'20. Il is,

moreover, very plausible as weil that BoilSOV'S report assigned a

substantial number of the lasses due ta lhe "Great Purge" 10 lhe Jasses

sustained in the Second World War by the oblast'. He might have done

this deliberdtely. If this was the case, it can be explained as an appeal

for some clemency towards his domain t'rom the central leadership by

exaggerating the war lasses through adding the lasses due ta lhe Gl'eat

Purge. However, it might be that he used, perfectly legitimately, the

falsified numbers for the province of the 1939 census.

The number of 1.6 million for 1946 was not tao l'al' removed l'rom

the correct figure. as will be seen l'rom a dil'l'erent calculation here

below and from another report of 1951 on the population numbers of

the oblast' ta the Central Committee. It reinforces the idea that the

numbers used for 1939 were misleading, which is not surprising

considering the strange history of the census held in this year21.

19Conquest, "Academe... ," p.95.
20I.e. Kaljnjo.kajg oblll:lt' zg 50 let ,p.12.
21See 111.2 and above.
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One can try to calculate the oblast's population ob1ast' in a

dil'I'erent way. In 1946-1948 around 92,000 children were born and

survived childbirth; roughly 400,000 chi1dren up to fourteen years old

Iived within the ob1ast' borders in early 194922. The actua1 amount of

births l'rom 1946 ta 1948, including those infants who died berore

reaching the age of one, was probab1y around 100,00023 . Consequently,

the annual average amount of births was rough!y 33,000 during these

three years. The natality for these years was around twenty per 1,000

illhabitants24 . ln this calculation, too, the population of t1le oblast'

would amount to around 1,650,000 in early 194925.

This 1ast number is repeated in a letter of June 21, 1951, l'rom

first secretary Konovalov, written just before his disgrace, to Central

Committee secretary Malenkov26 . The intention of the letter's author

22Pako, 147/'11L549 , 1.57. More than 250,000 of whom Iived on collective farms (see
Table 14).
23When the mortality of newboms is taken as being 10%, which confonns to the numbers
given in the some report--in 1946 8.8 per 100 newborn babies died, in 1947 13.8%, and
in 1948 9.0% (see Table 5).
24Table 5: for 1946 the birthntte was 20.2 per thousand, for 1947 21.4 per thousand, and
for 1948 19.4 per thousand inhabitants.
25Tbat is by dividing 33,000 by 20 and multiplying tbis by 1,000. In 1948, according to
the report, 32,000 children were born that surYived (Pako, 147/4/1549, 1. 57); an
additional 3,000 might have been bom who died at or soon after birth -a1though, of
course, some of the newly bom would still succumb to an ilIness before their lirst birtbday.
Thus the total births were around 35,000 in 1948, when the average natality was 19.4 per
1000. This would produce a total population in 1949 of 1,800,000. This number seems
rather high, wben tbe kolkhoz population in January 1950 was 825 ,500 (Pako,
147/5/906, 1.2) and the population of the larger towns was estimated to be around
435,000. More thon 500,000 people would have had to live in smaller towns, raion
centres, and urban type settlements, or not be kolkhoz members, but sti11living in villages.
Below it will be orgued that the number of the latter group was probably closer to 300,000.
26Pako, 147/5/36, U. 135/136. If we follow Konovalov's numbers and combine it with the
numbers on the kolkhoz households of Table 14, then the total population of roughly 1.6
million, would have consisted of 550,000 who Iived in urban communities, and aImost
170,000 who were members of the collective farms or their dependents. That would leave
about 300,000 unaccounted for, the same 300,000 which seem hard to place in 1946 or
1956. Kerblay describes the increase of the proportion of rural dwel1ers that wcre not
employed in agriculture: "En 1923 la population non agricole vivant Il la campagne dépassait
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was to have the oblast' promoled to the "first category" (presumanly of

oblasts) of salaries and staff, from lhe "second calegory" le which il

had belonged since 1935. ln other words, Konovalov allempted ta

request more funds l'rom the Central Commiuee. at least for tbe l'arty

organization of the Kalinin oblast', and perhaps for its governmenl and

economy, tao. As part of his argument, Konovalov slated thal on January

1, 195 l, the oblast' had more than l.6 million inhabitants, of whom

551,000 were urban dwellers2?

Compared to the population number of 1926, when the size of

Tver' guberniia was even 3% smaller tban that of tbe Kalinin ob1<lst' of

tbe 1940s, the plummet is stunning: twenty yeat's lalel' the oblast' had

650,000 inhabitants fewer28 , A certain part of tbis decline owed lo the

continued migration of inhabitants to places outside the oblast'

borders, even after the introduction of internal passports. One sixth 01'

the population had perhaps perished in the war, but besides that

enormous decrease, there is a distinct drop in population numbers as

weIl between 191.6 and 193929 . Within these years, the population had
----------_._---- . ----- - _. --..

de près de 696 le total de population urbaine de l'URSS il l'epoque; en 1955 011 l'CUl estime.'
que plus de 30% de la population classée aujounJ'hui comme rurale n'est pas liée 1\
l'agriculture" (Kerblay, 1'.329, footnote 1).
Konovalov was, of course, aided or hindered in this by the faet that there had nol been an
AlI-Union census since 1939 and most of the data of that census hod beco suppres5ed. One
could suspeet thot perhops fewer people lived in the oblnst' than the local l'orly chief
actually thought in June 1951, or thot he even deliberately wos engaged in exaggerating the
population in order ta exttact more means l'rom Moscow. [n othcr words, Konovalov would
have been Irying ta emu[ale Gogol'5 Chichikov! lt is unclear how people lilte Boitsovor
Konovalov arrived at their population nwnbers. Gue5swork no doubt played ils part.
2?The way tbe number is written in the letter means lhat the oblast' had more Ihan
1,600,000, but less than 1,700,000 inbabilanls. If compared to Boilsov'S numbers for
1939, it is clear tbat by tben the urban population WlIS baclc ta its prewar and pre-purge
size.
28See Table 2.
290n population lasses in the war, see [V.2. One sixlb of the inbabitants of the Kalinin
oblast' would have becn killed in tbe war, if one estimates thal 320,000 died (which is a
reasonable estimate for tbe deaths in the war), and the lotal population (of the smaller
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diminished by more than 140,00030 . In 1928, the number of peasants'

households in 'l'ver' guberniia in the countryside had been 429,579,

when the average household had 5.1 members: so the peasant population

was around 2,190,00031. Althougll quite a few people were counted as

rural dweHers. who were not kolkhoz members. the number of kolkhoz

households by 1941 was only 275,900, with a total population of

999,00032. According to these numbers, in thirteen years the number of

people who workeJ as agricultural producers and their dependents in

the oblast' would have precipitated by more than one miLlionl

The fall in size of the average household is also remarkable for

such a short timespan: from 5.1 in 1928 to 3.6 in 1941. There is Httle

doubt that the population of the guberniia-oblast' toppled by at least

650,000 between 1926 and 1946, since tllP. tïgures for both years could

be verilïed.

oblo5l') hod been arowld 1.9 million in 1941 (see above, and IV.2). Some of the population
lo••es during the war were due to the evacuation of inhabitants to the East. Boitsov mentions
in the letler of Moy 1946 cited above Ihe evacuotion of 30,000 young people in 1942, for
exomple (Poko, 14714/63, 1.132 and see V.3).
30lt is impossible to e.timote how much of this drop was causcd by migration, and how much
by "ullllaturol deaths"; the natural growth in the 19305 probably was not very high if in
19'10 the natality per 1,000 inhabitftllts was only 3.3 higher than the mortality (see Table
5; in 1940 the birthrote was 24.4 per 1,000 and the deathrate 21.1 per 1,000, while
22.1 childrea died of every 100 born). The mortality for 1940 was sa high ··ns high as it
would be in the war year 19'14!--, that the present author thought of a possible confusion
of 19'11 with 19'10, bUI since the year 19'10 is twice repeated in the document, while no
numbers for 1941 arc givea, the numbers are most lilœly right. After all, it was probably
impossible to give any numbers on birth· and death rates for 19'1I, when the oblast' was in
a stnte of utter chaos in the second half of the yenr.
If the growth per 1,000 inhabitants was 3.3 in 1940, then the nbsolute population growth
in the oblast' ..if t'cr the snke 01' convenience Boitsov's numbet'S t'or 1939 are appHed in
the calculation-- in that year WaS slightly more than 7,000. The natural growth from
1926-1937, if there was any, should of course be added to the 1055 of the more than
140,000 mentioned here. In contra51 to the 1930s, the natural population growth in the
period 1926-1929 wu probably quite high (see Altrichter, p.68). Therefore, the
population loss betwccn 1926 and 1937 must have been higher than 140,000.
31Altrichter. Tabelle VI, p.20S.
32See Table 14.
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[t is very doubtful that almost :Ill of the [oss of 550,000 was

sustained during the war, :lS Boitsov maintains in May 1946. The lasses

during the war were due ta war-related deaths :lnd the n:ltur:11 decline

of the population (320,000), as well as ta the departure of inhabitants

because of the evacuation, army service, :lnd sa on. But the [osses due

ta the latter factor cannat have been close ta 250,000: the inhabitants

of the more populated area of the oblast' did not evacuate in large

numbers, or probably returned saon after the Nazi retreat33 . Almost ail

of the mobilized soldiers flocked home al'ter demobilization, il' they

survived the war, or are accounted for among the number of military

deaths.

Three causes for the prewar population decline are discernible:

industrialization and the migration of rural dwellers ta the

industriaHzing towns outside the oblast'; collectivization

(dekulakization); and the Great Purge. If one estimates the lasses until

1937 as a result of the first two factors at 140,000, then apart

from the 320,000 deaths during the war-- a decline of about 200,000

took place between January 1937 :lnd May 1946, due ta migration,

wartime evacuation, and the Great Purge. [n this calculation, the

natural growt11 of the population between 1926 and 1946 has not been

taken into account. lt appears from the postwar numbers that this

growth was more or less lost ta the yearly emigration ta places

outside the oblast': in 1956 or 1959 there were probably as many

residents of the Kalinin oblast' as in 1946 or 19513~.

33See Lorenz, Sœi.IIgcsehjehte, p.287 for the re-evacuation.
3~An estimate for April 1956 in a statistieal handbook for the total oblast' population WlIIl

1.6 million (Narodooe Kbozjaistyo, p.6). In 1959, aecording to the eensus, Kalinin oblast',
whieh had growo about 25% in Si7.e witb Il oumber of sparse1y populated tRions in 1951,
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ln the postwar peri ad, the rural population was largesl around

1948-1949 --at which lime the wartime soldiers had a11 been

demobilized35 . Then the kolkhoz population feH short by more than

150,000 souls (approximate1y 15%) of the figure of January 1, 1941.

One source estimates an approximate loss in the largest oblasl' towns

of 40,000 between 1939 and 1950 (therefore amounting ta a Joss of

Jess than 10%)36.

'l'he estimate of 941,500, which a Soviet publication gives for the

rur,,1 popuJation in April 1956, seems on the surface hard to reconcile

wilh the facl that in 1952 (according lo anolher, probably more

reliable, source) 1ess lhan 700,000 people were living in households on

collective farms3? Sorne 300,000 people in lhal case would have been

had 1.8 million inhabitMts (see Tables 1 and 2; see 0150 V.3 for Boitsov's letter of May
1946 on the emigration).
35Pnko, 147/51906, Il.112. In tbe USSR 85 a whole, tbe kolkhoz population had fallen by
18% in late 1944 in comporison with 1940, Md the able-bodied workers on the collective
farms even by 38% (SovelSkoja derevnia" .. p.42). Male kolkhoz workers had decreased
from 14.6 million in 1940 to 5.1 million at the end of 1945, Le. by 2.9 times. By lote
1945 in the USSR, tbe number of adult and underaged (teenagers between twelve and sixteen
in this case) kolkhozniks, who actually worked on the collective fanns, was still 18.7% less
tban in 1940, in spite of tbe arrival of the first two waves of demobilized soldiers
(Sovetskaio derevnio .. ". 1'.44).
36Kalinjnskoio OOlost' zo 50 let, , , 1'.13. Nelidovo W85 not a part of the oblast between 1944
Md 1957. The towns of Kalinin, Bezhetsk, Bologoe, Vyshnii Volochek, Kashin, Kimry,
Konnkovo, Ostashkov, Rzhev, Md Torzhok bad according ta a census of December 1939
476,500 inhabitants; according to the estimate made in this publication, in 1950 they
combined for a total of 435,300; this number confirms more or less Boitsov's of 1946. The
share of urban inhabittlRts in the oblast' rose from 27% in 1939, to 30% in 1946, and
44% in 1959; in the USSR as a whole, it rose ~rom 33% in January 1940, ta 40% in
1951 (see Table 2; Sovetskaio dereynjo" .. 1'.106).
3?Compnrc Norodnoc Khoziojstvo.. " 1'.6 with Table 14. Norodnoe Khozioistvo"" 1'.25
indicates a supposed number of kolkhoz households of 216,949 on January 1, 1957 --that
is more than 26,000 less tban on January l, 1952. If tbe household size --as was shown
above-- W85 on average three persons, then about 650,000 people were living on kolkhozy
in early 1957. lt is ratber curious, but probllbly true, that an additionol 300,000 people
Iived among them, who did not work or live in tbe kolkhozy --certllinly if only 8,500
people worked in 1956 on the oblast' sovkhozy (Norodnoe Khoziojstvo,,,, 1'.54). The number
of 941,500 for April 1956 was an estimll!e tbat was probably somewhat off because tbe
statistician(s) May bave ooly 100ked at tbe resvlts of the last Census of 1939, held eighteen
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living in 1956 in the countrysicle without residing on collective farms .

lt is rather surprising to fincl that almost one thircl of the people who

livecl in the countrysicle al'ter the war did not participate in the

collective farm system. Hetween 1945 and 1953, only li few worked 011

state l'arms. Aside l'rom them, there were crd l"tsm en , such :IS

construction workers, cobblers, and the Iike. Others had full-time jobs

in the lumber, brick, or peat industry, white still others probably were

permanent MTS, transport, services, government, and administration

workers. Theil' dependents, and here and there sorne pensioners, should

be aclded in order to l'ully comprehend the existence of such a large non

kolkhoz group of rural dwellers.

ln the kolkhozy, the population decline was 151,500 (15%)

between 1941 and 1949, in the last year of which the postwar

collective farm population was at its peak38 . After 1949, the number of

people living in the countryside started ta drop once more. 'l'he number

of people working in the economy outside the kolkhozy in Septembel~

1950 was almost the same number working in these occupations in

September 194039 . However, according ta official numbers on January

1, 1951, 230,000 fewer people lived in the kolkhozy corn pared ta

years eadier and probably false! The number migbt bave been p81tially an extrapolation on
the basis of the resullS of that Census or, perhaps, on the basis of the 1926 Cen.us. A
substantial inaease in size occurred in 1957, when nine raions were added to the obla!Jt', 50

that it increased by 17,100 km2. Thus in 1959 it was about 25% largcr in size thon ;n
1956--, but the Census of January 1959 eounted only 200,000 people more than the
estimate for April 1956 (Compare to KaJ.ininskaja oblast' za 50je!=, pp.11I12). [t seems
to be true Ihat Many \ived in the countryside without being kollthozniks (Kerhlay, p.329,
foomote [; see above): the workers in certain industries that were rurally based, some
rural artisans, and Ihere was an extraordinary number of small bureaucrats and
government officiais living there, particularly in the raion centres (see as weil Abramov,
p.69 and pp.70-72). The brick faetory in Diagilovo near Udoml'ia was an example of one oC
the rurally based faetories (testimony of V.P. Krylov and M.A. Smirnov in the survey).
S8See Table 14.
S9See Table 33.
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January l, 1941, and there were 160,000 adult and 27,500 teenage

able-bodied workers fewer. The total labour population --apart perhaps

l'rom full-time Party workers who have not been accounted for in the

statistical sources-- was in early 1941 about 940,000, but in early

1951 only about 744,00Q'lo. The loss of labour had virtually been

corn pletely sustained by the collective farms.

In late 1950, women formed 57.1% of the non-kolkhoz worle

force; by January l, 1951, women represented 68.5% of the work force

of able-bodied aduJts on the collective farms. ln January 1941, women

had already formed a startling 62.0% of the able-bodied adult work

force on the kolkhozy!41. This number makes one wonder even more why

so few women acquired leading positions within the highest Party and

government levels of the oblast' during or after the war.

The average annual natality between January 1946 and January

1949 was slightLy above 30,OOQ'l2. The annual natural growth can be

calculated l'rom the numbers given in Table 5, and must have been

roughly 10,000 pel' year. It is likely that the natural growth of the

population was higher aiter 1948, because the worst postwar

deprivations (particularly emphasised in 1946 and 1941) were finally

over. [n April 1956, if we are to accept the estimate of one statistical

handbook, the same number of people lived in the oblast' as in 1946.

This shows the level of migration in a period when there was not much

of a loss due ta "Unnatural Deaths" as in the pre-l946 period. The

40That is, if the labour population on January l, 1941, was composed of 351,000 workers
and employees and 590,000 leenage and adult kolkhozniks, and on January l, 1951, of
348,000 workers and employees and 396,000 kolkhozniks (see Tables 14 and 33).
41See Tables l'l, 33 and 34. ln the USSR in 1950, 56'16 of the total population was female
(see Ryan, Prentice, Table 1.1, p.13).
42Pako, 147/4/1549, 1.57.
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surplus resulting l'rom natu(<ll growth disappeared through emigrôltion,

a procéSS that has continued llntil our time, when the oblast' --although

of a larger size than in April 1956-- ~1ill contain" 1.6 million

inhabitants43 .

III spite of the above estimates, for lack of trustwol1hy

statistics, it is impossible to reconstruct conc1usively the ex.lct

population movement in the oblast' for the period 1926-195944 . It is

therefore also irrealizable ta assess the precise causes of the

population lasses. [irom 1929 onwards, the col1ectivization, the purges,

and the war led to innumerable "Unnatur-,d Deaths. "45 The depl'ivatiolls

of the 1930s prabably caused a dramatic plunge in the natural growth

rate of the population Olt thOlt time as we1146 . Mter the war, the

migration of locals to areas outside the oblast' cantinued to deplete the

populace of the 'l'ver' province, as it had done since perhaps the 1850s

and stil1 daes even taday: it caused the total number of inhabitants to

remain l'rom 1946 onwards virtual1y stagnant for the next forty-five

years.

vn.2 Population Growth and Health

ln the 19th century the 'l'ver' guberniia had a very bigb child

mortality, even in comparison with the neigbbouring guberniias of

43See Tables 2 Md 4.
44For reasons of convenience 1. 6 million --which was probably not Loo far from the actual
nwnber of the oblast' population-- is considered to be the population between 1945-1953.
45A tenn used by a dissident who. as a resident o( Kalinin in the 1970s , tried to establish
the extent o( the demographic consequences o( Stalin's policies (or the USSR (Iosif G.
Dyadkin. Uonatn! Deaths io the USSR 1928-1954. New Brunswick: Transaction Books.
1983 ) .
46As was expressed in the decrease of the average household size in tbe countryside.
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Novgorod and Pskov47. During the years from 1887 through 1891, on

average 344 per 1,000 newborn children died as infants annually. The

mortality in the guberniia in general was 40.1 per 1,000 annually in the

years 1860-1869, 36.3 in 1895, and 38 in 1901. As is c1ear from the

Ilumbers in the table, during the immediate postwar years the death

rate of newborns was by comparison significantly lower48 . Although

the statistics are incomplete, the average percentage of infant deaths

constituted roughly 10% of the number of births in 1945-1947, a

plummet of more than three times, even in the economicaHy tormented

postwar period49 . On the other hand, twenty-two per hundred children

died before reaching the age of one in 194()50. This indicates an

improvement in healthcare with respect to babies in the Kalinin oblast'

in the war and postwar years51.

1990
17.4
21.8

RSFSR
USSR

47See G.S. Mazanov, N.A. Frolova, "ZdravookhrW1enie Tverskoi gubernii-KaHninskoi oblasti
zn 50 let Sovetskoi vlasti," in Zdrayookbrnnenie Kaliniosko; obiasti Zll 50 let. Moskva:
Moskovskii rabochii , 1967, pp.5-24, p.6. la Novgorod guberniia the child mortPtity WlIS in
tbis period annualty 326 per 1,000; in Pskov guberniia 287 per 1,000; in Russia as a
wbole 269 per 1,000.
48See Table 5.
49See Tables 5 and 6. Table 6 is based on reporls of the head of the militsiia of the oblast' to
the first obkom secrelnry on the monthly population movement. In the 1980s the mortality
l'Ille of children before one year old per 1,000 newbom would be approximately Cive limes
10wer in the RSFSR and more than four times the USSR than in the immediate post-war
period in the Kalinin oblasl' (see Sojuzoye re:;publikj, p.50):
Mortality of children before the age of one per 1.000 newborns.

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
20.7 19.3 19.4 18.9 17.8
26.0 25.4 25.4 24.7 22.7

•
50pako, 147/4/1549, 1.67; MGB chief Dekushenko noticed in 1951 that, in 1950, the
mortality of children IIp to one yeaf old had fallen by 3.8 limes in comparison 10 1940
(Pako, 147/5/2, 1. 146).
51Alrendy in 1943, the death rate of newboms had fallen to 17.9 per 100, and reached 9.9
per 100 in 1945 (see Table 5). Nevertheless I.A. Rulov lost a daughter in a bitthing house
(roddoJti) in the early 1950s to pnewnonia (Iestimony of I.A. Rulev in the survey). One of
the lIllÙ1tentiona! consequences of the Second Wodd Wor was an improvement of healthcare 
-as in the West too-, owing to the discovery of penicillin and other advances.
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Abaltion had been iltegal in the USSR since 1936 (only ta become

Legal once mot'e in 1955)52, As everywhere at different times and in

different places, the prohibition of abonion did not stop women from

having them. The ltead of the obLasl' bealth deparlment, Lapchenko,

reported in early 1949 ta first secretary Vorontsov that, in 1947,

3,681 abortions had been performed, and that in L948 the number had

more than doubled and reached 7,80253 . Tbe figure must bave disturbed

Lapchenko and Vorontsov. since the same report mentions a total

number of newborns up to one year old in the oblast' of about 34,00054•

The actual number of abortions was probably even higher, for it seems

unlikely that al1 abortions would be uncovered by the health

department. Lapchenko noted that the incidence of abortions was

particularly high in the larger towns but, although he did not suggest

this in his report, it is Iikely that many abortions performed in the

countryside escaped the authorities' attentia 1155 , In arder la combat the

higb level of abortions, tbe oblispolkom had inslructed the lower

soviets to organize special committees, composed of trade union and

social organizations' representatives. ln 1947, li female doctor was put

on trial for performing abortions56,

52E.g.: Kurganoff, p.140 or Mozanov, Fro10vo, "Zdravookhrancnie... ," p.12. The decrce on
the prohibition of obortion was issued br the Central Executive Committee and the
Sovnarkom of the USSR on June 27, 1936. [n 1955 li decree of the Suprcme Soviet W09
iS9Ued br which once more obortions were nl10wed (A.1. Logutiaeva, "RlIZvitie
rodovspomozheniia v Kalininskoi ob1asti," pp. 66-n, in Zdrayookhrllnenie.... p. 71).
53Pako, 147/4/1549, 1.56,

54poko, 147/4/1549. 1.57. In 1948 there were 400,000 childrcn younger thon foUrleen
in the ob10st', and 23% W09 younger thon three-years-01d. Therefore around 8.5% of the
400,000. or 34,000, W09 younger thon one.
55Pako, 147/4/1549, 1.56. In nl1 likelihood, Lapchenko did not wont to give Vorontlov the
idea that his department was incompetent in these mattem.
56Pako, 147/411413, 1. 830b.
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Russians are orten quite prudish about their sex life; at least, in.
lite survey lhe subject of aborlion was hardly ever mentioned. Once or

twice someone mentioned thal it had been prohibiled at the time.

However, many respondems, male and female, expressed that they

would have Iiked to have bad more children5? Some pointed ta the

dirficult lire at the lime, when asked why they did not have or want

more children. QuiLe a few women and men mentioned unspecified

"health reasons" of the wife of a couple as the reason for not being able

to have more children. It is not inconceivable ta conc1ude thal some

women's reproductive organs were aClually damaged during i11egal

abortions al tbis lime. For, according to the above numbers, at least

one in five pregnancies was illegally terminated in 194858 .

Altrichlet' describes two cases of tbe murder of newborn babies

by their motber in the 1920s59 . In August 1946, a kolkhoz accountant

WOlS exc1uded l'rom the Party and sentenced ta five years of

imprisonment for infanticide60 . The frequency of this practice is

unclear, although in this case it is surely remar.lcable that the

accountant was a fuH member of the Communist Party. This act must

have been resorted ta in desperation, and one can only guess at the

5?E.g. the tcstimonies of V.P. Krylov, V.1. Gaganove, V.F. Akimova, a.M. Riabova, A.V.
Zelentsov, S.M. Volkov, N.1. Komerov, AN. lvanova, N.P. Golubev (1), Z.M. Vinogradova, V.F.
Nep-iaev, N.N. Osipova-Kozlova, N.N. Golubeva. F.K. Romeshova, M.N. Nedyseva (whose
infllnt son died in the difficult 1941-1942 period). P.A Kushinov, Kh.I. Leibovich, N.A
Zabelin, V.E. Tsvetkov, A.A. Kondrashov, N.D. Bliseev, A.N. Nikolaev, AS. Lukovkin, N.S.
I.oshkarev, L.V. Vedernikove, M.I. Potemkina, M.l. Veselove, E.V. Baranova, S.V. Kudrisshov,
T.E. Volodina. B.S. Shirogenkova, G. V. Lubov, Z.1. Simkina, L.P. Felkova D.A Dikushin. A. V.
Skobeleva, N.A. Smirnova (who had a stiUbom child) and M.A Smirnov in the survey.
58The first wife of V.F. Nepriaev died in 1927 due to a badly performed abcrtion (testimony
of V.F. Nepriaev in the survey); sec Chapter 1. More general explanations for the fall in
birthrate aCIer the war are given br V.I. Kozlov (V.l. Kozlov, "Dinamika... ," p.9).
59A1trichter, p. 126.
60pako, 14714/51, 1. 542.
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motive of the mother, be it mental unstability, the fe.lr of being

ostradzed by her community, or the fear of being unable ta provide l'or

the child. It does, bowever, sbow the survival of certain practices

which Communism had not been able to eradicate.

Tbe bead of the oblast' health department, Lapchenko, st.lled in a

report to Vorontsov in 1949 the priorities of his department in the

Fourtb Five Year Plan: "... [the] steady increase of the natural growth 01'

the population, bl the decrease 01' infant monality ... " wel'e two or

tbem61 .

ln early 1949, Vorontsov recei ved Lapchenko's report on the

population movement in the oblast' between 1940 and 1948, l'rom which

the above quote is taken. 'l'he document is part of a record that is called

Materjals on the executjon 01' the obkomburo or the VKP(b} on the

jmprovement of the medical servjce of the population of the 011Iast'62.

During the war, l'rom 1942 ta 1945, even wilhout the lasses that

ensued from native sons falling at the baulet'rol1l and the victi.ms of'

Nazi crimes, the oblast' experienced a reduction of its population due to

a surplus of deaths over births63. Particularly 1942 and 1943 were

dismal years, when, if we take the population residing in the oblast'

(not away at ule front, etc.) as 1.5 million, the naturdl population

decrease would have been around 25,000 ta 30,000 anouaUy. 'l'he death

rate of newborn children came close to that of the 'l'ver' guberoiia in

the 19th century, when in 1942 more than twenty-eight newborns per

hundred died --in fact, the infant death rdte in that year in the oblast'

61Pako, 14714/1549, 1.42.
62Pako, 147/4/1549, the report on the population can be round on 11. 42-70. See Tables 5
and 7.
631t is safe to assume that in 1941 there was a population loss as weil.
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was higher than the annual rate for the whole of Russia in the five-year

periml l'rom 1887-1891!

Il is relati vely surprising that the overall mortality of the winter

of 1945-1946 surpassed once more the natality, while 1945 supposedly

was a good agrieultural year for the oblast'64. The seasonal

l1uetuations in Table 6 are logieal: the mortality was the highest in

Mareh, when winter reaehed an end and the reserves in the countryside

were becoming seant.

AltllOUgh the mortality, both overall and for newborn children,

was signilïcantly higher in 1947 than in 1946 or 1948, its numbers are

still in faet lower than the numbers for 194()65 . The quality of medieal

eare may have improved during the war, so that less people died on

average aCter 1944 than during 1941-1944, even in a year of

deprivation sueh as 1947. The conneetion between the eeonomic

situation in 1947 and the f1agging birthrate was aetually made in the

report of Lapehenko ta Vorontsov of 1949:

... the l'ail in births began in the second hall' of 1947, in
connection with the eeonomic peeuliarities of 1946, and reached
a minimum in April-May 1948, and then the curve of the quantity
of births rises, but the general annual total did not reach the
level of 1947.66

Indeed, the peak of births in the early postwar period seems to

have been l'eaehed in Augu~'t 1946, when the natality was almost twice

as higl! as in May 194867 • Unfortunately, l have not been able ta locate

64See Table 6.
65See Table 5.
66pako, 147/4/1549, 1.67.
67Sce Tobie 6. Nevel'lheless, in the first postWIlt yeors the birthrllte for tbe ob1ast' was 1ess
tban balf of that of the USSR as a whole in 1928 (44.3 per 1,0(0), and a1so far 1ess than in
the 1930s in the Soviet Union in general (e.g. in 1930: 41.2 per 1,000; in 1935: 31.6 per
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the demographic numbers between November 1946 and June 1947,

which makes it difficult to ;\ssess the impact of the dl'ought of 1946 on

population numbers in the Kalinin oblast'68.

The mortality of 1947 was higher than that of J948, which

confirms the existence of economic hardships69. Il also caused the

postponed effect of a drop in the birthrates. Child mortality was high in

July, August, and September 1947, a conl'irmation of the diflïcult

circumstances th·' were cOIUlected with the drought of 194670 . The

1,000; in 1938: 38.7 per 1,000) (Gordon, Klopov, Foolnole 1. p.162). In lhe Knlinin
oblast', the birthr8le was for 1946 20.2 per thousand, for 1947 21.4 per thousand, nnd
for 1948 19.4 per thouSllnd inhabitnnts (see Tobie 5).
68!t is perhaps telling th81 no figures for that period could be unearthed. Someone,
somewhere nlong the line. be it in the obkom "l'plml, be it in the fonner Pm·ty archive.
might have tried ta discerd them. or entered them in some file th81 specifiClllIy dealt with
the consequences of the scrious economic situation 1 WIlS nlso unsble ta find fUr!her
demographical numbers for the period al'ter November 1948. LM. Volkov experienced
similar problems with regards to the sources about the drought when he prepnred for un
article on its precise extent a few yeers ago (I.M. Volkov. "Zasukha... ," p.3). "In the
documents of these times --materials of 10CllI Soviets, party organizations, among which
different calculation materials seat to central orgaas, the dil1'iculties that were expcrienced
by the kolkhoz. the raioa. the oblast', the republic, Ils a rule, were played down. With
respect to the very poor situation of the population, malnutrition, famine and illnesscs
connected with it, data, being especially secret. are not meationed in the documents....Little
can the researcher find in materinls of medicine and health·care stutistics. They ore not
complete. in them are only facts given about doctors' and hospital institutes, which did not
envelop a large part of the rural population, who on top of that seldom turned to these
institutes for aid. Apnr! l'rom th8l. not without grounds it was noticed nt the plenum of the
scientific-medical sanitary-statistical commission of the Ministry of Healthcare of the
USSR (December 1946), that considerable smoothing over wns perpetrated in the accounL~

of the medical institutions, with respect to the severity of the situation, and to downplnying
of the eKtent of Hlness" (ibid.). Apparently, the authorities in Moseew declined the
suggestion to investigate the exact extent 01' sickness among the populntion in 1947. because
of which precise data about the famine remained unknown there (1. M. Volkov, "Zasultha... ,"
p.3). V.I'. Zima confirms Volkov's opinion that some of the statistics sent ta Moscow are
rather suspect (V. l'. Zima. "(iolod v Rossii 1946·1947 godov," in: OtecheslVeDJlllÏ.llJ:lt.oriiB.
l, 1993, pp.3S-S2, p,44).
69See Tobie 6. Although the effects of the drought probably W~'fe less severe in the Kalinin
oblast' than in more soulhern areas, the overall situation in the Soviet Union caascd
hardships here as weil (see I.M. Volkov. "Zasukha.... " pA and p.7; see also Zima, pAl).
Zima maintains that the rural population in the Kalinin oblast' declined Ils a consequence of
the bigh mortality in 1947 (Zima, p,42).
70See Tobles 5 and 6; both the inadcqu8le nutrition of the mother during pregnancy and the
scareities of the pre-harvest peried could have been responsible for this phenomenon. In the
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total amount of deaths in 1947 for the summer months of June until

September was always higher than 2.000. whi1e in the summers of

1945. 1946. and 1948 consistently and considerably less than 2.000

died month1y. The explanation for the growth in absolute numbers of the

death rate in the months l'rom July 1946 onwards. compared te the

same period the year before. can only be the devastation of the drought

that streck the Soviet Union, although it is unsure to what extent the

aridity afflicted the Kalinin oblast'?1. There is a report on the instance

of epidemical diseases in 1947 and 1948. where it appears actually

that the number of epidemic patients in 1947 was significantly 10wer

than in 194872 . Unless there was an epidemic of an untitled disease. it

cannot be maintained that the cause of this significant proportional and

absolute rise of child mortality and the slight increase of the overall

mortality was some rampant outbreak of disease?3.

Allother, far less likely, explanation for the rise in mortality in

1947 might stem from the return of demobilized soldiers, sorne of

whom might have been enfeebled because of injuries sustained in

tïghting. Although the reports do not explicitly mention this, there is

no doubt that the deaths of oblast' inhabitants in the army are not

accounted for in the demographic numbers.

USSR as a whole the infant mortality increased by 81 %. which was more than in the Kalinin
oblasl' (Zima. p.42; compare ta Table 5).
?1 Lapcltenko referred to economic pecuLiarities of 1946 which told on the birthrate
in the second half of 1947. and led to a 10w point in births in April/May of 1948 (see
above; Pako, 147/411549, 1. 67). The mortality rale was also higher in 1947 in
comparison with 1946 or 1948 (see Table 5). However, there is no indication of large
scale starvntion in 1947 in the records. ln Mnrch 1947, Vorontsov spoke of a drought that
had touched Large parts of European part of the USSR in 1946, but he did Dot seem to impLy
that the Kalinin oblast' hnd been exposed to it (Pako. 147/4/528, 1.13).
72See Table 7.
73See Table S.
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The abrupt influence of the law th~lt rendered divorces so much

more difficult in 1944 is reflected in Table 4. The effect of the

postwar euphoria, and of the return of the Red Army soldiers home can

be seen in the rise of marriages from Ma)' 1945 onwards74 .

Interestingly, although probably quite logically, the man'iage rale is

tlle Ilighest in the wjnter of 1945/1946. This ma)' indicate the

continued popularity of tlle traditional time for weddings in lhe

countryside --and perhaps even in the towns, where many people hac!

partially grown up in the countryside-- as was noticed by Altrichter75 .

AI'ter Stalin's col1ectivization as weil, the wintertime saw Jewer

economic activities in the village.

There is an interesting phenomenon noticeable in the demographic

results for 1948, when Lapchenko's report to Vorontsov specilïec!

which towns and raions had higher mortalities overall and for newborn

children76 . The death rate was genera1ly higher in the part of the

oblast' t!tat had escaped German occupation. than in areas which had

been occupied77 . The same is true for infant mortality.

74See Table 6. Since divorce had become extraordinnrily difficult, it seemed somewhnt
redundant when, in MIll'ch 1951, the MGB hend Dekusheako rejoiccd over the fact thnt the
number of divorces had fallen by 2.5 times in 1950 in compnrison wiÛl 1940 (Pako,
147/5/2, 1.146). The number of registered weddings in 1950 was 1.5 times as bigb as in
1940.
75 Altricbter, p. 64.
76Pako, 147/4/1549, 11. 67168.
77A higher general mortality thsn the average of 13.1 per 1,000 was recorded for the
towns of Vyshnil Volochek, Torzhok, Kimry, Ilologoe, and Ilezhetsk; however, in formerly
occupied Kalinin and Rzhev, the mortality was lower than the oblast' average. The formerly
occupied raions in which the llverage WllS bigher were tho.e of Ostashkov, Emel'innovo, nnd
Vysoko; Mednoe and Kalinm raions, although certainly in German hands in November 1941,
were not mentioned in Karelinov'. report on the raions on which the heavicst damage W89

inflicted by the war (see Table 10); in these two raions 89 weil, the average was 'lightly
higher than in the entire oblast'. However, in twenty-one of the non-occupied raions the
average was higber. The average mortality for newborDs was in ail towns of the oblast',
except for Bologoe, higher thon 9 per 100, the oblast' average for 1948. Again, however,
the rate in the town of Rzhev, completely destroyed in the Wat, was only O.5'/t higher tban
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Il is dangerous ta draw tao far-reaching conclusions on the basis

of these demographic numbers, but it may be proposed that life in the

formerly occupied areas was somewhat better than in the east. On the

one band --in arder ta give them a cbance to recuperate l'rom the war

devastation-- ail kinds of dhl'ensation l'rom payments were granted, in

palticular l'rom rural taxation; a lower level of plan and procurement

targets was established for these areas. As a consequence, the workers

and peasants in these areas might had been material1y süghtly better

provided for than those in the eastern part of the oblast', which is then

expressed in the lower mortality of the west.

On the other hand, it could be tbat, in the temporarily occupied

areas, many physically weaker inhabitants had succumbed to the

exceptional bardsbips during the war. l'hose who survived were,

comparatively, physically stronger than the inhabitants of the eastern

areas. Hence the lower overall mortaHty in the western raions.

Tbe majority of the births in the countryside took place

traditionally at home. Artel' the war. moSl births were assisted by

official midwives (;ikus1Jt;>r1a~, thanks to which the involvement of

"ignorant old women" (nevezôt;>slvt;>nnye b;ib1cl) had been reduced to

almost zer078 . In 1940, merely 67.7% of the births in rural locations

wel"e assisted by official midwives, but already by 1945 the proportion

bad escalated to 91.6%79. By 1948, only 4.5% of home births were

the ob1ast' average, and much lowel' than in Kimry, Vyshnii Vo10chek, or Torzbok. Oruy
OSllIshkoy and Zubt50Y rU1'II1 l'liions had an abow average of deaths of newboms Hmong the
formerl)' occupied territories. white eleven non-occupied mions were above the average.
78Pako. 147/4/1549, 1.56.

79Thesc numbcrs rcfer onl)' to the first hal! )'ear 1940, 1945, and 1948; the ameliorated
mcdical supervision was probabl)' another cause of the decrease in infant morta1ity.
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unsupervised. Meanwhile in urban :lreas, ail births were administered

by official medical personnel.

Apart l'rom abortions :lnd child mortaHty, the oblast' he:llth

department in 1949 was concerned with diminishing the incidence of

tuberculosis, infectious diseases, and illnesses ol' the metabolism and

blood·circulation systemsSO . Cases of typhoid and ma1:lria were still

regularly found in the oblast'. Malaria, however, seems to have been on

tbe way ta exterminationS1 . A large prophylactic program between

1948 and 1953 curbed the incidence of this disease l'rom more than

8,000 cases in 1948 ta tbirty-three cases in 1953.

Lapchenko's report promised that syphilis and other venereal

diseases would saon 1">e l'ully liquidated. However, in certain areas

syphilis had recently increased. The disease bad aisa worried Boitsov

immediately artel' tbe warS2 . Tbe bealth-care department was then led

by one D. Fedotov, wbo reported the following to Boitsov:

Througb written and oral evidence l'rom the raion of Olenino,
it bas been established that a substantial number of cases of
venereal disease are found here, largely among the repatriated
citizens. S3

On July 30, 1945, there were fil'ty-two cases of syphilis (thirty

t'ive al' which were in the fatal third stage), and seventeen cases of

SOPako, t47/4/1549, 1.42.

SlA.p. Korzheoevskaia. A.A. Lebedeva, N.P. Nikiforov, "Likvidatsiia zabolevaemosti
ma/iariei v Kalinioskoi ob105ti,"io: Zdrgyookhranooie Kgljn;osko; oblgsti Z!! 50 I~. Moskva:
Moskovskii rabochü, 1967, pp. 113-117, p.116. Their oumbors wcre coofîrmed by those
of Lapchenko io the report on which the table 00 the cases of epidemic diseases in the Kalinin
ob1ast' is based (sec Table 7).
82Pako, 147/3/2759, 11.172-174.

S31bid., 1.172.
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gonorrbea in this raion84 . In an additional report it was noticed that

there were quite a l'ew more cases in reality, inasmuch as not ail who

had returned l'rom the Uerman camps had undergone medical

examinations. The war had significantly aggravated the incidence of

venereal disease among the population, but subsequently the number of

cases of syphilis trealed in the hospitals ebbed l'rom 1,991 in 1946 10

782 in 194885 . Cases of gonorrhea also decreased l'rom 1,469 in 1946

ta 843 in 1948.

Cases of int'ectious diseases had decreased in absolute numbers

between 1940 and 194886 • If Smirnov's numbers are to be trusted, then

84Pako, 147/3/2759, 1.172·174. It is hard to believe that sorne of these advanced cases
could have been contracted in German camps, as there are normally vel)' long periods
between the manifestation of the different stages of the disease. Some must have been infected
before June 1941.
85puko, 147/4/1549, 1.54.
86Pako, 147/4/1549, 11.61/62; see Table 7. It i. likely that the infection with comugious
di.cuses was not as lethal as before the First World Wur. In 1913, almost 700 people died
in the guberniia of disea.es such as measIes, t)'phoid, smal1pox, scurlet fever, whooping
cough, diphtheria, and sa on (V.S. Smirnov, "Bor'ba s infektsüami v Kalininskoi oblasti, "
pp.35-40: in Zdrayookhraoenje ,p.36). Smirnov noted, tao, that many of these infections
were not registered before the Revolution, as the peasants were often treated by "natural
hesters" or "wise women," practising traditional folk medicine (Smirnov, "Bor'ba... ,"
p.35). It should be pointed out that 1940 was also a difficult yeur for the USSR, because of
the wur with FinllUld (Zima, p."I). The war led ta an insufficient supply of foodstuffs, a
decrease of the birthrate and an increase of mortalil)', according ta Zima. In the Great
Patriotic War tbe figures for registered cases of contagious diseases increased in Kalinin
oblast' (Smirnov, "Bor'ba... ," pp.37 and 39): in 1942 roughly seven in 1,000 inbabitaats
hud spolled fever, two in 1,000 diphtheria, five in 1,000 malaria, three in 1,000 meusles.
In 1935, 0.3 per 1,000, in 1940, 0.1 per 1,000 had had spotted fever, and respecti\'ely
0.9 and 1.4 diphtheria, and 1.8 and 7.9 malaria. In 1944, 1.3 had spotted fever of 1,000
inhabitnnts, 0.7 diphtheria, ten malaria, and eight measles. In 1945 0.8 had spotted fever,
0.3 diphtheria, 3.9 malaria, and 2.3 measles. If one estimates the oblast' population at 1.6
million in 1947 and 1948, then in 1947,0.7 cases of spotted faver among 1,000
inhabitnalS were diagnosed and 0.2 cases in 1948, in 1947, 4.6 cases of mernes and in
1948, 6.9 cases, in 1947, 0.2 cases of diphtheria and in 1948, 0.3 cases, and 6.6 cases of
malaria in 1947 and 5.2 in 1948 (see Table 7). The incidence of spotted fever declined
therefore sfter a peak in the beginning of tbe wsr ta prewsr levels. Diphtheria fell during
the wur ta a level that was far lower than before the war and remoined there sfter the wur.
Malaria only increased al'ter 1935, and started initially to deorease slowly, and then
rapidly, sfter 194'} approximately (as Smirnov noted, the rise in infection with malaria
hnd been a consequence of the construction of a dam neer l<imry and the creation of the
Muscovian Sea (Moskor'Skoe mo~, a lake in the south of the oblast' -·a result of the
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Lapchenko had taken into account the diminished siu of lhe oblasL' in

1948 in comparison to 194()S? Smirnov ma)' have used the figure of

approximately 2. 1 million for 1940, because then his weighed numbers

on spotted t'ever, diphtheria, and malaria for 1940 would cOI1"espond

rougbly to the absolute numbers of Lapchenko for the same year if Lhe

population was of this size88. BUL the oblasL' in 1948 had a population

of around 1. 6 million89 " If one takes tbis decrease in pupulation

numbers into account, the incidence 01" particularly dysentery and

diphtberia had certainly fal1en by 1948, and Lhe incidence of typhoid

and malaria was decreasing as well, thougb more graduall)'90. 1I0wever,

the occurrence of spotted fever, scarlet I"ever, and measles was l'ar

more frequent tban before tbe war. The increased incidence 01" spotted

fever had apparently begun in 1942 and, only in tbe summer and aUlumn

of 1948, il began to near its prewar level. 'l'bis rise was obviously

aggravated by tbe ravages of the war and perbaps the wreLched

economic circumstances of 1946-194791. Tbis was more or less

admitted by Lapchenko, who indicated tbat, afLer repeated discussions

construction of the Moskva-Volga Cannl in 1935-1937 (SmÏl"nov, "Bor'ba ... ," p.3?1l.
Measl"" are mainly contracted by children, which might explain the somewhat irregulor
pattern of development of the disease. Smirnov's numbers and those of Table 7 should be
trented with caution, sioce not nli cases of diseases wcre registered (1. M. Volkov,
"Zasukha ... ," p.3). One recent article notices a distinctive increase of spoUad fever in 1947
in the Knlinin oblll5t', which is somewhnt confirmed by the numbers of Tobie 7 (Zimn, p.
40). Nevertheless, the registered cases of spotted rever in 1947 were much less in number
than those of 1942 or 1944 or even 1945. Therefore Zima's reference to the Kulinin oblnst'
as an area that was porticularly severely plagued by typhus in 1947 is perhaps
unwarranted.
8?That is, both used Boitsov' numbers of May 1946 (see VII. 1).
88Smirnov noted 9 cases of .poued fever per 100,000 inh..bitunL', [.upchenko 204 in
absolute numbers, 138 cases of diphtberi.. per 100,000 (L..pcbenko 2,884), and 786
cases of malaria per 100,000 (Lapchenko 16,976) (Smirnov, "Bor'b..... ," p.3?).
8gSee Table 2.
gOSee Table 7.
glSee above.
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in 1947 and 1948 in the oblispolkom about the disease, measures had

been taken to remedy the sanitary conditions in Kalinin, Rzhev, '1'orzhok,

in Kimry rai on, and in other raion centres. Public baths and wash houses

had been repaired and reopened, and the hygiene of a number of

communal apartments (obs1tc1tezl1J'tj~ had improved because of recent

repairs. From this it can be deduced that the authorities had not been

able to restore fully the prewar public utilities by 1948. Urban

dwellers had in the spring of 1948 taken part in a campaign to c1ean

their towns92.

ln early 1949 the health department was aware of the utilitarian

pUI'P0se of its task to strengthen the popuLation's health, as it

professed to fight for the minimization of job absenteeism for health

reasons93. SimilarLy, the utmost effort was made to reintroduce war

invalids into the work force. Control was to be exerted over the

observance of sanitary and hygienic rules in all sectors of the economy.

Although the prewar network of hospitals and c1inics had been fully

restored by early 1949, health-care institutions still feH short of the

required norms, particularly in the formerl)' occupied areas94. Apart

from that, even in September 1951 in certain rai ons, doctors had to

perform surgery by the light 01' kerosene Lamps, as there was no

92puko, 147/4/1549, 1.62.
93Ibid., 1.42.
94Pako, 147/4/1549, 1.44. The veterinuriun Nadezhda A. Smirnova was forced to treat
people as weil as animais, for the hospital WQS far away from the viUage where she was
5tationed (testimony of Nadezhda A. Smimova in the survey). "Deliveries happened in
matemity hospitals, but [the incidence of] child mortalit)'. in fact, did net change in
comparison with the 1920s: in 1940 it was even higher, than in 1926. A definitive step
forwllt'd happened oaly at the tarn of the 1940s IUld 1950s thanks to the appearance of
nntibiotics" (Gordon, Klopov, p.96).
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electricity available yet in their area95 ! In 1953 in Rzhev ràion, men,

women, and cbildren had to share t11e one available room in a hospîLal96 .

Tbe bealtb department controlled the hygienic situation of the

workers in the lumber and peat industries more strictl)' tban in otber

branches of the economy. Since a significant amount of the labour force

was composed of migrants, the threat 01' spotted fever had

nevertbeless not yet been eradicated there.

The dismal state of sanitary conditions in the towns was

underlined in the report of 1949 to Vorontsov, when Lapcbenko Ideel 10

explain tbe bigh frequency of intestinal diseases: typhoid fever,

intestinal infections, and dysentery9? 60% of tbese cases occurred in

tbe larger cities of the oblast', especially in Kalinin, Vyshnii Volochek,

and Bezhetsk. In these last two towns, tbere was no good supply of

drinking water. A general lack of sewerage added to the problems, and

urban sanitation was badly organized. The lack of a good water supply

led to an outbreak of typhoid fever in Bezbetsk and Vyshnii Volochek in

1948.

Among other diseases mentioned by Lapchenko, bl"Uce\losis should

be noted98 . It started to plague the livestock of the oblast' around

1945, sometimes contaminating human beings. In 1948, nineteen cases

were registered.

The registered infections with epidemic diseases in 1949 cao be

followed in reports of Lapchenko to the head of the RSFSR aoti·

95Pako, 147/5/105, 1. 24.
96Pako, 147/5/662, 1. 69.
97Pako, 147/4/1549, 11. 62163 .
98Ibid., 1.64.
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epidemical direction, led by M. D. Shampanov99 • These reports confirm

Lapchenko's observation that typhoid fever and dysentery mainly

occurred in the larger towns; for every ten-day period in 1949 reported

on by Lapchenko, a minimum of a dozen cases of dyselltery and always

some cases of typhoid fever were registered in the town of Kalinin.

Dysenlery in lhe oblast' capital spread increasingly in the summer, and

was at ilS peak in Seplember, when more than fortY cases for every

ten-day period were recorded. While spotted and typhoid fever

infections were restricted to singular cases in every ten-day period in

1949, dysentery presented a more serious dilemma. From July to

September 1949, 'l'orzhok was visited by a less virulent t'orm of a

disease under the name of dysentery. although it was not lethal in

contrast to the more usua1 t'orm of dysentery. 915 people l'eH Hl, and

515 or them had to be hospitatized. This was the only instance of an

outbreak of a real epidemic in 1949 in these reports.

General deprivation probably led to the Cact that, in the early

years of Stalinist industrialization of 1933 and 1934, the children in

the town of Kalinin were smatler and weighed Jess than lheir Muscovite

counterparts100 . Moscow was, until recentLy, always better provided

wilh goods in comparison to other locales in the former USSR, which

may partially explain the discrepancy between the two groups at the

time. But already by 1961 Kalinin's children matched the Muscovites in

size, which seems to indicate improved nutrition of the children at.

least in the Khrushchev years. In comparison with the generation of

99Ibid., Il.71-179.
100V. V. Smolensltaia, "Uluchsbenie fizicheskogo razvitüa detei g. Kalinina i Kalininskoi
oblasti za gody Sove15ltoi vlasti," pp.262ff., in: Zdrayookhranenje, ,p.267.
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• 1933-1934. the children in the oblast' capital had gained substantially

in average length and weight in 1961101. There are no data on the

physical characteristics of children during or after the war. but

because of other information about the standard of living it seems

justified to assume that the children of the years 1945-1953 were

only slightly bigger, if at all, than their counterparts of the early

1930s102 .

No statistics on the average life span of the inhabitants of the

Kalinin oblast' could be found for the period, but it is probably true that

those who had survived the war lived on average longer than their

prewar peers. particularly because of the improved healthcarel03.

VII.3 Migration and Urbanization

Between 1941 and 1947 the collective farms lost 15.600

households and 214,200 peoplel04. The depletion of able-bodied males

was particularly pronounced. as their share feU by 47%. The impact of

the war is obvious. In a letter written in May 1946. I.P. Boitsov asked

•

10lSmolenstaia. pp.263 and 265. Table 2. The average size of the thorllX increased as weil.
Eight-year-old boys and girls were 5.5 centimeters taller in 1961 than in 1933-1934,
2.5 to 3 kilograms heavier and were abolit lA ceDtimeters broader: ten-year-olds were 10
celltimeters taller, weighed 5 to 5.5 kilogrllJDs more and were 1 centimeter (for boys) or
2.38 centimeters (for girls) broader on average: thirteen-year-olds were 12·13
centimeters taller, 8.5 .ki1ograms (for boys) or 10 .ki1ograms (for girls) heavier. and had a
thOl'llll that was 5.2 centimeters wider in the case of boys, and 6.2 centimeters in the case of
girls.
102see V1I.3. VlII.2. and V1I1.3 for example.
I03see Gordon. Klopov. pp.1l3/114. There is a considerable gap between the avel'l8e life
span of men and women of the war gener8Ûon (eighteen or older in 1945) in the USSR. who
reached the age of sillty at the latest by 1987 (V.l. Kozlov, "DinamiD... ," p.4). The average
age of death of men in 1989 was sillty-five, of women almost seventy-fOllr. The average Ufe
span of bath men and women in the USSR at the end of the 1980s was al least Cive years
sholter than in Western Europe•
104Pako. 147/5/906. 1.1.



•
530

Central Comminee secretary A.A. Kuznetsov and Gosplan head N.

Voznesensky ta except the KaJinin oblast' l'rom l'urther draining of ils

labour force los. He first described the losses incun'ed by the war, and

then weill on to plead his cause as l'ollows:

The labour force in the oblast' has sharply decreased,
because of the departure in 1942 of more than 30,000 youth of
the age of fourteen ta fifteen from the raions through which the
front li ne ran, ta eastern areas of the country, and aJso because
of the succeeding annuaJ departure of youth from the oblast' as a
consequence of the recruitment for FZO schools.

As a result of this [incJuding the wartime population
loss] a strained situation with respect to the labour force has
occurred in agriculture.

According ta calculations of the planning organizations of
the oblast' for this year' s period of harvest work in the oblast'
agriculture, there will be an average shortage of 15% of workers,
and in certain raions these shortages will reach 50%, and this in a
situation wben the sown area of dle collective farms in the
oblast' has only reached 88.7% of the prewar level.

The oblast' still stands before buge resurrection and
construction labour as part of the Fourth Five Year Plan, in
particular: the resUiTection and reconstruction of the Kalinin
railroad-car factory, the resurrection of the enterprises of the
textile industry, the construction of a very large factory of
artilïcial fibres, the construction of the Bezhetsk factory of
agricultural machinery, the completion of the "Ekskavator"
factory, the resurrection of the communal housing in the town of
Kalinin, and 50 on.

ln .tgreement with the resolutions of the government and
the instructions of the Com mittee for the Registration and
Distribution of the Labour Force under the Council of Ministers of
the USSR, only for the second quarter of the cUITent year 14,170
people are to be sent to industrial enterprises, transport, and
construction work in the oblast', on the basis of the organized
recruitment, resettlem ent, and labour obligations.

NotwiLhstanding the huge shortage of work hands in
agticuhure and the large demands for workers of industrial

• 10Spako, 14714/63, 1.132 and 1.135.
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enterprises and construction organizations of Lhe ohl:lsL'. Lhe
depletion of the labour force of the obl:ISL' continues.

ln 1945, 6.156 people depaned. in Lhe t'irsL quarter of
1946, 1,000 people were made ta leave, and the quota est<lblished
l'or the second quarter of 1946 is 2,170.

Funhermore. in the second quarter of the currenL year. 200
households are ta migrate to Sakhalin as a consequence of a
resolution of the government.

This ail aggr:lvaLes l'ven more the shorLage of work h:lIllls.
Becallse of Lhe difficulties Lhat have risen WiLh rt'specL ta

the labour force. which will increase with the further
development of the l'l'surrection and consLrucLion lahour, the
obkom of the VKI'(b) :Isks Lo l'rel" Lhe oblast' further l'rom Lhe
removal of work hands, including that of youth on the hasis of
recruitment in FZO schools oULside the oblast' .106

A better illustration of Lhe tremendous diflïculties Ihat ensued

l'rom the population decrease is difficult to lïndIO ?

The egress l'rom the countryside ta Lhe city continued arter the

war. Palticularly l'rom the end of the 1940s (proh:lbly 1949) onw:lrds,

the number of kolkhoz households quickly droppedlos . The kolkho'l.niks

106Pn1{O. 147/4/63. 1.132. Apott from the households thot wcre to he trunsfelTed 10
Sokholin in 1946, alrcody in 1945 ISO kolkhoz households had heen movcd to Korclia,
onother newly acquired territory of the Soviet Union (l'oka. 14713/2701, 1.2021203).
These kind of moves were made ottroctive by oft'ering larger private plais of lond (in
Karelia from 0.6 to 1 hectare per houschold). p.yments in cash. and freedom from loxotion
(in Km'elia frecdom from taxation fOI' the )'eors 1946-1948 was offered).
10?ln 1948. 600,000 kolkhoznîkll in the USSR were recruited 1'01' work in industry. olle
million worked in various seasonal occupalions (Iogging. peatwinning) und un udditionul
mil1ion were recruited into the "State Labour Reserves" (SilYl1lJiltllÏJLd.m:YJlilL...••. p. 109; 011

Lhe "SluLe Labour Reserves." sec Helier. Nekrich. p. 321; Fui nsod. H"w pp pp.348/349).

10SSee Table 14. Table 13 indicates aboul 1.300 households more il1 July 1946 thon on
Januury 1. 1949. white between 1946 and 1949 Lhe populoLion in Lhe kolkho~y grew wilh
the retum of demobitized soldiers. They returned mosl of the time la alreody existing
households. and did not set up one on their own. Perhaps on exodus had occurred in the
difficult periad of the foll. winter. and spring of 1946/1947 (On July 1. 1946. there oeem
to have been 5.000 households more in the collective farms than holf Q yeur later. on
Janunry 1. 1947; compare to I.M. Volkov. "Zasukha.... " p.15. and Zima, p.'13J. 1I0wever.
the Most like1y explanation is 0 mistoke in the orithmetic of one 01' Lhe sources. Compare 0100
Karasev. p.307: in Pskov ob1ost' li ved 162.000 able-bodied kolkhozniko in 1947; there
were only 99.000 left at the end of 1953. 'Ibe postwar exodus wns an "Ali-Union"
phenomenon. according la a Soviet publication on agriculture in Ihe immedioLe postwar
period (Sovelsk.j. dereyn;. . p.47 and pp. 108/109).
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main1y lefl lO work in slale enterprises and organizalionsl09 . The

situation was so somber lhat, in the early 1950s, sorne of the Party's

observer.> nOliced a surplus of labour available in lhe towns, while

hardly any young able-bodied people could be found on the collective

farms llo. In January 1952, there were 20,700 fewer househo1ds (7. S%)

in comparison with the situation at the end of 1948; worse still, the

number of people fil to work had fallen by 85,600, or by 22.4% in three

yearsll l! Although in absolute numbers more women departed (50,400

or 19.6%), relatively more males flocked ta the towns (35,100 or

28.1 %). The 1953 report on this a1arming development in agriculture

Iisted specifically ten raions as suffering substantial lasses in 1951;

the geographic location of the rai ons seems not la be of much

importance, as lasses were sustained by the northern raion of Bologoe,

the eastern raion of Kashin, the western raions of Olenino and Rzhev,

and the raions of Likhoslav1' and Kalinin, which are more or 1ess located

in the midd1e of the oblast'112. One has ta conclude, therefore, that

109Pnko, 147151906, 1. 1.

110pnko, 147151283, 1.271. See also the remark. on the town of Ka.hin in VJ.2. The
speaker exnggel'l1ted somewhnt about the size 01' tbi. un- or underemployed labour force, in
that he considered housewives -·of whom there cannot have been too many, .ince onlya few
l'amilies couId n1'l'ord to live oll' one income- to be part 01' them. However, it was true that a
~;gnificant amount of people engaged in nli kinds of wock outside the official economy. They
are described by the same speoker as: "... people, 01' the so to say l'ree professions, hanging
about without an)' business at the market or around the market" (l>oko, 147151283,
1.272). This opinion was shnred by another speaker, the raikom secretnry of Lilthoslavl'
,'Ilion, POlllinkov, at the same Party meeting (Poko, 147151283, 1.295).
l11Pnko, 147151906, 1.2.
112The other mion. were tho.e of Vysoko, Kushalino, Novotorzhok, and Rnmeshki; the lauer
thrce are also in the middle and Vysoko is in the west. Then agnin, in September 1951, the
l'I1ikom .ecrelary of Mednoe nodced thnt he lost many of his cadres and of the population III
large to ncarb)' Kalinin, a. did the neighbouring Ku.hnlino raion (Pato, 147.'5111,
Il.1471148). The gorkom secretar)' Volkonskii of the town of Torzhok warned in September
1952 that, arter in 1951 the number of kollthozniks in the Torzhok rural raion had fatlen
by 1,500, .oon no kolkhozniks woald be left of the 7,000 still living on the collective farms
of the Novolorzhok raion (Pako, 147151283, 1.289). In Likhoslavl' raion the kolkhoz
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these raions were cited mereJy because they were typic:I!. The same

c1eveJopment was taking place in the other rural areas. The tremendous

egress seems not h:lve been c'Iusecl b)' :1 "pull" l'rom the towns, or liS a

consequence 01' the war; people tried I!VI!t;r"'!ltm.. to esc:lpe l'rom rural

IlrellS, once more evidence 01' the miserabJe existence in the

countryside113. The direction taken by the migrants W'lS dependent on

the location 01' lheir kolkhoz: in the north or the oblast' most c1ep'lrted

for Leningrad ancl its surrounding obJast', in the southern p:lrt people

chose to go to Kalinin and other industrially developed cenu'es within

the southern parts of the oblast'114,

ln earJy J953, the obkom apparently ordered an honest report on

the situation in the countryside and the causes l'or the continuing

massive exodus; the commission entrusted with this task, besicles

coming up with the above migration numbers, decided to examine the

population had decreaSt!d l'rom 7,338 in 1947 to 4,048 in 1952, according to it. fil..t
secretary in September 1952 (Pako, 14715/283, 1.296).

113The antbropologists Anokhino and Sbmelevo noticed, though, tbot tbe deporture wu. not
always everywhere similarly strongly developed in tbis period. 'l'hey suggest thot the
Iikelihood of migration ;vas dependent on two contingencies: the level of materiol well-being
of the kolkboz, and the distance to an urban centre (Anokbina, Shmeleva, p.65). According to
a statement of 1951 of the raikom secretary of Kirov raion, l'ontiokov, tbe same as the one
above, even Communists had been leaving on tbeir oWn initiative (l'oko, 14715/105, 1.38).
Thus not only everywhere, but also virtually everyone tried to escape l'rom the miseroble
existence on tbe kolkhoz. One phenomenon' that was particular ta tbe Kalinin oblast' might
bave facilitated the departure for the kolkhozniks: the tradition of oIldJodm'dt..Jtva ln
October 1953, Kiselev complained about the laclt of action of local authorities towards tbose
wbo Icft their kolkhozy to work somewbere in a non-agricultural occupation (l'oka,
14715/663. 1.195). A.E. Vokhmistrov boped for an improvement in bis life al'ter the wor,
but tbe countryside continued to be "strangled" by the authonties, and ail who could left
(testimoay of A.E. Vokhmistrov in the survey). V. K. Stepanov, who worked arter hi.
demobilization from the army as a MTS tractorist in his native raion of Maksatikba, Icft for
Leningrad to study ta be a train machinist, arter he bad hoord that at the profes.iond sebool
for macbinists in Leningrad one received clothe., food, and a stipend. This was far
preferable over the diffieult Iife he led in the countryside. He added that thero were no
prospects what.oever for a normal existence in the country.ide (testimony of V. K. Stepanov
in the survey).
114Anokhil1ll, Sbmelevll, 1'.66; and probably to Moscow oblast' too, if they had tbe chance.
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cases of the Likhoslavl' and Kirov raions more c1osely115. The

commission's investigation of the two raions took place in November

December 1952, thus before Stalin's death, and after the Nineteenth

Party Congress, when Malenkov had announced that the grain problem in

the USSR had been solved. ln Likhoslavl' raion, stretching a10ng the

October Railroad, the number of households between January l, 1950,

and November 1, 1952, dropped by 8.9%, but more telling was the plunge

in population numbers, 25.1 %, and of able-bodied workers, 30.6%116.

Kirov raion, in the west, was located further away from the industrial

artery of the oblast' a10ng the October Railroad, but had experienced a

similar reduction, for 15.2% of the households of the raion had left,

30.3% of the population, and 29.2% of the able-bodied workers. Over the

same period in both raions, the number of members of kolkhoz Iiftt'1.t;

who worked in organizations and enterprises instead of on farms, had

doubled11? ReJatively, when compared to the waning labour force of

adult able-bodied workers, their share had tripled! More disturbing still

for the authorities must have been the fact that, of the physically fit

adults and teenagers who left the collective farms, around a third left

without permission of the koU hoz general meeting and the raion

militsiia118 . The Jatter issued the necessary certificates of leave and

115Tlle report is 1.0 be found in Pako, 147/5/906, 11.1-18; compare to tbe maps.
116Puko, 147/5/906, 1.3.
11?lbid., 1.4 ln Likhoslavl' raion the number grew from 442 (total kolkhoz population
16,829; adults able to worl< 6,202 --thus the 442 fonned around 796 of the adult work
force) in Janua.y 1950, to 869 in November 1952 (respectively 12,186; 4,299; about
2096!), and in Kirov raion from 354 (25,920; 10,658; around 396) to 736 (18,090;
7,531; almost 1091\). Likhoslavl' raion had thirty-two kolkhoz)' in 1952, twenty-seven of
which had Party organizations, with a total of 271 Communists; apart from that still four
territorial Party organizations existed, which combined for a total of forty-four members
and candidates (Pako, 141/5/426, 1.102).
1181n the thirty-four montbs from January 1950 to November 1952, of 3,076 able·
bodied people, starting from tbe age of twelve, in Likhoslavl' raion, 963 or 31%, left
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passparts. rurther enquiry established that mast able-bodied peapl':!

who 1egally or illegally left in this period, had in the first place

started ta wade far raion or oblast' organizations or enterprises119 .

Secondly, they had been called up by the army. Thirdly, th.:y had

disappeared to unknown destinations. Founhly, sorne had begun to

study, and then had left the ablast', or married --apparently sometimes

a valid reason to leave one's kolkhoz and raion. Firth1y, athers had oeen

warking as hired labourers --caule herders, carpenters, and nannies

are mentianed as examples of this (apparently, one could escape the

kolkhoz sametimes as a nanny, whose work in that case was deemed

more essential to the socialist reconstruction than work OR the

understat'i'ed collective farm). Others had been arrested. Fi Rally, some

had died.

Many kolkhozniks illegally received their papers from the

executive of their farm, when their cases had not been discussed at a

genera! meeting of the kolkhoz members l20. rurthermore, quite a few

enterprises and organizations were engaged in the practice of hi ring

kolkhazniks who did not have their papers. An example was given of ane

peat-digging enterprise in Likhoslavl' raion, where in 1951. and 1952

more than 10% of the hired kolkhozniks lacked the obligatory

certificate by which their kolkhoz al10wed them to work outside the

snmor·"Ol'no (unauthorized); in Kirov rsion these numbers were respectively 4,079 and
1,440 or 35'16.
119Pnko, 147151906, 1.5. According to these stntistics, very few people in both ruions in
th05e nearly three years had been arrested: in Likhoslavl' raion 80, in Kirov ruion 103,
that ;5, compared to the total able-bodied population --above 12 years old-- of
respectively 7,240 and 12,911 on January l, 1950, respectively 1.1'16 und 0.8'16. If Lhese
numbers are correct, and there Îs not much reason to doubt them, then tbe alTests in the
early 19505 in the countryside were considerably lower than the percentage in for example
1935-1937; compare to 111.2, VJ.2, and VJ.3.
120pako, 147151906, 11.516.
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collective farm121. This peat enterprise even recruited kolkhozniks who

lacked permission to leave their farm. Some of the recruits came from

as far away as Olenino or Kashin raions. The direction of the peat works

was apparently plagued by the common evil of labour shortage. The

iIlegal hiring by industrial managers was also noticed in a speech of

the raikom secretary of the Kalinin rural raion in March 1951122. He

added that kolkhozniks who had acquaintances or family in Kalinin

managed to receive permission --thanks to their relatives or rriends-

ta build a house upon a plot of land in the town. At one point at the

kolkhoz "Pobeda" in the middle of the night six trucks arrived, were

then loaded with one of the kolkhozniks' possessions, and departed into

the darkness. The foUowing morning the brigadier wanted to give the

work roster to the kolkhoznik, but neither he, nor his property were to

be round.

The personal --and perhaps desperate-- initiatives of kolkhozniks

come c1early to the fore in the following quote:

Mernbers of a kolkhoz, who have been called up for the
Soviet army or have left with the purpose of study, as a rule, do
not return to their kolkhozy after demobilisation or the
completion of their studies. A large number of kolkhozniks have
moved to the raion centres or settlements in recent years and
have brought their houses ta these places. Many of them do not

121Pnko, 147151906, J. 6. Interestingly enough, according to Anokhina and Shmeleva, after
the war, many women went via the labour selection (orgonIJoi) to work in the peat
enterprises in the swnmer months in order to earn meney for a dowry (see Anokhina,
Shmeleva, p. 67), another remnant of the post that survived! In general, both lumber and
peat industries worked with a large contingent of seasonal workers: in the winter of 1948
the lumber induslty of Maksatikha raion had 859 permanent workers and 3,200 seasonal
workers, most of whom "ere kolkhozDiks (Pako, 147/4/1125, 1.129).
122At the eighth oblast' Party conference (pako, 14715/2 , 1.125).
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have permanent employment, engage in priVilte farmillg,
artisanry, and take refuge in seasonal and temporary jobs. 123

'l'hose who remained living on their collective Carm often failed

to comply with the duties obliged of a kolkhoznik, for" ... they work in

local cooperative enterprises and do not take part in the socialized

farming of the kolkhozy. "124

Many of the roughly 10,000 kolkhozniks, who were anllually

selected through the recruiting system of labour forces for seasonal

work in the forest and peat industries, failed to return to tht!ir farms.

With the help of the passports they received at their temporary

workplace, they tried ta fare on their own, and made their families join

them.

An important reason for this l'light l'rom the kolkhozy was the

extremely low pay for the trudoden: as even the commission that

produced the report 01' early 1953 had to admit. 'l'here was no standard

for remulleration by trvdoden: Its value depended on the ecollomic

performance of each kolkhoz, the extremely stingy priee paid by the

state for the obligatory deliveries, and the tasks performed by tlle

kolkhoznik on the kolkhoz (a brigadier earned more than an ordinary

brigade member, for example)125. In general, it is obvious that !iule of

123Pako, 147151906, 1.7. [n 1951, after his three years of army service, N.A. Kotov did
not retuM to his native village in the raion of NoYOtorzhok, where he had worked beCore on
the kolkhoz. He began to work as metal worker on the coUonfibre kombinat ''l'rolctarka''
(testimony of N.A. Kotov in the survey).
124pako, 147151906, 1. 7.
125Apparently, the Upptlrl/tof the People's Commissariat of Agriculture hoped in [946 that
at the end of the Fourlh Five Year l'Inn (1946-1950), the average ko[khoznik would be able
to receive rive kilograms of grain at least l'cr trutlodt'o '(SoYeJ:ikllÏn-ll.er.cYnin"" 1'.61). Even
a Breznnevite account had to admit that these estimates were completely out of touch with
the reul situation of Soviet agriculture (ibid.). The procurement priees of grain, potatoes,
and other products that bad to be deHvered to the state as part of the obliglltory deliveries
were far below the cos-priee of the production of these crops (Sovetskaja dereyaia.....,
1'1'.2681269).
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the total incom e of the kolkhozy was given as rem uneration to the

kolkhozniks, both in money and in kindt2fi. ln 1949 and 1951 on average

less than a quarter of a collective farm's cash income was distributed

among its members; in 1950 it was almosL one third. ln 1949 the

average kolkhoznik received payment out of almost one third of the

total grain harvest, white in the subsequent two years the kolkhozniks

were apportioned less than a quarter of grain production. Considering

the overaU .Iow income of the kolkhozy, this cannot have made the work

in the socialized sector of the collective t'arm very popular.

How little aH this was per person can be calculated: the annual

average amount of rrudodni earned by each household in certain years is

known; in 1950 this amount was 504, and in 1953 only 473t27. There is

information in the report on the average remuneration of one rrudoden' :

in 1951 on average per rrudoden' the kolkhoznik received 85 kopecks,

765 grams of cereals harvested on his or her own kolkhoz, 704 grams

126See Table 22. In Februal)' 1946, N. Gur'ianov, the bead of the kolkhoz organizational
deplUtment of tbe agriculturul department of tbe oblispolkom, described in proletarskajo
&:ll.Y.dll. how the iocome of fi kolkhoz was supposed to be distributed ·-accordiag to the 1935
u..'ùw(PP 79621Feb 20, 1946, p.2; on the l/stur! see 11.1). The annual accounls were made
up around February of each year, when the payments for the delivered produce to the state
hud been received and the 10l\l1 installments had been puid off; the MTS had been pllÏd for
their assistance; the necessary seeds for the upcoming spriag sowing had been set aoide; part
of the grllÏn and flax stock, in addition to the spring seeds, had been stored in reserve in case
of calamities; crops for fodder had been subtracted; hired hands (some of those helped with
ltarvesting, coltle herds) had been paid; and money had been deposited in the "indivisible
fund" of the collective farm, which had ta provide funds for the purchase of new equipment,
tools, and cattle. After the subtraction of ail this, produœ in kind and some money was
suprosed to be available for the settling of the accounts of the indh>idual kolkhozniks for the
trvdodnithey hod worked in the preceding year. On the height of the obligatal)' deliveries to
the stote and the payment of the MTS by the kolkhoZ)', see Sovetskaia derevnia.... p.263ff.
127See Tables 12 and 14. ln 1949, the average amount of trvdodniper able-bodied peasant
was 301, in 1950, 325, according ta a report on the stute of the economy in the oblast',
wrillen just hefore the plenum thot would release Konovalov from his duties in July 1951
(l'ako, 14715/36, 1.112). ln the USSR as a whole the average amount of trvdodo.iearned
per kolkhoznik was 250 in 1945; 239 in 1946 (although in oreas where tbe drougbt did
not hit as bard, such as the Kalinin oblast', the amount actually rose); and 243 in 1947
(Sowtsk.jo derevojo, , pp. 193/194).



•

•

539

of potatoes and vegetables, and 777 grdms of hay and strdW and, in

addition, the kolkhozniks were allotted 225 grams of wheat, received

for delivered flax 128. If a household worked on average 500 (rot/ot/ni per

year, which is a reasonable assumption provided the above numbers for

1950 and 1953 are correct, it thus received in 1951: 425 rubles, 382.5

kilograms of grdin, 352 kilograms ot' potatoes and vegetables, and

388.5 kilograms of hay and straw, plus 112.5 kilograms of wlleat. 'l'he

average household size in 1951 was three. 'l'be average incom e l'or each

household member, living on a kolkhoz, t'or work in the socialized

sector of the collective farm in 1951 consequently amounted to 141. 7

rubles, 127.5 kilograms of grain, 117.3 kilog....lms of potatoes and

128Pnko, 147151906, Il.2 and 718; compare to SlMll.:lkailUl=nin...., p. 457, Table 68,
which shows that in the whole of the Non-Black Eorth Central Region in 1950 the money
income of the trudoden' was even less on average (38 kopecks). Part of this income was
withheld for the wheat; see Palto, 147151906, 1. 9. Accordiog to a report l'rom Konovalov to
Malenkov, in 1950 at the advanced kollchoz "Komintern" of the Kalinin raion pel' {rudodt'll'
one ruble, 2,000 grams of grain, 6,000 grams of potatoes, 1,600 grams of vegetables and
1,000 grams of fodder were paid, i.e. double the amount of grain, ten times the amount of
potatoes and vegetables, but \ittle more money or fodder than the average of 1951 (l'oko,
147/5136, 1.6). The small amount of fodder was probably a reflection of the generally
difficult situation with fodder crops of the oblast', which often was referred to as one of the
major causes for the dec\ine in the amount of livestock. Although on average a kolkhozaik in
1949 made Jess tlVdodoithan in 1950 (respectively 301 and 325, sec above), helshe
received much more in kind pel' {lVo'od..o' (Paleo, 147/5136, 1.113). These numbcrs are
roughly confirmed in a speech by the oblast' representative of the Council for Kolkhoz
Affairs, Torasov, who said that in 1949 the kollchozaik received on average 1,300 grams of
grain pel' tlVdoo'..n: and in 1950, according to preliminary figures, 600 grams (l'ako,
1471512, 1.147):

cereals patatoes. vegetable. haylstrow money
(grams) (gram.) (grams) (grams) (rubles)

1949 1,369 1,208 109 1,354 0.83
1950 792 692 81 672 1.13
ln 1951 the remuneration of the truo'od..n'was n1most the sorne as in 1950. It should be
noticed that most of the grain consisted of rye, borley, and oats (Leont'eva, pp.28-33.).
Perhaps it is useful to point out that in the 1940s convicts in labour camps received 600
grams of bread if they fulfi1led their work norms, which was, together with the broth with
some cabboge leaves or boots in it, the one or two teaspoonfuls of butter or vegetahle oil they
were served, and a bit of klJSltn, hordly enough to survive on (E.g. Adornova-8liozberg,
"Put'," p.64 and p.82). The kolkhozniks therefore received hardly any more than this
almost storvation quotient of the labour camps.
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vegetables, 129.5 kilograms of hay and straw, and 37.5 kilograms of

wheat. This translates into 39 kopecks, 349 grams of grain, 321 grams

of potatoes and vegetables, 355 grams of hay and straw, and 103 grams

of wheat per day129. It should be remembered here that quite a large

portion of the grain, mainly oats and barley, was used to feed the

cattle. The remuneration of the trudoden' was also characterized as

low in the commission' s report of early 1953130.

Certainly, these are averages, and the report pointed out that

thel'e were many kolkhozniks who received even less than this.

However, l'rom the above numbers, it can be deduced that for work in

collective farming the average kolkhoznik was meted out less than the

minimum on which ail adult can survive. 36% of aU kolkhozniks in 1950

received fewel' than 500 grams per rrudoden' 131. If he or she would

bve ta rely on these earnings for their basic diet and feeding of their

Iivestock, aggrieved malnutrition would certainly ensue and the cattle

would probably perish. Of course, the kolkhozniks were not supposed ta

bank ooly on the wages paid to them in return for their work in the

129Comparc to lhe official ralions in the Kolyma camps in the 19405 as given by Conquest:
for 100% fulfillment of the norm the conviet receive<! 800 grams of bread per day, or
perhaps 930 grams (Conquest, The Great Terror, pp. 327 and 333/334). For less than
70% fulfillment they were allotled no more than 500 grams. Ccnquest says about this last
rate: "This wns just above stnrvation level; any further reduction te 300 grams (as a
punitive mensure) meant certain death" (Conquest, The Great TeITOT, p.327). The bread
ration WBS complemented by some soup, 100 grams of snlt fisb, and 60 grams of groats
(Conquest, The rrt'llDt Terror, pp.333/334). In December 1941, in besieged Leningrad the
stllrvation level of rationing for workers was maximnlly 350 grams of bread per day.
130Pllko, 147/5/906, 1.9.
131Pllko, 147/5/36, 1.113. Seven kolkhozy apporently did not give ~ grain per
/rUt/oden: while seventy·nine did not pay any money for the trut/otiJZi As M.M. Golovnova
remarked, if one would have been force<! te live only from the rem une......;".. of the trut/odn~'

everybody would have died from stnrvation within a yeor (testimony of M.M. Golovnovn in
the survey). Her fellow milkmllid, A.E. Mnlysheva, described the payment for the trut/odai
as a "glass of water" (testimony of A.E. Mnlysbeva in the survey).
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collective sector. 'l'he straw and hay payment was provided to help

them feed their personal cattle, and most of the potatoes grown

remained in the possession of the kolkhozniks1n. Furthermore, the year

1951 seems to have been a miserable one agriculturally, through which

the trudoden' average was perhaps Lowet' than usual --incidenLlllly, the

potato llarvest was especially middling in this yearl33 . One of the

problems with the concomitant cultivation of potatoes and l'Iax is the

fact that their harvest time coincidesl34 . ln many cases, it is likely

that flax was neglected in favour of potatoes, which could feed the

kolkhozniks' family. The mobilization of urban dwellers far potato

harvesting was aimed at solving this dilemma.

Nevertheless, at any time duri ng this period, the private plots had

to provide the kalkhozniks and the Soviet population with the main bulk

of their vegetables, as weil as with meat, milk, and eggsl35. The

kolkhozniks tried ta sel! off part of this produce on the market, but the

additional real income from this had a1sa fallen since tax increa.~es in

August 1948136 .

InSee Zh.A. Medvedev, Soviet Agriculture, pp. 143/144.
133Ibid., p.I54.
134Anokhina, Shmeleva, p. 45.
135See Zh. Medvevdev, Soviet Agrjculture, p.1S5. In 1940, the socialized sçctar of
kolkhozy llIId sovkhozy in the USSR ont)' produced 28% of the meat, 23% of the milk, Md
61% of the wool in the Union; in 1948, 17% of the milk. 25% of the meat and 7% of the
eggs; in 1950, 33% of the meat, 25\111 of the milk and 79\111 of the wool; and in 195 l, 29'Ki
of the milk and 39$ of the meat (Sovetskaja derevn;n .. , p.246 and pp.2S9/260). In the
rive-year p"riod 1981-1985 the average share of the production of personal plots in the
total agrlculLUra! production was still 24.2% for the RSFSR nnd 26.0% for the USSR,
according to Soviet sources; the personal cattle in this period on nvel'llge put out 30% of the
totnl production of meat in the RSFSR, and 32% of that of the USSR; for milk the respective
figures were 26% far the RSFSR, and 29% for the USSR; for eggs, respectivel)' 24% and
30%: and for wool 20% and 24% (see~e re!ipubl;ki. pp. 161 nnd 172).
136Zb. Medvevdev, Soviet Agricylture, pp. 15S/IS6; Sovetskoja derevojo .. pp.294/295.
A.E. Malysheva remembered tbat sbe paid the following tax in kind Crom ber plot: 320 litres
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I-Iow dolorous the situation actually was can be gathered t'rom

additional information in the report. In 1950, the kolkhozniks received

less than 500 grams of grain per trudodt!o' in 36% of a11 kolkhozy of

the oblast'; in 1951, this was the case in 17.6% of all kolkh ozy137. In

1950, 44% of aIL kolkhozy paid less than 60 kopecks per trudodt!o: and

in 1951, even 62.4% (1,186 of a total of 1,900). It is c1ear that a

whopping number of kolkhozniks received less than. the already

extremely base level of pay calculated above. On top of that, it appears

that in 1950 no wheat was paid out. The next year witnessed the

addition of wheat ta the remuneration in 82 % of aU kolkhozy. In both

years. in less than haU of ail kolkhozy, potatoes were part of wages;

vegetables supplemented the pay in 1950 on only 13% of the farms, and

in 1951 on only 8%. Neither hay, nor (particularly) straw, were paid

everywherel38. In comparison, the trudodt!n' in Torzhok raion valued 5.0

rubles in 1954, and 7.54 rub1es in 1955, although by then cash

remuneration began ta substitute for sorne of the payment in kind139.

The private plot and livestock had to come to the rescue for the

naked survival of the kolkhoznikl40 . Unfortunately. even they yielded

of milk, 40 kilo'. of meat, 240 kilo'. of potntoes, and 40 egg. pel' year. She a/sa had to paya
taJ: for not having children (te.limon)' of A. E. Mllly.hevll in the survey).
1371'ako, 147/5/906, 1.8.
138Ibid.; in 1950, ha)' WIlS given in only 34% of the total llmount of kolkhoz)'; in 1951, in
70%; fOl' .lrllW the corre.ponding percentllge. were 29% and 16%.
139Pllko, 147/6/8, 1.80. To....mok raion "a. mentioned a. a positive example, performing
better than mo.t l'Rion. (Pako, 147/6/8, 1.128).
140And pe,"'ap. of tlle Soviet population in general, particularly with re.pect to livestock
producls and potatlles (Kerblay, 1'.182). Altrichter remark. that even in the late 1950. the
kolkhoz hou.ehold derived more than 90% of most of its basic food.tuffs from the private
plot and cottle: thi. wo. the case with vegetable., potatoes, fruit, milk, eggs, and meat
(Altrichter, 1'.196). Eveil the February 1947 Plenum could not ignore the importance of
the "privllte .ector" for Soviet agriculture, and took measures to help kolkhozniks who hod
difl'iculty to resulTect or maintain their per.onol plot and cattle (Sovet.taia derevnia
1'1'.253/254). Later thnt yenr, in August, credit. were announced by the Council of
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less in the early 1950s than beforel41. Comp'lred to 1949, the

kolkhozniks received less hay and straw l'or their prïvate c.mle,

because the production of fadder crops decreased markedly in 1950 and

1951, while the socia1ized cattle hen\s of the kalkhozy grewl42 .

Apparently, the a1location of hayt'ields among kalkhozniks for the

feeding of tlleir own caule was even discontinued in 1950 and 1951143 .

Thus the lack of fodder Led ta a significant decrease in the numbel' or

private livestockl44 . As is pointed out by the ami nous repol"t of early

1953, the number of kolkhozniks' bouseholds without a private cow

increased l'rom 34.8% in 1949 ta 44.8% in 1950, l'eH in 1951 ta 43.4%,

but increased once more durïng 1952 ta 47.5%145. Table 18 shows an

ancillary drop in bogs and sheep, a1though a few more personal goats

were probably ta be found on the average kolkhoz at the beginning 01'

1953.

Next ta tbe low value of thetrudoden' and the l'ail in the number

of personal caule, the tbird reason given in the report for the

departure of kolkhozniks was tbe fact that the kolkhazniks were also

Ministers for those individonl kolkhozniks who were "ithout a cow nnd wnnted to buy one.
However, these mellSures seem to have remained without much effect.
141And before the amount of personal caule per household had olso not been ail thnl large.
Vorontsov noticed, in March 1947, that on average pet' 100 kolkhoz households the
kolkhozniks had 178 heads of liveslock (Pako, 147/41528, 1.60b.): thnt is not cvcn two
heads of cows, pigs, sheep, or goals combined per household.
142Pako, 147/51906, 1.11. In 1949, 163,600 Ions had been distributcd wnong the
kolkhozniks as remuneralÏon for Ihe flT/(/odm,' in 1950, 79,500 1Ons; and in 1951,
91,500 tons.
143According to M. V. Bakhlina, as a resull severa! kolkhozniks tried te mew ha)' in swamps
and clearings in the forests (testimon)' of M. V. Bakblina in Ihc survey).
144See Table 18. In October 1953, Kiselev mentioned Ihe decrellSC of the persona! catlle as a
main cause for the eKodus l'rom the counl'Yside (Pako, 147/5/663, 1.11). See VIII.3 Ils

weil.
145Pako, 147/51906, 1.11; llccording to Kiselev in Oclober 1953, 46,6% hlld a personal
cow in January 1953 (Pako, 147/51663, 1.\ 1).
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denied credit for the construction and renovation of buildings -

stabies, sheds. and the like, but also including repairs of their

homes146. Thus their houses and their shelters for their cattle and its

feecl fell into decay.

The fourth element of the explanation given by the commission's

report of 1953 for the egress was specific te the attitude of rural

youth14? They left ta avoicl the poody paid work in the logging

enterprises; the young kolkhozniks were carelessly trained for this

heavy kind al' work. particularly the girls. As a consequence, their

productivity was shabby, and its pay so picayune that it was not even

enough ta caver the cast of food and clothes. Another source of

dissatisl'action among the young could be traced to the low level of

cultural amenities (radio, Iibraries, newspapers) in the villages,

especially in more remote areas148. Many young people strove ta become

educated in a field which had nothing ta do with work on the kolkhozy

and --it is once more pointed out in the report-- tlle remuneration with

rrudodn}49. Young girls attempted to leave collective farms as weIl,

for most of their male peers were leaving for service in t:he army or

studies.

The report l'urther --and this comment is stunning proof of the

total collapse of the villages' social fabric and the alienation caused by

collectivization and the amalgamation of 1950-- noticed that there

was an absence of obligatory, sustained aid by the kolkhozy of

kolkh07.niks in case of illness, when people lost their ability to work,

146Pako, 147151906, 1.12.
14?lbid., 1. 12.
148Tbis was confirmed by Anokhina, Shmeleva, p. 66. See VlII.3 and IX.2 as weIl.
149Pako, 147151906, 1.12.
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and in old agel50. The only people who were supponed on a regular b'isis

by the kolkhozy were pregnalll and nursing women. The special social

aid foundation created on the kolkhozy --Iimited to funds the

equivalent of 2% of the total annual kolkhoz production- - nowhere

possessed suftïcient assets.

The sixth and last reason the report indic.tted for the

abandonment of the collective farms was the differenlial tax.ilion of

private plots. Workers and employees, who Iived in rural localities or

especially in workers' settlements and towns, paid fewer laxes Ihall

kolkhozniksl51. Even though the plot of a worker or employee was

usually sma11er, they disposed of more produce afler taxes Ihan a

kolkhoznik. Hence the latter's private plot and caule were not enough

ta make ends meet, when the value of the rrudoden' was as Low as it

often was on many of the collective farms.

Many kolkhoz households, composed of aging members and
one or two able-bodied, try ta sell(\ off the able-bodied members
of their families, in order ta attain a lowering 01' their
agricultural taxes and of the tax on bachelors, and are thus
contributing ta the departure l'rom the kolkhozy.152

The report is startling in its honesty; in none of the other records

of the Stalinist period that 1 investigated in 'l'ver' couId such a blunt

account of the plight of the countryside be found. Since quite a l'ew 01'

the problems cited were taken on by Malenkov and Khrushchev in 1953,

it would seem logical that the report dated l'rom artel' Stalin's death. In

fact, it does not, for the commission was ordered to investigate in the

-----------------
150Ibid., 11.12113.
151Ibid., 1.13.
152Ibid., 1.13.
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autumn of 1952. A hand-wriuen date gives February ID, 1953, as the

time of its eompleLionl53 . First seerelary V.l. Kiselev, to whom (as

weil as to the ehairman of the oblispolkom A. I. Sadovnikov) the report

is addressed, penned a note on the first page of the report on Mareh 10,

1953, in whieh he asked S. N. Shatalin and G.A. Demirskii, both senior

obkom members, to work out proposals on the basis of the report whieh

eould be introdueed at an obkomburo sessionl54 . Perhaps Kiselev only

saw fit to aet upon the report al'ter Stalin had died, and maybe only

aftel' c1eliberations with his superiors in Moseow about it. lt leads one

to wonder whether this report, and perhaps similar ones made in other

USSR territories, might have been a guideline for some of the reforms

in agrieultural poliey that wert' introdueed in 1953.

The investigation could hltve been commissioned by the Kalinin

obkom alone. ACter ail, farming continued to spiral downwards after

Konovalov's removal. Kiselev might have been worried that he would be

punished for its failure in the same way as his predecessors had been.

There are indications that the Party leadership of the oblast' was

aJready aware earlier that an inordinate amount of kolkhozniks

abandoned tbeir colle(:~lve farmsl55 . This was obviously a cause for

great concem, for in the l'irst postwar years tbere had been a labour

shortage in the countryside, too. This scarcity bad been used as an

explanatioll or excuse for mediocre economic yields in ..:griculture.

153Ibid., 1.18.
1541bid., 1.1: .ee Appendix III.
155 Fokin, head o! the Pany-, Trade Union-, and Komsomol depaltmtolt of the obkom, stated,
in July 1951, that in previou.. years the nUI"tber oC Party members and candicLltes had
Callen by 1,700 in the country.ide (Palto, 14715110,1.141). Ql:ite a Cew cases had
occun-ed oC Communists who stopped working on the collective Canus and disappeared
witbout permission to diverse towns.
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However, in 1953, it was impossible to blame the consequences of the

war for pOOl' agricullural ("esults. IL seemed umwoidable thal

agriculture would perform poorly economically in l'uIUI"e yem"s il' Ihe

exodus continued: much of ils production still demanded inlensive

manual laboul".

For Kiselev it must have been a matter 01' life ;Ind dealh 10 blil13

the exodus to a halt; experience must have told him that his

competence would be predominantly judged by the Cenlral Commiuee

on the basis of the oblast's agricultural results. Industry was nol ail

that vital in the Kalinin oblast' and the larger l'aclories were partially

the r~sponsibi1ity of Central Ministries in Moscow. ln contrast, farming

was the almost exclus! ve domain 01' the oblast' Party organization: ils

leadership would be assessed according to lh~ successful procuremenl

of flax, Iivestock produce, and potatoes.

It remains a mystery, however, what Kiselev and the obkomburo

could have done with regards to upgrading the remuneration of

rrudoden: abating taxes, and so on. These matters were decided in

Moscow, and not in Kalinin. FoJ1owing this 10gic, it is virlually

impossible that the local leadership commissioned the investigation.

Kiselev could have tried to make his case in Moscow, but in Stalin's

Iifetime there seems to have been no question of a likelihood that the

Party might considcr better pay for the kolkhozniks. Naturdlly, Kiselev,

who had worked before in the Central Committee apparatus, must have

been aware of the inexorable stance on that issue.

However, tbere is a more likely explanation for the report.

Perhaps someone in the Presidium had decided, at or artel' the

• Nineteenth Party Congress, to seriously reconsider the Party's
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agricuJtural policy. Stalin, according to some sources, may have been

incapacitated in the last months of bis lire and, if tbat was the case,

someone migbt have risked taking the initiative LO find out what was

truly amiss with cultivation in the Soviet Union15ô . Similar

investigations may have bp.en conducted in other provinces, for the

quandary was not Iimited to the Kalinin oblast' alone157. The reports of

tbese investigations would then have provided the basis for the

rerorms introduced after Stalin's death.

However that may be, the commission in Kalinin came up with a

series of recommendations ta bridle the depletion of the

countryside158. Many of those echo recommendations of earlier Party

gatherings in the immediate postwar period, such as the proposai to

increase the control over the actions of the kollchoz executive and the

raion militsiia by the raiispolkom. Careful observation of the rules on

departure of individuals and families from the 1colkhozy should prevail.

Passports were not to be handed out ta those leaving their collective

farms for temporary employment elsewhere or for study purposes. The

raiispolkoms should check organizations and enterprises in their fief

on the hiring of kolkhozniks. It was further suggested ta release

kolkhozniks from obligations to work in the lumber and peat industries.

It was advised ta transfer handicraft cooperatives from the villages ta

urban localities when they did not use local raw materials. Kol1chozniks

would in this way become availahle ta return ta their ordained

156Volkogonov, Stolin; Triumpb and TragJllly.., pp.529 and 570/571. Molotov denied that
there wos anylhing wrong with Stalin's heallh just before bis dealh (S\O sarok besed
p.327).
157/\gain, compare 10 Karasev, p.307.
158Pako, 147/5/906, 11.14-18.
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occupation as collective rarm workers. In the urb<ln toc:t1iLies, family

members of workers and employees --app<lrenLly some 01' whom w~re

unemployed-- could t<lke over the I<lbour in Lh~ coop~raLiv~s l'rom the

kolkhozniks. The commission emph<lsis~d Lhe impOltance 01' :111 enh:lllc~d

operation of the MTS. This could be <lchieved through b~lt~r pay,

education, and the Iike. More agricultural schaols in the cauntr)'sid~

could t>.~ organi zed to prepare rural yauth l'or wark in the M'I'S. In th~

consolidated kolkhozy the same standard should b~ us~d l'or th~ si ze 01'

private plots, according to the report. Within man)' collectiv~ l'arms,

the kolkhozniks of one vil1age possessed larger or sm<lller plats than

those of the other villages. FinaHy, only in the t~nth I·ecomm~ndatian.

the commission urged an increase 01' the remun~ration 01' th~ trut/ot/en:

This is an indication that, at the time the report was wriUen, the

commissioners may have known that, in spite 01' their emphasis on the

important Hnk between the low value of thetrudoden' and the

kolkhozniks' migration, it was not very realistic to expect the l'arty

deciding on a substantial wage increase. lndeed, this had never bel'ore

been done, since the kolkhozniks' living conditions had never truly

concerned the Party. This expJains why they only placed thdr advice ta

increase the vaJue of the .rudoden' somewhere down the list 01'

recommendations.

The commissioners further advised to increase the prices for

Iivestock products and crops within the procurement system; to trade

bread, sugar, and vegetable oil for the kolkhozy's dairy products at the

same, higher exchange rate that was being applied to the trade of these

three basic staples for kolkhoz fJax; to pay the kolkhozy in money and

kind in advance for the procurement of fJax in the l'irst hall' of the year;
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to instruct the kolk.hozy to pay their kolkhozniks either monthly or

quarterJy an advance proportionate la their trudodni --out of the

advance the kolkhoz received for the upcoming f1ax procurements, and

out of the incarne il derived l'rom dairy deliveries. The commission aIso

suggested to increase the variety of products that the kolk.hozy

receivecJ in exchange for their deliveries. Petrol and lubricating oil for

trucks and engines were mentioned in this respect, as weil as building

materials, bags(!), l'ope, and harnesses for draught animaIs.

It appears that for the first time, in the case of the proposed

advances, plans were suggested ta guarantee the income of the

collective farmers more or less, without it being susceptible ta wide

seasonal fluctuations. Most kolkhozniks were only paid once a year for

their labour, that is, if there were any remaining funds to pay them.

This remunerative method had been designed to force the kolkhozniks to

work their utmost during the year. According to this logic, they would

attempt to collect the highest amount of trudodni possible. The value

of the trudoden' remained a mystery until the annual accounts were

calculated. It is not inconceivable, as the commissioners apparently

tried to point out, that many a peasant had had enough of this kind of

insecurity, and accordingly decided to leave by whatever means it took.

Taxes on private plots, another recommendation argued, should be

brougl1t in fine, so that kolkhozniks would not have to pay more than

others. A final solution to this problem was perhaps found by

Khrushchev when he prohibited non-agricultural workers l'rom owning

either plots of land or caule. The commissioners also proposed to

lower the kolkhozniks' taxes on personal cows and potatoes.
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Long-term credit should be offered by the stale and more aid

given b)' the kolkhozy 10 kolkhozniks who wanted to renovate their

bouses or otber buildings for personal use. The kolkh02niks should he

paid wit1t 10% to 15% of tbe lotal kolk110.: harvest of hay and slraw

(from 1949 ta 1951, always less than 10% had been set aside for lhis

purpose), according to therrudodni they had earnedl59. More

mechanization, an enbanced supply of goods, better cultural l'acilities,

and 50 on were added to lhe liSl of recommendations, items which had

come up time and again bel'ore in the Party's discussions on agriculture.

On the longer lerm, the reforms recornmended by lhe report and

the subsequent enactment of sorne proved la be l'utile. The exodus l'rom

the countryside seemed only to galher in strength and momentum in the

next decades, 50 that today less than haU of the population lives in lhe

villages compared to that of 1959160 . The reduction of the rural

population had begun in tbe 19th century in 'l'ver' guberniia with the

migration of country folk, perhaps by route of seasonal work, to the

guberniia's induslrializing towns and to Moscow and St. !-etersburg. 'l'he

process burgeoned in the 1930s. The disruption of old ties to the

village --and t1te abolition of the incentive of being able ta enjoy of the

fruits of one's own hard labour in farming and prosper to a certain

extent!-- caused by col1ectivization made it unattractive to remain

"behind." The traditional rural economy was destroyed in the 1930s.

People's frame of reference widened, and the young started ta scorn the

159See Table 22.
160See Table 2. The borders from 1959 to 1991 of the o"!nst' underwent but minimul
changes. [n the RSFSR the proportion of urban dwellers rose irom 33% in 1939 to 74% in
1989 (V.1. Kozlov, "Dinamika... ," p.6). ln ab90l~te numbers, the amount of rural dwellers
in tbe RSFSR was more than balved between 1926 and 1989 (ibid., Table 2. p.7).
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lives of their parents. The war aggravated the process, as it brought

many soldiers at the front, and women in the rear --who adopted the

jobs the recruits relinq uished on the traclür, but just as much in urban

industry-- inta contact with the wor1d outside the village. After the

war, not many returned ta stay ta their ancestral villages. Every year a

fresh group of young men left the village for the army, many of whom

never returned home to the arduous life consisting of hardly anything

more (and sometimes even less) than the very basics of survival. Other

young people went ta study in a more largely populated centre and

decided ta stay on, after comparing their village subsistence with their

current living conditions in the raion centre, workers' settlement, or

town. Life proved more bearable by any criteria in (semi-)urban

surroundings.

Stalin despised peasants and, as a result of his policies, he seems

ta have succeeded in bequeathing this disdainful attitude ta his

subjects, even ta the peasMts themselves. Dignified labour Md lives

could only be obtained in urbM surroundings in the eyes of many of

those who grew up in the countryside from the 1930s onwards.

Another cogent reason for the failure ta bring the trek ta the

towns ta a hait was undoubtedly the geographica1 location of the

Kalinin oblast'. On the one hand, the c1imate did inhibit the success of

agriculture here ta a certain extent. The sail is not as potentially

capable of plentiful harvests as that of the lMds towards the south of

Moscow, in the Ukraine, and in the Central Black Earth Region. There is

perhaps too much precipitation and the winters are inordinately long.

Above, it has been described how, before 1929, many country dwellers

had ta t'ind an additiona1 source of incarne ta augment the negligible
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returns l'rom agricuLture. StiLL, an equally disadvantageous cLimate can

be found in the Canadian provinces of Saskatchewan or ALberta, fOl'

exampLe. Here farmers have been able to arrive at remarkable

agricultural resuLts. It is consequently rather facile to blame the

disappointing yields soLeLy on the weather --as C1"Îtics of KonovaLov

pointed out at the lime of his removat161.

On the other hand, anolher geographical specilïty of the Kalinjn

oblast' -l'ver' guberniia was conducive to the exodus: its Localion in

between Moscow and St. Petersburg. The ~ociaL-economic attraction of

the two largest Russian cities has beckoned at Least since the fO\lnding

of St. Petersburg. The railroad provided an easy Iink to both cities, and

an escape route for many natives since ils opening. An aLmost

uninterrupted stream 01' immigrants has f10wed l'rom the territodes 01'

l'ver' to Moscow and St. Petersburg in the last 130 years.

Notwithstanding Solzhenitsyn's hope for Russia to return to the

land in the North-East, a development in this direction seems

impossible today, if the peopLe of 'l'ver' gubemiia are to be taken as an

example. Russians have grown far too accustomed to the urban (granted,

rather sLight when compared to urban Iife in some Western countries)

conveniences and luxuries of televisions, paved roads, stereo

equipment, teLephones, a choice 01' shops, and sa forth.

VIlA The Geographieal Distribuldon of the Oblast'

Population and Economy

161Pako, 14715/10, 1.33; in this case it was Kalinin gorkom sea-etaty Cherkasov, who
was out for the kill. "On peut donc conclure que les conditions nlllUrclles ne suffisent pas à
expliquer les résultaœs médiocres de l'agriculture soviétique" (Kerblay. p.233).
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ln earlier chapters the distribution of the population in the 'l'ver'

guberniia and Kalinin oblast' before the war has been described. The

population density was markedly higher along the October Railroad and

in the south-eastern area of the oblast', that comprised the more

industrialized regions. 'l'he war reinforced this distribution through the

thinning of the population of the western part by the evacuation, army

service, and killing and deportation of civilians during the German

occupation. As a result of the infertile quality and scarcity of

farmland. because of the preponderance of swamps and forests.

traditionally the countryside of the north-west of the oblast' was less

densely inl1abited162 . The south and south-east were more thickly

peopled, particularly in the areas where nax was grown.

By 1960, the population density in rural areas had plummeted by

more than three times in compadson with 1914, and was 9.4 persans

per square Icilometer163 .

The causes for the industnal underdevelopment and low

population density of the western hall' of the oblast' went back much

fUl'ther than World War Il. PartiaUy it was a consequence of a

conjunctural development since the beginning of the 18th century, when

places Iike Vyshnii Volochek, 'l'ver', and 'l'orzhok were postal and

waterway stations along the route l'rom Moscow to St. Petersburg. The

opening of Russia's first railroad reinforced their prominence in the

guberniia.

162IEntraloyi &8ioo, p.143.
163Ibid., p.529 and p.53J.
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Thus at the end of the 1950s, the largest concentration of urban

dwellers and industrial workers --in both cases more than 50%-·

continued to be located along the October Railroad in the oblast'164.

Along this route the entire cotton-fibre industry of the oblast' could be

found, its chemical, rubber-asbestos, polygraphical industries. :llmost

aH glass factories, as weil as a large share of the machine building, of

the construction-material industry, of thf:' peat exploitation, and of the

knitted-wear and garment industries. Along the r:tilroad the towns 01'

Bologoe, Vyshnii Volochek, Likhoslavl', and Kalinin were located, plus a

number of so-called "urban-type settlements." such as Spirovo, Izoplit.

Novo-Zavidovo, Redkino, and Kalashnikovo. The factories l'or the

primary processing of flax were exceptional by their distribution

throughout dIe territory of the oblast'165.

By 1960, the oblast' economy was quite integrated in the planned

economy of the USSR166: coal was imported from Moscow oblast',

chemical fertilizers l'rom Moscow and Leningrad oblasts, salt l'rom the

Donetsk area. sugar l'rom the Ukraine, cotton (fibre) l'rom Central Asia.

rye and grain (!) from the Ukraine, the Trans-Ural region, the lower and

middle Volga areas, and the Altai region. Wood was exported to Moscow

and Moscow oblast'; potatoes, vegetables, butter, and strong-horned

cattle were shipped to Leningrad and Murmansk oblasts, milk to

Moscow. Flax was transported to factories around the Central Region.

Industrial products ended up everywhere in the Soviet Union, although

164Ibid.• p.533.
165Ibid., p.534; concentrations of this industry wcrc round particular in and around Rzhcv
and Bczhctsk.
166Tsentra1'0)'i &ojoo, p.540. Sec T 32.
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CHAP'fER. VIII: ECONOMY AND SOCIETY

VIII. 1 The Chectered Recovery of Industry

Still in early 1949, fewer workers (122.000) were employed in

the factories than in 1940 (more than 160,000)1. In roughly five years,

since 1944. the industrial work force in the oblast' industry had only

increased by 18,000. Industry suffered after the war from the absence

of qualified cadres. Those with genuine expertise had been largely

exterminated in the 19305. and Many oC the more responsible Cunctions

were performed by "practicians. "2. Although the level of education of

the industrial specialists slowly ameHorated after the war as a

consequence of the influx oC young graduates from technical schools,

apparently even by 1951 aImost a third of engineers and technicians in

Kalinin had no specialized education3•

The industry of the Kalinin oblast' received a share of the

confiscated German industrial machinery and equipment after the war.

Yet, the worth of these goods Cor the revival of the economy wa.~

almost imperceptible4• In October 1946. the secretary oC the Party

committee oC the town oC Rologoe complained that, although all

factories in the town could use these "trophy goods". only three bad

IPako. 147/4/1495. 1.16. It is ükely that this report included the workers of Velikie Luki
for 1940. In 1944. 104.000 blue-col1ar workers were working in industry.
2.See Danilov a.o.• "NEP... ," pp.187/188.
3See Tables 42 and 46.
4As Molotov said: "After the war we lOok reparations, but it wu small Cry. Thea those
repcrati.ons were old equipmeot, the equipment itself bad become obsolete. But we bad ao
cboice. This ratber small relief we bad ta use as weil" (:>ta sgrok bl!lled ,p.87).
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• reeeived some equipments. On the whole, these capital goods were not

used very efficient1y. A report of the gorkom of Vyshnii Vo1ochek

illustrates the quandaries with the confiseated machinery -- in this

case for a new wood-processing plant:

On the day of the inspection, the maJonty of the equipment
was standing under the open sky. The complexity of the equipment
is still completely unintelligib1e, for no one knows the technology
invo1ved in the new production process. The oniy thing that has
been established is that it does not operate by steam power.
The question of where the facLory is going to be built has not
been decided. 6

In Kamen raion, prisoners of war unloaded "trophy" machinery:

there as well dilemmas were eneountered with the storage of the

reparation goOOs7. Some of these spoils of war were Ameriean-made. In

the town of Rzbev, an American steam-powered e1eetro-station bad

been assemb1ed in 1946 for a butter factory, whicb also had received

two Ameriean vehic1es (presumab1y trucks)8. Perhaps these were still

leftovers from Lend-Lease.

Until Stalin's death, the textile industry, botb in Kalinin and in

Vyshnii Volocbek, was unable to reeover from the destruction it had

undergone during the war. The facteries of Vyshnü Volocbek had

escaped occupation, but bad been the target of German bombing at least

in 1941 and 1942. In October 1945, the obkomburo expressed its

disapproval of the situation in botb towns9• The "Proletarka" factory in

Kalinin, a former source of pride for the oblast' Party organization, was

•
SPako, 147/4179, 1.1.
6Pako, 147/4/79, 1.3.
7Pako, 147/4179, 1.6.
8Pako, 147/4179, 1.9.
9Pako, 147/3/2702, Il.246-247.
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suffering l'rom shoddily oper:lted food canteens. Here not enough

cooking gear, sewerage, and water were availahle. Lavatories 'Ind

corridors were extremely dirly, doors and windows broken, and the

whole factory was in dire neeci of whilewashi ng. In 1945, the stock 01'

wood and peat for the upcoming winte.. was far l'rom surtïeient in ail

textile enterprises of Vyshnii Volochek and K.l1inin. Workers, housed in

boarding houses and barracks near the factories, were living in .111

unhygienic milieu. The pathological atmosphere wilhin the l'any eomes

again ta light, when one of the l'emedies offered was the organization

01' a socialist competition movement among the residents " ... 1'01' a more

sanitary keeping of their 1'00015 ... " 10

The industrial performance ol' the oblast' industries in .hllluary

1946 was summed up in a report by the vice-plenipotentiary of (iOSphlll

in tbe oblast', V. Vakhrovll . The report may have been provoked by the

preparations for the Fourth Five Year Plan.

The numbers on tbe factories and cooperatives presellled in the

report are not definitive, but they give an impression of the diversity

ol' the eeonomic results of industry. At the same time, the eomplicated

bureaucratie structure of industry is shawn: some industry WOlS under

10pako, 147/3/2702, 1. 246ob.
USee Table 30. The list is certainly not complete, for there is evidence of the existence of
an aircraft factory ("Foctory No. 1 of the Minhtry of Aircraft Induslry"): in Oclobcr 1946
Boilsov confirmed F.P. Voznesenskii as ils heod engineer (l)oko, 147/4/57, 11.1821183
and 1911192). This kind of foclory of the dcfelUle induslry is hordly ever mentioned in any
record, probably becouse their operations were l'un --most likely under MVD or MGD
authority-- fully outside the competence of the oblast' Party organizolion. Doil""V"
confirmation is only Il formalily. In how l'lit lhis faclory mighl be eqUaled wilh lhe projecl al
Lake Se1iger lakovlev refers ta i. unclenr (See lokovlev, K.2nl:l.l:ntrHw;onoy.!Ll2gilri, p.157).
In anether record, thore is mention of faclory No.491 of the Ministry of Aircrafl Indu'lry;
BoilsOV wrote a rcquesl in Morch 1946 to Molenkov and Beria if lhis foclory coul d be
transferred to the competence of the Ministry of Machine Building (Pako, 14714/63,
Il. 94/95).
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• the authority of the Central Union administration, others under that of

the RSE'SR, some were under the wing of the oblast' governme.llt., some

under that of raions of the oblast', and, finally, there were industrial

cooperatives, which enjoyed formally the most independenctl, but were

still subie.ct ta fulfilHng a planl2. To further compHcate matters, at

al: these levels, a distinction was made between the enterprises of the

industrial PeopJe's Commissariats and those of nonindustrial People's

Commissariats. Plus, ail of the People's Commissariats had to comply

with instructions issued by Gosplan, headed by a Politburo member,

Voznesensky. Gosplan developed the production plans according to the

economic guideHnes set by the Central Committee, its Secretariat, and

the Politburo --or a few members of the latter. It is impossible ta

establish which unit within these overlllpping disparate administrative

levels was more important for the daily operations of the factories,

and was responsible for the more essential decisions of the separate

factories.

It is rather curious that some small factories, such as the

Ostashkov leather plant, were apparently under the direct authority of

the USSR government. One can only guess at the motive for this, when a

similarly sized enterprise within the same branch of industry, the

"Krasnaia Zvezda" footwear factory of Kimry, fell under the authority

of the RSE'SR govemment. A bureaucratie chaos seems to have been

forged through overzealous and uncoordinated organization. Already at

•
l2compare also flainsod, "0111" " p.19S, on the Issue of the "ail-union sîgnificance" of
certain factories. On the cqanization of Soviet factories, see Fainsod. How" " pp,42S-429.
and for exampte N.P. Erosh1tin. L.M. OmItskii. A.M. Podshchekoldin, "Biurokralizm·tormoz
perestroiki, " in: V.S. Le1'chuk(ed.), Istoriki sporilt, Triagdtgt' besel!. Mostva: PoJilizdat,
1988, pp.432-460. pp.441-443,
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• this lime, the average factor}' direclor musl have been swimming in ail

amazing sea of red tape, a phenomenon which is more weil knowll of the

lasl twenty-five odd years of lhe exislence of lhe Soviel Union. 'l'he

necessity of middlemen (ro/blc/ll} seems perfectly underslillldable13.

The value of the prot.lucLion output of lhe differettt factories and

enterprises is hard to interpret as well: nol ail lhe faclories that are

usually paraded oul as fine examples of socialist induslry in lhe

official Soviet historiography on the oblast', such as lhe texlile

factories of Vyshnii Volochek, seem to have been of large economic

significance in early 194614. lnterestingly, taken togelher, lhe

manufacturing cooperatives boasted the highest economic value within

the oblast'. This indicates the persistence of lhe t'conomic impOItance

of the small craftsmanship al'ter the war. According to ilS raikom

secretary. Fochenkov, the population of Nerl' mion in 1947 was slill

predominantly employed as artisans, producing footwear15. The

agricultural performance of the rai on came second place for ilS

inhabi!.ants and therefore was less than satisfactory; "speculation"

presumably by the shoemakers themselves with their produce·- was

wi despread.

The railroad-car construction faclory of Kalinin demonslraled lhe

highest value of production as a single factory. The plan had projected

the factory that produced rubber soles for f'ootwear to f'o!low il in

output value; yet, that factory fell far short of those producLion

targets. 'l'hus, the produclion of a confecLionary factory in Kalinin

•
13See Fainsod, How '" p.437.
14See Table 30.
15Pako, 147/4/528, 1. 42ob.
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• surpassed it in value, placing second overall. This latter factory is

almost completely ignored in a11 Soviet literature encountered by the

present researcherl6 ! The largest textile works in the oblast' were

those of the Kombinlit of Kalinin, in which cotton fibres were spun and

woven. The metal-works plant of "May l," which most likely still

engaged in the production of casts and similar items for defensive

purposes, was the fifth largest single factory of the oblast'17. The

bread factories and the KoopilJsoiuz (the organization of invalids'

cooperatives) more or less matehed in value the output of "May 1" and

the KombilJlit. and surpassed that of the largest glass factory, "Krasnyi

Mai."18

The production of the oblast's large-scale industry, in other

words, was not very impressive after the war, when only the railroad

car factory and the confectionary facte,ry were conspicuous for the

value of their output. The economic results of most ether factories

were ....tther insignificant. Their economic performance did not proye

the supposed superiority of rationalized large factory production over

the small-scale production of the industrial cooperative.

The two larger factories of heavy industry --the railroad-car

works and "May 1" -- of KaHnin managed to meet plan targets in January

1946, which is a logical consequence of the Soviet state's constant

higher investment in heavy industryl9. The glass faetories and the

•

16Apparently, it was a new fadOl')', built after Ule wu (see Qçberkj, p.527).
17See Ocberkj, p.237, for its name cbaage and the and of goods it produced in 1920.

18However, the output of the Will' invalids' coopera1ives wu said in 1!H9 to have
consistently failed to meet the plan from 1945 to 1949 (pako. 14714/1501. 1.10).
19see Table 30. N.A. Voznesensty stltes that, in 1940. the USSR spent 32.5')5 of its budget
on defense; in 1944, 52')5: and in 1!H6 still 23.9'J5 (Voznesensldi, Voengala ekogomjka,
p.179).
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• confectionary factory surpassed their plans significantly, but the bread

factories feU far short of the targets, as did most of the textile

factories. The more independent cooperatives, however, overfulfil1ed

their plans in general, whic1J perhaps can serve as an argument for the

economic importance of personal initiative and responsibility.

The overal1 industrial gains brightened after 1945, and the

industrial plans for the oblast' in 1946, 1947, and 1948 were

effectuated20. By early 1949, the level of output in indusuy approached

the 1940 level. However, light indusuy lagged behind; its prod'.cùon

level was only at 64.796 in early 1949 in comparison with its results of

1940.

By September 1952, the production results in industry were on

the whole more gladdening to the Party21. Meanwhile, particularly the

local i,.dustry, that feU under thl' responsibility of the oblast'

government, showed disappointing results, while the larger enterprises

werl! meeting their plan targets22.

One practice in which industrial managers and foremen of

workshops engaged was the exaggeration of the plan fulfillment. Many

enterprises informed the government of a higher amount of plan

fulfillment than in fact was reached. Furthermore, on behalf of their

•

2Opako, 147/4/1501, 11.6/7. The industriaJ output in bath state and cooperative
industries grew steadily in those years. By 195(,. the textile industry in the oblast' stiU
produced less than belore the war; ollly 50'; of the plan of the cotlon-fibre warks was
lu1fi1led (A.P. Luk'ianova, "Vosstallovlenie i razvitie ltblopcbatobumazbnoi pl'Omysblennosti
Ka1ininskoi obIasti v poslevoennyi period (J945-19S5gg.)," in: Iz pmsblogo i
aptoiasbcbego (,!jaio-toi Oblgsti(iltprito-!traeyedcbesldi sb(l'Oik), vyp. l, Moscow:
"Moskovskii rabocbii," 1965. pp.287-304, p.292 and p.294).
21Pako, 147/51283, Il.1731174.
22Pako, 147/51283, 11.175/176. The peat, wood-processing, llIId cheese industries
performed pourly, as did the industrial cooperatives. The bread factories, which were UlIder
the auspices ("f the RSFSR govemment, were lllBÎl1 not effee:tuatiag their plans.
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• workers. some foremen entered in the books labour never performed. In

August 1946. the obkom was forced to take a resolution condemning

this practice. aIter which the abuse briefly subsided23. However. in the

prestigious railroad-car construction factory. this habit remained

common in the months after.

The quality of the production pre~ented a different impediment.

This aspect was not completely ignored. but. in contrast to what Stalin

and his cronies seemed to think. quantity in industry did not

autematically equal quality24. Something of a mania existed te fulfill

the plan. whether the goods were det'ective or not.

At the larger factories in the oblast'. the Party was very weil

represented2S. f: therefore seems unlikely that the absence of

enthusiasm ta fulfill the narm was much oi a cause for the less than

brilliant performance of certain industrial sectors. At the same time.

it would he erroneous ta believe that every Communist was a zealous

and diligent worker.

A great hindrance to a satisfactory economic performance in

industry was the dearth of investment26. The industry of the Kalinin

•

23Pako, 147/4179, 1.4 and 1.10 Il'.' example. FlIÎllSOd has summed up some of the manifold
problems that "ere eJlCoumered bj the differellt levels of management in the Soviet
factories (Fainsod, Hgw. , p.428).
24Mertsalov, "Stalinizm.... " pA02. Also compare to the remarks about tbe production of
defective goods in the 19305 by Rittersporn (Rittersporn, p.33). Complaints about inferior
quallty and the inability to lulfill the planned assortment of goods in ligbt industry "ere
uttered in a report on tbe performance 01 tbis industrial brancb in early 1949 (Pako,
147/4/1501. Il.17118).
251n early 1945, tbe raUroad·car construction works bad 847 Communilts. and formed tbe
largest Party organîzation at a factolY in the oblast'. The textile faetory "Proletarka" in
Kalinin bad 582 Cœ:c .unists, and the cotton·fibre KoI11/JÔlIll in Vysbnii Volocbek. 560
(Pako, 147/4/1495, 1.58).
26,Il Marcb 1951. obkom secretary Zimin stated that a request to the Central Committee for
funding of the consIrUetion of public utilities for the factory "Parizbskaia Kommuna" bad
been rejected by the COWlcil of Ministers of the USSR (Palto. 14715/8. 1.4). DuI'ÎJljl the"Ir. because of the bigb demand for armamems. the litate bad concentrated its investments
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oblast' was not vitally important ta the Soviet Union. Only the railrmld

car factory ancl the machine-building incluslr)' -including the c1efense

industry that fell outside the competence of the obkomburo-- were of

larger significance to Moscow27. In some ways, Ihe priorit)' of

armaments and defense in the former Soviet Union was a cOlllinuation

of the military traditions of Muscovite and Imperial Russia; in this

respect, there is a parallel with the history of PrussiaOermany and

particularly between Nazi Germany and Soviet Russia. The langu<lge of

discourse within the Party itself and in the P<lrty's propaganda WolS

fle<lvily laced with milit<lry termjnology and metaphors t"struggle,"

"baule," "front," "offensive," "mobilization," et cetera). It seems that

not many historians have investigated the influence of traclition of the

Russian militarized state on the preoccupation with defense and the

rather paranoid fear of intern<ll <lnd external enemies that was such a

distinct feature of Soviet history. The idea of the urgem necessity 01'

industriatization among the Boisheviks in the 1920s was a result of the

perception among the leadership that the USSR needed to creale a more

periQd yeljkQj Qtechemennoj vojny. (1911-1945 gg.), MQsha: "Mysl''', 1965, pp.66-69
and p.197). This led to a higher producti on level Qf heovy industry in the yeurs from 1941
te 1945 in comparisorl with 1910, and ot the same time a IQwer productiQn in the USSR Qf
Iight industry, which Qoly stood at 59'16 of its prewur level in 1945. A Soviet publicutiQn QI'
1978 nQted thot, in 1946, 24% Qf the USSR budget was spent Qn defense; in 1947, 18.3%;
and in 1950, 20% (SQyet.koia dereyniR" .. p.26). In actuel fuct, the shar<! of the defen.ivc
industries in the stote's inveslmenls moy have been even higher. See as weil Fainsod's
remark Qn the extr""rdinllrily dil1ïcu1t situatiQn Qf the directors of Iight nod CQnsumer
goods industries (1:'oiDSQd, How ", p.436; sec elSQ VQznesenskii, pp.179 and pp.181/182).
Voznesensky statecl thut the nrst priority t'or the reCOVt\'T nt' tht: ll:·::-:l~ '" l"·I:nnl."I)' ''''/1', li Il'
" ..... ,' .,,'" ,.:' :"." .... " .. " ..11/ 't'li: il'lIl"~'",i ('·... "·1" ...•. "·.1.,1, 11' 1:'.1,'1;") •.... ,,'n.,,~. lit!','

., • ", 1 :' " • • , ... ~ ..

2?See Tllble 3J for the smaU prQpQrtiQn of gross productiQn by heovy industry in the oblust'
production Qf 1959, and Table 32 fQr the mQre important industriel items monufoctured in
the Kalinin oblllSt.' in 1955.

'. , . .... . . .. . " .." .. ".,
••.• ''''.,,;.:, ... , .. ,. ""':';'" l'. " .. ". ',:' ''','

•
.' . . . " , .,
, .. , '·H .. 'H".' ,,, •.• ' ........ " . ~' ::.. ,:,,:.', "'.' .: ... , ,,: ... ",,:.: :" '" , .

'" .. ~; 'H''''''';
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modern military defense --in which respect it followed the pre-

Revol utionary precedent of the focus on defense of Russian poli tics

(although it is certainly true that some of the preoccupation with

defense in the USSR was due ta the 1:l01sheviks' experience of the Civil

War). Military reasons can be seen as perhaps the prime cause of the

introduction of the Five Year Plans28 . This subject undoubtedly

deserves more research, as William Odom has recently pointed out as

we1l29 .

The textile factories had to compete with those of Ivanovo

Voznesensk and the Mo~!:ow oblast', and leather and shoemaking was

found as wel1 in many other places in the Soviet Union. Instead of

investments, other means were applied ta induce industry to operate

more prolïtabl)'. These means inc1uded: maximizing the use of

conliscated German equipment; saving on expenditure of raw materials,

fuel, and electricity --which was called I.'konomikt/

(thriftiness/economy); and to reduce waste output30.

ln June 1951, the obkom reported to the Central Cummittee on the

industrial situation in the oblast'31. In general. industry regularly met

2gCoJDl'are to Fainsod, How,,,, 1'1'.403/404.
29Willillm Odom, "The Pluralist Image," in: The National Intl~, No.31, Spring 1993,
1'1'.99·\08, 1'.105.
30See Blllkn.oLAgil.lltllm, Kalinin: "prolelarskaia Pravda," 1948, No.3, 1'.43, states" ...to
use every kopeck with inlelligence, to ec"'nomize on every minute." Also in Pako,
1471411501, 11.14/15, much stress was laid on accumulation of means by economizing on
costs wilhin the enterprise. N.A. Kotov began 10 work as a melal worker on the colton-fibre
komb/Ï7..t"Proletarka" .n 1951. He dcscribed the labour conditions at the plant as follows:
"But the aCfairs were badly organized: ail work was donc by hand, without specifie
machinery. il happellcd that one had ta drag iron onesclf"(lcstimony of N.A. Kotov in the
survey). The (ost comment was confirmed by l'.A. Samarova, a weaver at the same works,
who saie: that, during the rcsurrection of the plant aCter the war, one had to drag cast iron
a~d bricks for the reconstruction of the factory by hand (testimony of P.A. Samarova in the
sur vey).
31l'ako, 147/5/36. 11.115-118.
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• the targets set by economic plans32 . 1I0wever, the report s:lid that no

meaJÙngful progress was made in the resurrection .tnd construction of a

number of enterprises. These included in particular factories of the

more prominent industrial branches of collon-fibre textiles, primary

f1ax treatment, 10cally produced construction m:llerials, :Ind

agricultural machinery33. AH textile l'actories were lagging behind the

level ot' 1941. The thwarted revival of the textile sector was

exemplified by the cotton-spinning and weaving l'actory "l'roletarka" of

Kalinin. Here, the spinning shop's tumout was at 25.8% of the prewar

level, :tud in weaving only at 15.8%34. Neither did the railroad-car

construction factory meet the plan targets during the the first molllhs

of 1951, because of a recent introduction of railroad passenger cars

into the production line , according to the report3S .

In 1949 and 1950. bath peat-digging and lumber industries l'ailed

to effectuate the plans as we1l36 . In the lumber industry, most work

was done manually until 1947-48. Since then, sorne aspects of

production had been mechanized, but they were apparently insul'ficient

ta îulfil1 the production plan t'or any of the years J'rom 1949 ta 1952.

Meanwhile the forests had been consistently thinning out in recent

•

32Pako, 147/5/36, J. 117.
33Pako, 147/5/36, 1.116; in the USSR as a whole, the produclion of collan le>tilc~ and
leRther {oolwenr was still lower in 1950 than in 19'10 (sec Gordon, Klopov, 'l'ublilslI l,
p.62).
34Pako, 147/5/36, 1.116. On January 1, 1951, the capacity of the lextile enLcrpriscs of
the town of Kll1inin in spinning was only 45% of lhe prewar level, and in weaving 22'16.
3SPako, 147/5/36, 1.118.
36Pako, 147/5/283, 11.41/42. Vorontsov had complained a:,out the widespreud failure of
the lumberjacks 10 fulfill thuir daily norms in early 1949. Another problem wns the clear
cUlling of forem al this lime (Pako, 147/4/1495, 11.I8ob.l19). Peut und lamber
industries only started ta give satisfactory production results after Stalin's death, when
large parts of the production process werc mechanized (Ocherki~, pp.554-S57).
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decades, for the planned rree planting had not been taking place. Much

of the ...'ork in the fOl est indu~try was done by seasonally hired

kolkhozniks, which sometimes led to their absence at the rime of

spring sowing, therefore hampering its successful conduct37.

Notwithstanding the enormous labour shortage, hirirlpn

Gnemployment apparenlly existed in the smal1er town of Kashin in

195238 .

The trade unions manifested Httle importance after the war. This

is u.l1derlined by the complainr of the head of tht: oblast' trade unions in

1951 that, since 1948, the obkom had not once bothered to heed the

opinion of the oblast' trade union council about any question

whatsoever39. The unions strictly focussed on the administration of

social insurance for their membership and increasing labour

productivity. They did not bargaiu about the leve!s aï wages, benefits,

and insurance of their constituents. These matters were stipulated by

the state alone, after which the unions rubber-stamped the

governmental ll'_easures. Probably because the first Party secretary of

the obkùm was being dismissed, the head of the oblast' trade union

council was courageous enough at the end of 1949 to complain that

wages in the oblast' were paid in general with a de1ay of ten ta fifteen

days, and in sorne small enterprises sometimes not for months40 . This

37 As in Kamen raion in 1949 (PalIO. 147/4/1495, Il. 50/50ob.).
38Pako. 147/5/283, 1.39; see VI.:l.
39Pako. 147/5/10, 1.135. The un,ons had a total of 295,000 members; 4.500 trade union
organizations eKisted in March 1951 (Pako. 147/512, 1.22 and L155). About 40.000
were members of the railroad trade union in 1951. which. despite ilS size, was completely
ignored by the ltigher authorities in the oblast' as weU (Pako. 147/512, 1.152). Compare
also to Fllinsod. How"" p.350 and pp.432-436 and Conquest, The Great Terror. p2l.
40pako, 147/4/1512, 1.13. The same complaint couic:. be heard in Tver' .n the summer of
1992.
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IS almost the 0111y example of a trade union representative more or less

directly criticizing a shortcoming of the workers' employer, the stale.

The state social insurance system compensaled workers and employees

since the 1930s for

.. .Ioss of pay during temporary inability to work because al'
illness, accident, pregnancy, and childbirlh; for pensions in c;lse
of prolonged or permanent disability and in old age; funeral
benefits; pensions to the dependent survivors of deceased
workers ... 41

Mothers of large l'amiBes received benefits since 193642 .

The working week outside agriculture was on average fony-eight hours

long since 1940, although during the war, because of the extensive

labour shortages, people worked more43 . These forty-eight hours were

spread out over six eight-hour working days, the week inc1uding one day

off.

Wage levels are not fully clear, but the few indicators found seem

to confirm the numbers given by Chapman in 1963. The annual salary in

1952 of an employee of a raion planburo was 8,280 rubles pel' year,

which is slightly more than Chapman's average salary for wage earners

and sa1aried employees outside agriculture for the same year (8,250

41Chapman, p.122.
42ChapmWl, p.127. The leve1 of these benefits varied, since the law in this respect.
introduced in 1936, was changed in 1944 Md 1947.
43Chapman, p.114. During the war, the workweek was not limited. According to G. V. Lubov,
the lega1 workweck after the war consisted 01 six workdays 01 eighl hours in industry.
Directly alter the war, he often worked on Sundays, because he wa, a mechanic, and was able
to repair the equipment al ractory in Konakovo where he was employed. In~tead he got Il day
off in the middle of the week (testimony of G. V. Lubov in the survey). N.N. l'Ilfiovl1 st..tOO to
work 115 a weaver in KlIlinin in 1946 or 1947; she often worked on her days 01'1, in
purticular al the end of the quaner and year, when it WI1S necesslll'Y to fullill the pllll1 Ilfid
the direction of the factory had to repo.t on the fulfillment. She said that the work load WllS

never the 5l\1De, for in addition stoppages occurred l'rom the intemJpted arriva! or raw
materials, or breakdowns of the 100ms (testimony 01 N.N. Panova in the survey).
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rubles)44. Her numbers seem to be confirmed by Zima: in 1948, tbe

average monthly wage of a factory worker was 70 rubles--i. e. 700

rubles per rnonth, which was rive to ten times more than the cash

incorne of kolkhozniks45. For a book, journal. and newspaper vendor in a

raion centre in the countryside, the annual wage was 4,920 rubles, far

below Chapman's average, but not unexpected for this kind of job which

demands litt!e physical effort or skil146.

Workers in small local industries earned an average of 2,227

rubles annual1y in 1945; 2.806 rubles in 1946; 3,715 rubles in 1947;

and 4, lOI rubles in 1948. Members of producers' cooperatives saw their

average allOuai wage increase from 2,118 rubles in 1945 to 3,156

rubles in 194847 . A railroad worker, N.D. Eliseev, received 1,200 to

1,300 rubles per month around 1950, i.e. around 15,000 rubles per year;

his colleague A. N. Nikolaev received between 1,500 and 1,700 rubles

per month as a locomotive engineer in the early 1950s48 . Both were

part of the labour aristocracy a, the time. A metal worker with the

tram depot of Kalinin, N.S. Loshkarev. only received around 600 rubles

per month during this same period49 . The textile workers O. M. Korobova

and T.A. Poliakova received monthly 700 rublesS0• The wage level given

by the survey respondents is not always typical, for many of the

44Pnko, 147151342, 1.23, Chapman, Table 13, p.I09.
45Zima, p.49; Zim& has lranslllted the wages inlo the value of the new ruble that WllS
introduced under Khrushchev, Wllt·th 10% of the old ruble in use during the 19405 and
19505.
46pako, 147/5/342, 1.23.
4?Pako, 147/4/1501, 11.13/14.
48Testimoay of N.D. E1is.ev und AN. Nikolaev in the survey.
49Testimoay of N.S. Loshkurev in th. survey.
50Korobovll seem. as well to have translaled her wage, as more did in the survey. in the
rubl•• of lhe value of after 1961; te.timony of a.M. Korobova and T.A. Poliakova in the
survey.
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• respondents could not rerncmber them very weil, as Korobova's case

shows, and some of them only began to work around 1950, when wages

were probably rising and higher than directly after the war. Accol'ding

to N.A. Zabe1in, the monthly wage of a secondary schoolteacher in the

period 1945-1953 was 80 rubles --Le. 800 rubiessi . Thus a leacher

would earn a gross income of 9,600 rubles per year, above Chapman's

average. Primary schoolteachers must have eamed less, for in the

countryside Many supplemented their incomes by cultivating a private

plotS2.

There is only scattered evidence on the labour conditions in

industry. One of the worst occupations must have been tbat of a

labourer at the peat enterprises. In the middle of 1947, the oblast' MGB

registered and reported around sixtY negative remarks and complaints

among the peat diggers about their working conditionsS3. In one of the

enterprises, workers were fleeing everyday to escape from tbe harsh

labour. In VIII. 5 , the arduous circumstances for women and men in the

peat and lumber industries will be described further.

The working conditions in the textile factories were far from

pleasant. At times, temperatures reached more tban thirty degrees

Celsius, witb an air humidity of 85%54. Fans did not operale. Some older

women, officia1ly disabled because of tuberculosis or arthritis but

still deemed fit enough to work, were assigned chores in the decrepit

and damp basements of the factories. Sometimes they had to sit witb

•
5lle!âmony of N.A. Zabelin in the Slll'Vey.

S2See VIII.6.
53Pako, 147/4/519, 11.212-216.
54Palto, 147/411814, 1.53.
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their feet immersed \fi water during work. The incidence of

absenteeism due lo illness was high55 .

Because of the mania of fulfilling economic plans in the

faclories, a peculiar rhythm of labour had been forged, which is

illuslrated by the following statement of March 1951:

... al the factory for automobile garage equipment in
Bezhetsk, work is organized according to the principle --if one
can describe it as such-- [that] the first ten days of the month
are lethargy, the second ten are loosening up. and the third ten
are storming (sntllrfri). As a rule. at this factory at the end of
every month the workers of the assembly workshop work
overtime, and at the begiruling of the month they rest for
Jack of work. 56

Despite the laws prohibiting workers from leaving their jobs

without authorization from their superiors, the fluctuation of the

lahour force ::ontinued to afflict industry in 195257 .

AU these shortcomings in industry led to a continuation after the

war c,f the much smaller industrial production per capita in the Soviet

Union than in Western Europe and North America58 .

VII1.2 Lire in the Town!!

Towards 1951, life in Kalinin had largely returned to the

situation of before the war. In that year the available housing space

55Pako, 147/411814, 11.54155.
56Pako, 147/5/2, 1. 156.
571'ako. 147/5/283,1.181. See Heller. Nekrich, p.321. for the description of the laws
that prohibited the free movement of workers.
58Gordon.Klopov, pp.65/66.
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within the cit)' was 12.3% higher than in 194059 . It is difficull la

assess whether this aClually lranslated into more living sp:lce pel'

persan disponible, as the lOwn's population size is unknowl1 :Il lhis

time60 . It seems likel)' that the l1umber of inhabit:tnls was close la lhal

of 1939, 50 that indeed slightly more hou5ing space pel' persan .had

become available61 . However, it is impossible Lhal more lhan rive

square meters per inbabitant could have been procurable62. ln 1953, lhe

Party secretary of the "Vagzhanova" factory complained ahout the

inadequate housing conditions of man)' young female workers al her

factory, wbo bad rented space in private homes63 . ln these homes lhey

had ta live often in a corner of a room, and were unable ta do homework

59Pako, 14715/36, 1.119.

60 At an obkom plenum in l'ebruary 1953 the population number in th" !~wn WIIS giwn liS

220,000 (Pako, 147151659, 1.15), slightly mOI'e than in 1939 (Sl" T,.ble 3).
61When one compares the number of 1939 to the estimate for 1956 and the population in
1959 (sec IIU, and Table 3). See Table 43 os weil.
62See 111.1. According ta Chapman, the average urban dwelling space per p",""on in the USSR
wos 4.0 square meters in 1944, 5.2 square meters in 1948, 4.9 square meters in 1952,
and 5.0 meters in 1954 (Chapman, p.26). The drop between 1948 IIIld 1952 wns probably
the result of the influx of rural inhabitllllls into the towas that WIIS noticed above. Kiselev
and Sadovnikov reported ia November 1951 to Malenkov: "The pace of the constructi"n of
housing seriously lags behind the growing demands of the population 01 ! he tawns" «('ako,
14715/35, 1.135). The lack of sufficieat housing hnd been one of the criticisms of the
Centrol Committee in Octcber 1948; the worst situation in 1949 had been in Torl.hok,
Rzhev, and Bologoe (Pako, 147/4/1495, 1.200b.). Arter N.S. Loshkorev was demobilized
from the army, he E:nd his mether first Iived in an aportment together with other people. ln
1948 his mother received her own room of ten square meters, whereto Loshkarev wilh his
bride moved as weil, and where their two children were bom. Only in 1957 did they reccive
an apartment of seventeen square meters for themselves (testimony of A. S. Loshkarev in the
survey). A.S. Lukovkin lived with his mother, wife, and daughter ;n a room of eleven !l:(uare
moters ofter his relurn from the camps (testimony of A.S. Lukovkin in the survey). Many
industria! workers Iived in balTacks nearby their faetory, as did tbe worker of the
"Proletnrka" kombinat T.A. Poliakova, and the textile worker l'.K. Romashova (testimony of
T.A. Poliakova and F.K. Romoshova in the survey). Sec Gordon, Klopov, pp.IIO/II J, for the
abominable housing circu mstnnces in '.Jrban oreas.
63Pako, 147151659, 1.158.
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for the workers' youth school, because the landlord demanded lhal lhe

light be turned off at a certain ti me at nig htM .

Heating in the larger towns was provided by lhe burning of wood

or peat65 . il is rather remarkable that, in 1948, still more than hall' 01

this fuel consisted of wood.

In 1951, the electricity network \Vas reponed as slill growing,

which indicates that not yet ail enjoyed ils use66 . Nor had this been the

case bel'ore the war67 . In the same year, the tramlines, ,IS weil as tbe

ci~y's sewage and waterworks had been completely restored 10 tbe pre

1941 situationM But the public 'Jtilities must have been far l'rom

adequate, since Kiselev and Sadovnikov petitioned Malenkov in

November 1951 for a resolution to be issued by the USSR Council of

Ministers that would order large investrnents in the telephone network,

housing, the tram system, and for a sports stadium69 .

The situation in sorne of the other towns was even worse in

195 po. The amount of living space and the municipal services in Rzhev

MA.M. Afanas'ev, who Iived ail his life in Udaml'ia, eammented that tbe ancestm! waaden
hause in whieh he lived in 1992 had its disadvantages and demanded a lot of maintenance, but
still believed that his house was prefemble ta an urban apartment (testimany of A.M.
Manas'ev in the survey). The present authar cannat but agree after having liv.d in several
Soviet-built apartmoots in Mascow and Tver'.
65Paka, 147/4/1501, 1.21. That is the heating of cultuml and social in'titules, ornees, and
the homes of the population.
66Paka, 147/5/36, 1.119.
67 See III. 1.
68However, in November 1951, Malenkov was tald: "The demands of the populace are not
being met in respect ta the waterworks and sewage, the provision of services and ulilities,
the repairs of hausing, and sa on, make seant pragress..... (Paka, 147/5/35, 1.135).
69Paka, 14715/35, 11.137-141.
70Compare as weil to VII.2. [t might be, however, that in the semi-ruml, reeentir
urbanized settlements, such as Kanakovo, the situation was better than in aider tawns such
as Rzhev, Torzhok, or Bologae. G.V. Lubov lived with his parents in Konakovo until his
matTiage at the age of twooty-six, arter which he and his wife were able to maye into a
house of their own, which was bequeathed ta them (testimony of G. V. Lubav in the survey).
Perhaps the averpopulatian in these smaller settlemenls was less than in the larger towns,
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and Tarzhak had yet ta attain prewar levels71 . In 1949, each inhabitant

of the town of Rzhev had an average three square meters of living

space72 . In the same year, many of its schaals had to work in three

shifts due ta the lad: af buildings. Rzhev had merely half of the amaunt

of housing, schaals, haspitals, clinics, and daycares in 1951 in

camparison with 194073 . In Ralogae in 1952, more than 270 families

of railroad warkers were in dire need of housing74 . They Iived in

kitchens and hallways in spite af repeated pleas in 1951 and 1952 ta

come ta the aid of lhese families. Even thaugh the war had been

officially aver for seven years, na new apartment buildings had been

built in the tawn, that had sustained severe damage fram shelling and

bombardments.

and the accessibility to locally fouad raw Olaterials --especially wood·-. necessory for the
construction of houses, was belter in settlements the size of Konakovo (whicb probably had
about 10,000 inhabitants during this period, see Table 3). Lubov's case is, on the other
hand, probably not eltemplary, since most tawn dwellers were relative newcomers in most
tawns, and did not have relatives from wbom they could inherit a house or apartment. In
comparison, N.V. Althova lived in Konakovo in a communal one-room apartment of ber
porcelain factory with six people on eleven square meters (testimony of N.V. Althova in the
survey). Arter the wor, L.V. Egorova lived with her mother, a factory worker, in faetory
barracks in Vyshnii Volochek. Ünly in 1956, after her second marriage, did sbe move to ber
husband's apartment (testimony of L.V. Egorova in the survey). E.S. Shirogenkova, a
weaver, also lived in the faetary barraclcs of one of the textile works in Kalinin. She got her
own apartment ooly in 1972 (testimony of E. S. Shirogenkova in the survey). E. V. Boranova,
a spinner of one of KaliJlin's textile plants, lived with her husband and daughter in a
communal apartment of twelve square meters (testimony of E.V. Baranova in the survey).
T.F. Krivova lived after the war with six people in a room of twelve square metcrs
(testimony of T.F. Krivova in the survey). A,A. Kondrashov, a member of the Party elite of
the oblast', was one of the few in the survey who believed, not surprisingly, that he had
II1ways been weil provided with decent housing (testimony of A,A. Kondrashov in the
survey).
71Pako, 147/5136, 1.119. See Table 43. 10 1952 in Kimry, at one factory 250 m2
factary housing space was available for 700 workers, and at another 40 m2 for 400
workers (Pako, 147/5/283, 1.240). There was no kindergorten for eitber faotory, both of
wbich mainly employed women. Thus, it was noted, the labour force at the factories was
very instable.
72Pako, 147/4/1495, 1.44.
73Pako, 147/5/2, 1.76.
74Pako, 147151283, 1.25.
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In 1952. no municipal waterworks or sewage existed in Kashin .

and in Kimry, the people had ta use either the polluted water of the

Volga or water from primitive wells for most household purpos~s75.

The bridges over the river were in a dilapidated state, and the

cobblesroned roads feH apart. There was not one asphalt sidewalk, and

the municipal public worl-.s department lacked the means for an)' new

projects and even for the maintenance of the existing municipal

utilities76 .

In smaller settlements in the immediate surround;ngs of a

number of towns, there was neither electricity or sufficient water

foumains. In settlements, as in the "workers' settlements" (n/bochie

poselk1) , the assortment of goods in the shops was often small, with

shortages of essential products occurring regularly77.

Today quite a few Russians censure the appearance of beggars on

the streets in recent years, something which supposedly was unheard

of earlier, when the Soviet Union still existed. Perhaps there were few

indigents in Brezhnev' s time. However, beggars went around the streets

of Kalinin during Stalin's years. In 1951, Mishchenko, of the Molotov

military academy located in the centre of Kalinin, remarked:

75Pako, 14715/283, 1.39 and 1.240.
76A.A. Kondrashov stated that, when he !>tarted ta work in the obkom in 1959 under first
secretary N.G. Korytkov, there was no asphalt road in any of the smaller towns, which
Korytkov organized during his long tenure during the 1960s. Neither were there radios in
the countryside in 1959, according ta Kondrashov; again Korytkov was responsible for their
diffusion. Korytkov, too, succeeded in building many more bridges in Kalinin, through which
town three different rivers f10w (the Tvertsa, the T'mak, and the Volga) (testimony of A.A.
Kondrashov in the survey). Unwittingly, Kondrashov showed us the primitive state of
affairs in sorne areas of infrastructure in the oblast' before 1959. In contrast ta
Kondrashov, the kolkhoz bookkeeper and sometimes chairman D.A. Dultinin could not
appreciate Korytkov very much. Dukinin wa, of the opinion thnt Korytkov was a bit of a fool
and that he ruled by "administrative methods" (testimony of D.A. Dukinin in the survey).
??Pako, 147/5/36, Il.1201121.
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If the secretaries of the raikom, gorkom, and obkom would

take a walk along the streets of the oblast' centre, then they
would notice that almost on every street corner some kind of
beggar is siuing. It gives the impres~ion that the centre of the
town of Kalinin is beggarly. Citizens of the countries of the
people's democracies study at the Molotov Academ}'. There is one
indigent near the post office, who without. fail seeks them OUt
ancl begs. They will go home and relate that the town of Kalinin is
full of beggars. 73

Municipal services in the r~ion centre of Maksatikha were in a

desolate state in 1952: the public bath had crumbled, the primary

school building had burned down, aCter which the school had c1osed, and

there was no electrical light79.

Although the education network in the oblast' worked reasonably

smoothly by 1951, still some school-age children did not attend

c1asses80 .

The health-care situation in the oblast' has already been

described81. In 1951, in the formerly occupied raions medical offices

and clinics were sometimes couched in private dwellings, and as a rule

had to aJJow for a less than desired sanitary standard82 . Several

hospitals had not yet been rebuilt by that year, notably the oblast'

hospital in Kalinin and the urban hospitals of R,,:hev and Staritsa.

Funhermore, a paucity of medical doctors (more than eight hundred)

was reported to the Central Committee in June 195183 •

Durlng the greater part of the 1930s, and in the postwar
period as wel1 (let alone the period of the war itself), the

78Pako, 147/5/105, 1. 85.
79Pako, 147/5/433, 1.34.
80pako, 147/5/36, 1.120; see VIII. 6.
81See VII.2.
82Pako, 147/5/36, 1. 120.
83 Ibid. , 1.120.
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purchasing power of wag~s was clearly lower than in the
second half of the 1920s.84

Although the retail priees were regularly lower~d al'ter 1945. the

eternaI Soviet problem of seanty amounts and variety of goods in the

shops aIso plagued the Kalinin oblast'85. [n the winter of and spril1g of

1946-1947 the bread ration was extremely low as a result of the

drought86 . At the end of 1947, ration cards were abolished. but except

for a brief periad of an abundance of goods, the same shottages quickly

recurred8? Privations of sugar, flour, meat, lard and buttt:r, tinned

food, and more goods often cropped up bath in town and country in

195188 . Just as much as in later times, the rudeness of the customer

84Gordon, Klopov, p.99. Curiousl)', in the 19305 man)' of the contemporaries applauded the
announeement of wage inaeases b)' Stalin as a sign of the improvement of the standard of
living, without an)' effort to compare their situation to the pre-I929 period, nor trying to
establish if an aelUaI inaease in l'enl wages oecurred b)' loolcing at the level of priee
increases (Gordon, Klopov, pp.99/(00). The same plo)' seems to have worked in the
p05twar period, when priees were regularl)' lowered, without l'esulting in un incresse in
purehasing power.
85Pako, 147/5/328, 11.15-17. On April l, 1952, the fifth or siKth po~twar lowering of
priees oecurred. Chapman has pointed out that this probabl)' did not meatl mueh of an
increase in l'eal wages, eertainl)' not in the 1940s, and pel'haps onl)' slightly 50 in the carl)'
19505 (Chapman, pp. 165-175; as well, on the priee reduetions, Chapman, p.50). G.V.
Lubov, very mueh of a supporter of the regime, notieed thot he and his famil)' eomplained
about the slow pace of the priee l'eduetions (testimon)' of G.V. Lubov in the survc)').
86I.M. Volkov, "Zasukha... ," p.ll.
8?Oeherki, pp.5411542. The rourth rive Year Plan, aecepted on Mareh 12, 1946 by the
Supreme Soviet, had deemed it feasible to have the ration coupons abolished by the end of
1946 (Sovetskaja dereynja.. ... pp.61162). Partieularly the famine of 1946-1947 foreed
this deeision to be postponed for another )'ear. Ration cards were only given to urban
dwe1lers and employees in the eountryside, net to the kolkhozniks. N.A. Arkhangel'skii wus
probably correct when he stated that the most important aspect of the abolition of rationing
was its politieal effeet (testimoR)' of N.A. Arkhangel'skii in the survey). His opinion wa.
underlined by that of N.N. Panova, a weaver, who believed that the abolition was a Mean. to
pretend to the outside world thot everything was going weil in the USSR. She added that
shortages continued to happen up uotH our own days (testimony of N.N. Panova in the
survey),
88Pako, 147/5/36, 1.121. In 1952, a similar complaint was repeated by oblast' trade
union leader Zubov (Pako, 147/51283, 1.246). He noticed that in every town regular
shortages of esseotial produets were taking place. Man)' industrial workers were able to
receive food produets in special stalls on the premises of their flletory. Railroad workers,
for example , were IIble to bu)' IIdditional angar, slIuseges, and brelld there (testimoR)' of A. N.
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services was deplored, in 1951 even by the first obkom secretaryS9. In

1952, during an inspection of sixty-five retail stores, it was found

that, in forty-three of the shops, customers were cheated by being

gi ven short weights or short measures, or by mistakes in tallying up

the bi1l90 . Bread queues occurred in 1951 in Vyshnii Volochek91. Much

was stolen and squandered in the retail (rade network of the oblast'.

Transportation for the internai trade network was also far from

suitable in 1951. The direction for local trade had 120 motor vehicles

and 162 horses at its disposai, whereas before the war il had disposed

of 204 motor vehicles and 297 horses92 . In 1951, the consumers'

cooperatives possessed fewer cars, trucks, and horses than in 1941.

Goods such as bicycles and radios were distributed very unevenly: at

sorne point in 1950-51, for example, a single shop received no radios,

white the direction of local trade received merely 38093 .

The results of the failing distribution network in the oblast' were

angrily summed up by a delegate at the ninth Party conference, who

Nikolaev in the survey). Nevertheless, the diet of Soviet citizens in 1940 or 1950 had not
improved over that of the inhabitants of Imperial Russia in 1913 (Gordon, Klopov, p.105).
89Pako, 147/5/36, 1.1~;, .·~e phrase that is used here is: "M'zlaiiu kul'turl/ r'
oIJJ'luzhiJ''lImï pokuptltt'It'L . ...
90Pako, 147/5/283, 1.246. Appar.nlly against none of the cheating sales persons criminal
proceedings were inslÎluted.
91Pako, 147/5/105, 1.65. The local boss, Matveev, returned to the theme of shortages in
Seplember 1952, when he complained that no sausages had been avllilable for three months
that Yellr ;n his town, and the qUllJltity of herring and cheese on average per day had been no
more than rifty-five kilo's of each over the same period (Pako, 147/51283, 1. 216). He
added thal no problem afflicting bis town, that had been discu••ed on the eighth Party
conference, had been .olved by the time of the ninth Party conference (Pako, 147/5/283,
1.217). The dilemmn wa. an old one, because already in July 1946, shortages in Vyshnii
Volochek had been 50 wide.pread, that Proletarskllia Prayda had dedicated an article to it,
although the focus of the article was not on the foodstuffs .- at the time still rationed·-, but
on household goods (PP 8059/July 7, 1946, p. 3).
92Pako, 147/5/36, Il.139/140.
93Pako, 147/5/36, 1. 139.
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more or less represented the contemporary opinion of the workers, for

he was not working in any nomenkhirum job:

A Iittle about trade. Try ta obtain yeast, or ba)' leaf, when
you dare. Nothing of the kind you will find, and the spt:'culators
are selling them at every spot. ls it possible that the trade
organizations cannot organize the sale of bay leaves? Or do you
think. that it' s not convenient for your financial plan? lt is,
however, useful for the working class and the toiling
intelligentsia because they overpay the speculators J'or tbese
things; and one l'ails to understand how the organs of the arm of
the law can overlook this in such a slipshod manner, as if they do
not know what the speculators demand for a bay leal'.

There, comrade Kiselev, you reported that the organs of the
militsiia and justice operate poorly. Let's grab these hucksters,
these permanent residents of the market, and send them there, ta
the kolkhozy (Applause).94

Many town dwellers tried to make up for the absence of an

adequate varlety of goods by cultivating a private plot on tbe outskirts

of the towns9S . In Kalinin in 1951, 14,656 households owned such a plot

94Pako, 147/5/283, 1.221.
9SIn this respect many of the new recruits to the urban work force, natives of the
countryside, had certain advantages over those who had Iived for generations in the towns. If
they were lucky enough to be aIlowed to cultivate a garden plot, the former could use their
rural experience to derive a mce yield of crops and of Iivestock from the plot. The
possession of a plot probably perpetuated certain rurll1 habits among these workers. G.V.
Lubov, his wife, and his parents, although ail employed in the small town of Konakovo in
factories or urblln offices, continuously kept up a private plot, for they possessetl a
sufficiently large yard near their house during this period. Konakovo wns a recently
urbanized village, which retained many rural traits. Although Lubov wu and is a staunch
supporter of the Communist regime, h~ admits that the double income he and his wife haU in
these years was insufficient to provide adequately for his family of three. The private plot
came to their rescue. The pr'Oduce satisfied the family's demand for potaloes, cahblIIle,
cucumbers, tomatoes and carrots. They also kcpt chickens and pigs (testimony of G. V. Lubov
in the survey). Even a weil paid workers like N. D. Eliseev, who worked at the railroads
repairiag locomotives, continued to cultivate a private plot and raised sorne piglets. He sold
the meat from these in Moscow, because the prices on the market were much higher there
(testimony of N. D. E1iseev in the survey).
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but, due ta the taxation on the produce of these plots. the number had

fallen ta approximately 10,000 by 195396 .

Only in the early 1950s did the real wages of workers and

emp10yees generally start ta surpass the level of 1937, and only after

Stalin's death did they reach the level of the later 1920s97 . By far the

largest share of the family's income had ta be spent on foodstuffs98 . In

comparison ta most industrialized countries at the time, in the 1950s

" ... the position of the SovIet worker, relative ta the workers in most of

these countdes, was still worse than it was in 1928. "99

Furthermore, by the 1950s bath adults of an urban household were

obliged ta work in arder ta guarantee a s'Jfficient income for the

home100. And even then, as in the case of L. V. Vedernikova, a

96l'ako, 14715/663. 11.167/168. Moreover. in 1951 blue and white·colltU' workers hed
1,909 cows for private use, the number of which also fell to 1,252 in 1953.
97Chapman. p,144, Table 21. and p.145, Table 22, and pp.147/148 for the interpretntion
of the numbers in the table. On the average, resl wages were still at a very low level in
1948. [t should be noted, too, that these ca1culations were sornewhat suspect, as Chapman
indicated herself: "The widely divergent measures of the extent of the decline in ren1 wages
since 1928 and the conflicting answers as to the level of rea1 wages in 1954 in comptU'ison
with 1928 emphasi'le the difficulties of comparing standards of living in very different
periods or places" (Chapman, p.150). However, she is quite convinced of the accumcy of the
comparison between 1937 and later years; the evidence indicates that in the towns of the
Kalinin oblast' between 1937 and 1953 the life of workers and employees hardly improved,
nor did real wages increase (see Chapman, pp. 150-152).
98Gordon. Klopov, p.104.
99 Chapman , p.ln.
100Chapman, p.178. Only atmy orficers. who received a package with foadstuffs every
manth, could sametimes afford to live on one income with their families (testimanies of V. la.
Semiachko and Kh. I. Leibovich in the survey). Leibovich had to pa)' a steep rent (and
perhaps tuition fees). half of his incorne, when he studied directly after the war in the
Frunze Military Academy in Moscow. His wife might have warked as weil at that time as a
stenographist. Similar packages were distributed among all military and Party leaders (sm.
50rgk be:led • p. 517). Their contents probably were dependent on the importance of the
receiver. but the highest leaders received large sums of money. In retirement. Molotov
noted that the leadership knew for ft fact that the miserl)' wages of 60'odd -i. e. 600 per
manth at the time·- rubles were not enough (Stg sgrok besed.. " p.264). In the eyes of the
Politburo. no passibilities existed to increase them. for a11 menas had ta be dedicated to the
defense against the imperialist threat.
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booldceeper, and her husband, who worked for DOS...\AF and its

predecessors, the double incarne did not sult~celOl. She had la

supplement their incarne by doittg odd jobs on her days off, and he, an

inveterate fisher, added his catch ta rheir meals. She did not l'ven Lake

her holidays because she would be paid cash compensation, :lllother

weicome addition te their income. A.l. Ryzhakova received a pension for

her daughter of 350 rubles, because her husband was killed in the arrny:

yet, as a nurse, she still needed ta work one and a hall' shifts ~o rnake

ends meet, ta work on holidays, and ta caU upon relatives ta help her

out102 . E.V. Baranova, a textile worker, suppJernented the incarne ot' her

family by knitting and selling her Knitted wear103. T.A. Poliakova and

F.K. Romashova, also textile workers, toiled on their days 011' in the

factory in arder to augment their incorne104. Poliakova did the laundry

and ironing for the direction of her factory. Others couJd rely on the

produce of a private plot to garnish their incarne.

Young males aU had ta undergo medical tests for conscription.

After the war, the usuaJ army service for recruits amounted ta three

years. The army was an important and convenient rneans for creating

conformity among the male part of Soviet youth. Before joining the

army, a boy could escape most indoctrination by avoiding palitics. This

was probably not ail that hard ta do in the countryside, and was

101Testimony of L.V. Vedernikova in th_ survey.
102Testimony of A. 1. Ryzbakova in the survey: it is not clear if this penûon was the monthly
or yearly sum Ryzhakova received; the account of L.P. Felkova, who received a pension of 68
rub/es for her deceased husband and had two children, leads one to think that this was the
yearly total (testimony of L.P. Felkova in the survey). It could be, however, that Felkova
refers to the yearly total in the post-1961 value of the currency.
103Testimonyof E.V. Barnnova in the survey. The carpenter P.A. Kashinov, who was a
member of a construction cooperative, worked with his brigade in his spare time, building
privately commissioned wooden houses (testimony of P.A. Kashinov in the survey).
104Testimonies of T.A Poliakova and F.K. Romashova in the survey.
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possible in the towns as weil witheut much harm. However, military

service would make an obedient and acquiescent Soviet citizen out of

him105 . Apart from the army itself, there were also "voluntary"

orga.lizations for the defense of the Motherland, the mos, important of

which was IJOSAAF ( Vsesoiuznoe dobror,vl'noe obsl1cl1eslFo sodeisniù,

;lrmJÏ, :/l'Ù/fsÎi i OOIiJ)106. IJOSAAF possessed of buildings used for

paramilitary exercises and equipment storage, and had shooting ranges

and training grounds10? 51,335 members in the Kalinin oblast' in the

autumn of 1951 belonged to IJOSAAF10S.

One is rather astonished by the comptaint in 1951 about the

operation of a Baptist Church in Katinin, in which Pioneers attended

services because their own organization did not offer sufficient

activities109 . In the oblast' hospital for tuberculosis patients, religious

rites were illegally performed by Orthodox priests, aided by a nurse

105See Fainsod, How ,ppAIo-413. This is of course not speciric to the Soviet Union under
Stelin. In any country where conscription existed and exists, the recruits have to undergo a
certain amount of pressure in the army to conform to certain rules and standard&, some of
which are necessary for military rensons. Others are applied ta forge a certain loyal type of
citizen out of the conscript, for which one can suggest politicel rensons. But the level of
political indoctrination in Stalin's !U'my was incomparably higher than in other countries at
the time. The fondness for the recruitment inta the Party of those who served or had served
in the anny, particularly during the war, might have been again a consequence of the
authorities' extraordinary appreciation of military culture. This had been a Russian
tradition long before Bolshevik limes. It else could explain, aplltt from ether anti·femaie
attitudes that existed, why far fewer women entered the Party. Women did not experience
the school of military discipline. Therefore they were imagined to be, either consciously or
not, less subservient than men who had discharged their ermy service. Women's absence in
military service also resulted in their being less "one of the boys."
106E.g. Peko, 147/5/35, 1.103. In the second halr of 1951 the separate organizations
(DŒARAf. 00&1 Vand J)OSFlOT) for the support of army, of the air force, and of the navy
had merged (Palto, 147/5/37, 1.85).
107Pako, 147/5/35, 1. 104.
10SPako, 147/5/37, 1.85.
109Pako, 1471512, 1.144.
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who had been brought up in a convent. Religious devolion, meanwhile,

was gradually dwindling in the towns llO ,

In principle, the leisure time of factor)' workers and employees

was distribuled evenly during the year ll1 , The pace of work W:IS

different in agriculrure, and the peasants followed more closely their

traditional rhythm of life. Although !ess sa than befOl'e

colle'.:tivization, the winter was still a more tranquil lime. Arler the

harvest, the kolkhozniks wel'e often recruiled for work in wood

procurements, and had ta treat f1ax al home112 . The peasants also

stubbornly continued ta observe religious holidays, and these amounted

ta their lime at play113. In their case, the modern concept of leisure

only became diffuserl in the time of the reforms al'ter Stalin's death,

when, for example, actual paid holidays w':!re introduced114 . Before

110See VI.2 as weil.
I11See also Fainsod, Hlm......., p.3l8. Obviously, urban inhabitants were nbliged to work
overtime at their enterprises (either because the faclory or institution forced them to do so.
or on their own initiative, to enhance their income). Some of them spent a large amouDt of
their spore time on their plots. Much time was lost by having to queue up at the .Lor.'S as
weil; women were understood to discharge of most hourehold tasks (see VlIJ.5).
112Before collectivization, flax was not cultivated by ail peasMts, although the cultivation
of the crop rose during the 1920s (Altrichter, pp. 77178). After collectivizatian. II1most
every kolkhoz had been forced to cultivRte the crop. The sawn area of flax amplilied from
12% in 1927/28 of the total sown area in Tver' gubernüa, ta 17% in 1937 in the Klllinin
oblast', and was between 14 ta 15% in the years 1946,1952 (AJtrichter, p.78; Nurodna.e.
Khozjaistvo. pp. 32/33). M.A. Sysoew, A.K. Sumuginll-Shepeleva, Z.M. Vinogradova and A.E.
Vakbmistrov confirmed that one had more opporturJty to relax during the winter in the
countryside (testimony of the same in the survey). M. M. KozenkovR added that one still had
worlc in the winter, with the treatment and transport of flax ta the factory, and in the wood
procurements (testimany of M. M. Kazenkova in the survey).
113As in the case of T.A. Novikova in Udoml'ia raion (testimony of T.A. Navikova in the
survey); V.G. Gavrilov. a Party member since 1947, stated that the days off in the summer
were oaly those on which the religious holidays were celebrated on the kolkhoz (testimony
of V.G. Gavrilov in the survey).
114It should be noticed here that the peasantry in the 19409 sometimes did have different
pastimes --at least, if they had the time for it-- than their ancestors, one of which was
reading (as did V.P. Pimenova; tesimony of V.P. Pimenova in the survey). After 1111, by
1945 the large majority had profited from some sort of education. while twenty yeRr.l
earlier sill more than half of the adult population had been iIliterate (A1trichter. pA7).
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1953, lhe attitude towards work in the coumryside remained

predominamly preinduslrial: a c1ear division between leisure and work

lime was not made, the rhythm of activities determined rather by the

religious calendar and the seasons.

ln urban areas sorne indulged in their spare time by participating

in amaleur music and drama groups, reading library books, visiting the

theatre and cinema, attending concerts, and being invoJved in sports115 .

Others used their free moments in a ,vay which resembled the habits of

rural dwellers: elaborate dinners with plenty of food and drink with

family and friends (z;fsroJ't'j, or strolling around the town when young.

Sorne, as was noticed before, owned a private plot, and spent much of

their free time tending to their crops and livestock. The older crowd

preserved the rural habit of sitting around on benches outside the

apartment building or barracks --instead of the peasant's house-- in

the evenings, savouring gossip about all and sundry. Most spent thek

spare time combining a variety these options.

The urban inhabitants earned a real annual vacation of "arying

length, depending on one's job. Oruy a few, and they were all part of the

Party's elite, managed to make a holiday trip outside the borders of the

obJast'116. In the survey, not surprisingly, more of the urban residents,

and in particular those who had joined the Party, expressed

satisfaction with the possibilities to recharge their batteries during

115As did G. V. Lubov, who was undoubtedly more than Most conscious of "cultured" ways of
spending one's rime. Nevertheless, he, too, liked the zl1.sto/'e type of gathering (testimony of
G. V. Lubov in the survey).
116Nevertheless, professional Party workers had ta work extremely hard, from early in
the morniD8 untillate at night (testimony of A.M. Manas'ev and A.A. Kondrashov). The ones
higher up on the ladder were entitled to an annual trip ta a spa, as Kondrashov was
(teslimony of A.A. Kondrashov in the survey).
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leisure and holiday time117 , However, quite a few l'actaI}' workers

noticed that they often bad ta work on their days off, when equipment

had to be repaired, or the plan bad ta be met118. In the end, life in the

towns was probably only marginally lUnre endurable than in the

countryside119 . The queues in front of the shops, the lack of a diverse

assortment of goods, the inadequate diet, the pourly insulated

apartments or rooms, and the forced cohabitation with others in the

communal apartments led to an exceptionally high leve! of stress.

Sorne, the weaker ones, turned to the boule as a resull.

VIII.3 The Failure of Socialist Agriculture

As is well known, the building of communism aims to
eliminate the essential distinctions between town and
countryside,120

The newspaper Proletarskaia Prayda gave in July 1945 an example

of a kolkhoz where agricultural labour, in this case at harvest time,

was organized in a most rational and efficient way121, The kolkhoz had

two ZFë'O',Ù( each made up of twelve women. Winter grains had been

sown on fifty-one hectares of the kolkhoz land, spring grains on 11fty

nine hectares, flax on thirty-six bectares, and potatoes on sixteen and

a half hectares. During the harvesting of these crops, fifteen hectares

117Agaîn G.V, Luboy's satisfaction might be considered t)'l'icul (testimony of G.V. Luboy in
the survey).
118Testimony of A.V, Zelentsev, S.M. Volkoy, N.l. KomlU"ov, N.A. Kotov in the survey.
119Gordon, Klopov, p.114.
120Todorskü, Arbatov, II, p,57.
121pp 7802, July Il, 1945, p.2. The article described the orgllJlizOlion of the harvest nt
the kolkhoz "Krasnoe Trosukhino" of the Kalinin rural mion of the oblast'.
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• of fallow [sic] were ta be ploughed. and fiity-five hectares were to be

planLed WiLh winLer cereals. ln order to aid with Lhe harvest. fifteen

more kolkhoz members (the bookkeeper. the chair. the storage keeper.

some livestock herders and some milkmaids) were enlisted and an

additional thirty-six people were found in the neighbourhood: twenty

three school children and thirteen elderly kolkhoz members. In this

way. seventy-five people were potentially able to aid with the harvest.

These seventy-five were still deemed as being too few, so that the

kolkhoz requested a nearby orphanage to lend another twenty teenagers.

When daily tasks were distributed. twenty-eight people were

assigned to harvest with sickles, and thirty-eight received lighter

tasks. 50ch as pulling seed vessels from flax stalles. and so on. Not all

orphans, school children. and elderly were employed every day. Twenty

horses were available to serve as draught power. and carts were

deployed for the transport of the harvested crops. Two MTS tractors

were hired. one ta pull a treshing machine, the other to aid in sowing

winter grains and ploughing the land for the following spring sowing. It

seems that the conduct of the harvest of this kolkhoz was a success -

that is. if it actua1ly happened at this kolkhoz in th~s way. because the

newspaper was primarily a means of propagandal22 . If all collective

farms would have been able to organize themselves as weil as this one,

with the same kind of glowing outcome. the crop cultivation and

harvest yield of the Kalinin oblast' would have been an outstanding

example. ripe for emulation in the Soviet Union.

• I22See VI. 1 and Appendix II.
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Somehow this was not the case during the later years of Slalin's

life. Several of the problems thal plagued agriculture have been

mentioned already, and several more will be described in the following

pages in order to explain why "socialist" agriculture in the Kalinin

oblast' remained a constant source of anxiety for the local authorilies

and why it was often ignored as much as possible by the peasanLs

themselves. One of the dilemmas can be found immediately in lhe above

description: the shortage of work hands, which was emphasised by the

preponderance of manual labour on the kolkhozy.

Although statistical handbooks claim that agriculture was

col1ectivized for 100% in 1945, there is proof that this was not

entirely the case123 . The term "collectivized" is confusing, for

consistently every year some arlel' members were excluded from

collectiv~ farms for failing to discharge their obligations. They tried

then to survive on their own liule plot of land that was h,;;tvily taxed

by the state. It might be true that by 1945 ail of the peasantry of the

Kalinin oblast' had belonged to a collective farm at some point in time.

ft is, however, a mistake to conclude that, at any point in time after

the war, every individual of the rural population who engaged in

agriculture was a member of a sovlchoz or kolkhoz, or worked for the

MTS and procurement organizations.

Furthermore, il should be stressed once more that, in spite of ail

kind of legislation against employment in nonagricultural occupations

in the countryside. many rural inhabitants shunned the collective

l23Kaljoipskaia oblllllt' za 50 let" p.59 claimed thllt all land and all peasaDts' households
were col1eetivized in 1945. However, see VI.2 for • qualification of that level of
col1ectivization.
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farms. They worked, for example, in rurally located factories, in

industrial cooperatives, or for the government124 .

In July 1945, the obkomburo expressed its dissatisfaction with

the state of affairs in the raion of Kozlovo, east of Vyshnii Volochek, a

raion which had been spared German occupation125 . In some kolkhozy

there, the kolkhozniks did not start their workday on the collective

farm early enough, and enjoyed long breaks for lunch. The result was

that, in 1944, out of 217 orgauized production Iinks(zveo;/i) only 130

survived until the end of the agricultural season. Only Cive received

additional payment for deliveries of state procurements above the

obligatory norms. Horses and other livestock under the authority of the

collective farms were neglected, and many perished as a result. Worse

still was the fact that many kolkhozniks had acquired an Illegal pair of

cows for personal use, had stopped with kolkhoz work, and had taken up

private farming. In Kozlovo raion, 195 private farms used kolkhoz land

and kolkhoz pastures for their cattle and somehow were not being

taxed! Not surprisingly, the obkomburo urged upon the raion authorities

severe measures to bring these practices to an end. These instances of

"civil disobedience" were not unique for Kozlovo raion126. The large

amount of private farms shows that more than ten years after

col1ectivization a defiant spirit was still alive among many peasants.

124See VII.!.
125Pako, 14113/2101, Il.2241225.
126See V/.2 In Soviet jargon, this behaviour was dubbed "anli-Soviet". At the same lime
similar phenomeaa were noticed in Ostashkov raian, fer instance (Pake, 147/3/2101,
Il.132-13300.). In August 1945, grain was distributed among the kolkhezniks of the
Novokarel' raion instead of being delivered ta the state (Pako, 147/312702, 1.30). A few
weeks l&ter the same practice was cendemned in the Noyokarel', Kaliazin, Neri', Likhoslavl',
Goritstii, and Esenovichi mions (Pate, 14113/2102, 1.550b.).
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A substabtial number of collective farmel'S had more or less

withdrawn from the kolkhoz, and focussed exc1usively on theit- private

plotl27 . In the formerly occupied raions, the plot size WOlS just large

enough to allow for a subsistence level of existence by way of

cultivating cereals, technical crops, and tending to one's private

livestock. In order to force the kolkhozniks to return to work in the

socialized sector of agriculture, the raikom secretary of Zubtsov raion,

Drozdov, recommended in 1946 that either the legal size of the plot be

halved, or the sowing of grain and technical crops on private plots be

prohibited by the governmentl28 •

After repeated warnings, the three local leaders who were

responsible for the grain deliveries of Novokarel' raion, raikom

secretary Andreev, raüspolkom chair Mukhin, and the raion

plenipotentiary of the People's Commissariat of Procurements,

Tumanov, were penalized in September 1945 by the obkomburo for

failing ta organize the delivery of the recently harvested grain ta the

state on schedulel29• Seventy-eight of 102 collective farms in the

raion did not meet the deadHne for grain deliveries. The obkomburo

concluded that tbis WOlS a result of anti-Soviet and criminal attitudes

of a number of kolkhoz chairs, some of whom were engaged in selling

off grain on the side. Others, however, might have been less driven by

an anti-Soviet attitude, but were hindered in their efforts to deliver

127Pako, 147/4/18, 1.41. The maximum size of a private plot was haU a hectare in most of
the Kalinin oblast'.
128Pako, 147/4/18, 1.41.
129Pako, 147/3/2702, II. 161ob.l162ob. The raion of Stantsa wu cautioned at the seme
time as weil. The three remained for the moment in their funetions. Somewhat laler in
September, the obkomburo once more Iloticed "an lUIti-governmental mood of primary Party
orglUlÎzation leaders, and of kolkhoz and sovkhoz direclors" (pako, 147/3/2702, Il .
178ob.)
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their quota on time because of a high moisture of the cereals. Yet, the

obkomburo was unwilling ta allow for causes other than human failure

for the less than satisfactory result of the raion's grain deliveries.

Another expression of the endurance of the peasantry's patient

resistance to the regime was the continued disappearance of livestock,

something which kept bothering the obkom after the war. In Aug~st

1945, obkom and oblispolkom took a resolution to condemn the practice

of squandering cattle on the sidel30 . This habit had acquired extensive

proportions because, in July of the same year, the number of strong

horned cattle in the oblast' feH by 11,863 heads, of which only 3,000

were delivered to the state as part of meat procurements. The other

cattle was squandered. In this case, the raions cited were in the

eastern, non-occupied areal31 . Sorne rai ons went as far as ta sel1 off,

or slaughter for their own consumption, oxen which were supposed to

substitute for the absent draught power of either horses or tractors.

This latter practice occurred more particularly in areas which had

suffered damage in the war, and were thus more in need of oxen132. In

September 1945, part of the problem was blamed on the

disorganization that appeared to prevail within the oblast' and raion

offices of the canle procurement organization (Z<{llolskoJ)133.

ln the areas located further away from the industrial artery along

the October Railroad and in the south-east, the lack of enthusiasm for

130Pllko, 147/3/2702, 1.88.
131The raions of Molokovo, with l,SOS hellœ, Bezhetsk, with 1,169 heads, Kashin with
1,153 heads, Brusovo (653), Makslltikhll (589), IInd Vyshnii Volochèk (259) were named
Ils the main culprits.
132Here the raions of Rzhev, in which the number of drllught axen decrellged by 120 in July
1945, Lukovnikovo (lOI), Kalinin (47), Konakovo (45), and Bologoe (42) were
mentioned.
133Pllko, 147/312702, 1. 186.
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the socialist sector was perhaps greater because these parts often did

not receive their fair share of consumer goods. In 1945, lhe lrJubiml)'t'

raiony suffered l'rom a paucity of engines --parlicuJarJy of importance

for their Machine Tractor Stations--, glass, salt, kerosene, soap,

matches, sugar, and so 011134. Often the bases of the st'J'klIozsml!JzlIt'où'

were accused of theft and squandering of tbese goods and of

mismanagemenl, but the distinct impression is created lhat the failure

Jay within the organization of the distribution system in general l35 . ln

one case at Jeast, a kolkhoz in Turginovo raion discontinued its milk

deliveries to the state because of the continuous absenct! of kerosene

in the se/po shopl36.

Agriculture failed to provide for the industrial labour force,

owing to either poor planning or too much of it. The confusion that

ensued from this with regards ta deliveries and distrib ution of

agriculturaJ produce, and the failure of collective farming itself to

turn into a hugely successful part of the economy, made the aUlhorilies

resign to certain concessionsl37 . During the war, many organizations.

134See, e.g., Pako, 147/3/2702, 1. 62-62ob.
135The sel'1d1ozSAtJillrlreniewos lU1 oblast' office responsible for the distribution of goom.
among the collective farros, with local departments in the raions. The swne problem Wll.'l

once more subject of discussions in the obkomburo, somewhat later in September 1945
(Palto, 147/3/2702, 1.1850b.-187ob.). At this time the supply was dencient of at lea!t
the taions of Molokovo, Rameshki, Kesova Gora, and Lesnoe, all in the east and north-elI.'lt of
the oblast'. Plax deliveries were not being encouraged because of insufficient delivery of
goods in return, according te information in September 1945 ( Pako, 14713/2702, Il.
1870b./188).
136Pako, 147/3/2702, !.186ob.
137One Soviet publication of the Brezhnev period had te admit that agriculture in carly
1946 in all sectors lagged far behind prewar production levels; in sorne areas the level of
production wos os 10w as in the early 1930s (Soyetskaia dereynia"" p.55). Thus tacitly it
is admitted that agriculture, and in particular the socia1ized part, had te start in early
1946 virtually anew on the road te rationalization and mechanization til~t was commenced
with collectivization. The parallel is all the more strikiDg if one takes inte accouRt that
there was a famine in 194611947, which seems to be a repetition of the 193211933
famine. The kollthozniks relied mainly on their efforts on the private plot for their income,



•

•

593

enterprises. and factories had been aUowed to have their own

subsidiary state and collective farms (the obkom itself had one in

Avvakumovo, just north-east of Kalinin)138. Regular supply of essential

foodstuffs for the labour force of the enterprise or organization was

more or less guaranteed through a combination of the produce from the

subsidiary farm and the goods provided by the distribution system.

and tried to do as little as they could get away with in the sociaiized sector. The rrvdodni
were 50 Hltle appreciated --undoubtedly because of their pitiful remuneration-- that they
were handed out to all kinds of individuals, who were legaUy not enlitled to them. such as
construction workers. employees of rural soviets. or MaU carriers (SovelSkaia derevnia
p.66/67 and p.174). This is probably the key to the explanation of the discipHnary
measures of the Scptember 19. 1946 Central Commiltee and USSR Counci1 of Ministers
resolution. and the Centrai Committee Plenum's resolulions of February 1947.
On the basis of records preserved in the state archive of Tver' oblaSl', it would be possible to
describe the financiai and economic operation of kolkhozy over a period of lime in certain
ruions of the Kalinin oblast' (Gako. fond 2692. Opisi 1-51 on the Kalinin rural raion for
example; also, Gako. 2520/2/8. 2520/23/3, 2520/47/28.31.34. 252014816). A
reading of these kinds of records by the present writer proved to be of limited interest for
the research of this thesis. because Many of the documents were either too specific or vague.
Furthermore. lime constraints made it impossible to conduet a rigorous investigation of
these records. According to the inspector of the archivai dcpaltment of the Kalinin
oblispolkom. O.G. Leont'eva. in 1990, one can find in these records: "...kollthozniks' books in
which the rrvdotloiare calculated (/nldor;re lazizhldj. account books in which the persona!
accounts of the kolkhozniks are settled (1it.n'Fye scIJelJi), account books listing the amount of
wages in kind and in money and their relative weight, account books on the assignment and
fulfUlment of the procurement deliveries, [and) protocols of generul meetings of the
kolkhoz' membership.... " (Leont'eva. p.28). She noliced that Many records of the kolkhozy
had been subsequently destroyed because the value of these kind of records was not
acknowledged by archivists and government workers (Leont'eva. p.31). Leont'eva cited some
aspects of kolkhoz liCe that could be described on the basis of these records: e.g. the amount of
rrvdodAiawarded to the members of the collective farm. which was dcpendent on the job they
perfonned. She does not seem to have been aware that the peasants were often not paid any.
or very few, rrvdotllli when they had not fulfi1led their labour norms. Of course. the value
of the rrvdotloi on the kolkhoz was dependent on the income paid by the state for the
delivered produce; Fainsod explains the manner in which rrudotl/1iwere awarded (Fainsod.
How,,,, pp.4611462). Leont'eva's description was confirmed in the records of the former
Communist Party that were used for the research of this dissertation. The Party's records
were often far more expHcit. They gave a much clearer picture of the situation and problems
of agriculture, and of the Itolkhozniks in the oblast' during the period (an exemple is the
report on the decrease of the number of able-bodied workers in the collective farms and its
repercussions on the oblast' agriculture to Kiselev of early 1953. which has been used in
VII.3 {Pako, 147/51906. ll.I-18}).
138Pako. 147/312759, Il.77178 is an exemple of a discussion on these farms. The
financial-economic IlCCOUnts of the sovlthoz of Avvatumovo can be traced back in the Pako
archives through tbe inventories of fond 147, opis 3. 4. and 5. for exemple.
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Despite the obvious significance these subsidiary farros had, they were

not always in the best condition. In July 1945, the situation 01' the

sovkhoz "Brednevo" in Turginovo raion had become intolerable in the

eyes of a vice-secretary of the oblcom, Zalcharov, who had the

responsibility for the retail-trade and public-catering

organizations1S9 . He reported to Vorontsov and Boitsov that the food

canteen and the housing barracks of the farro were infested with

cockroaches and other insects, and that ten families lived in one

communal room. They had no bedding, and there were hardly any pi110ws

or mattresses. He went on:

In the oôs1rcoez1Jirie there were no chairs, 5tools, buckets,
no laundry tub, and those who took home a lunch from the
food canteen, ale sitting on their bunles, holding their bowl on
their 1cnees. The clothes of these families were rags in fact, and a
number of them did not have any footwear. 140

Recently, matters there and in other subsidiary farms had

improved, through disinfection, the construction of separate rooms, and

the distribution of furniture and shoes141 .

Even post-1953 Soviet publications do not try to deny that the

situation of agriculture in the immediate postwar period was close ta

desperate142 . The somewhat eclectic description below will suffice to

lS9Pako, 147/3/2759, 11.77/78.
140lbid., 11. 77ob.
141Ibid., 1.78.
142See e.g. LM. Volkov, "Kolkhoz)' SSSR ... ," pp. 52. 59-61, and 64. or Samsonov, A shOtt
Hmgry_. pp.256/257 or Soyelskaia derevnia . lu. V. ArutiunilUl admitted in 1961 that tbe
agriculture1 production of the territory of the USSR of the pre-1939 borders until 1953
did nol reach the 1eve1 of agriculturaJ production in the yelU'S 1926-1929 (lu. V.
Arutiunian. "Osobennosti i zDllchenie novago etapa rezvitiia se1'stogo khoziaistva SSSR, "
pp. 392426. in: IMon;, k!'l!st'jlQstv, i kolkhoznQgo slmiterslYa y sssg MaterjaJr
daucbnQj sessii sQstci8Ysbejsja 18-21 1P!'l!lja J961 g. Y Mpskye. Moskva: Izelate1'stvo
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illustrate how similar problems recurred every year in the agriculture

of the Kalinin oblast'. Grain growing, flax cultivation, and animal

husbandry were never able ta achieve satisfactory results for more

than lWO years cons~cutively between 1945 and 1953.

In 1946, animal husbandry proved to be deficient: very few

milkmaids or herdsmen received extra payment for overfulfilling the

plan for breeding and milking in the early part of the yearl43. Apart

from that, herds of all sorts of Iivestock and poultry of the socialist

sector of the collective farms dwindled in 1946144.

In October 1946, Boitsov explained to Central Committee

secretary Patolichev why the grain procurements did not proceed

satisfactorilyl45. The main problems were attributed to inclement

weather and the simultaneous task of the potato picking. The latter had

begun earlier in order to avoid the loss incurred by the late potato

harvesting the year before. On October 1, 1946, only 1,213 kolkhozy out

of a total of 7,032 had effectuated the plan for grain procurements, and

3,023 had not even met by this date the 65% of total deliveries as

required by the plan. "Wrecking" could not be blamed: only at 174

collective farms had cases of grain squandering been uncovered, In

Alcademii Nauk SSSR, 1963, p.404). The average grain yield per hectare in 1925/1926
was 8.5 tsenter, and in 1949-1953 7.7 tsenter (Arutiunian, p.406).
143Pa!w, 147/4/63, 11.52/53. 13% of milkmaids. 6% of cowbreeders, and 2% of horse
breeders received additional income.
144See Table 20. The amount of poultry was in the oblast' on January 1, 1946, 220,625,
and one year later 190,436 (Pako, 147/4/528, 1.6ob.). The largest 100S of the catl1e herds
was sustained in more remote aress (Pako, 147/4/528, 11.60b.I1): the raions of Brusovo,
Goritskii, Kesova Gora, Koz/ovo, Krasnyi Kholm, NerI', Novokarel', Ovinischche, Sandovo,
Sonkovo, and Turginovo. One cause was the "squandering" of the socialized cattle, that is. the
selling of cattle on the side or the unauthorized slaughtering of it for persona! consomption.
However. the Party often exaggerated the extent of this practice.
145Pako, 147/4163. 1. 215. Patolichev, Khrushchev, and Kaganovich were supervising the
grain deliveries in the Ukraine in the autumn of 1946 (LM. Volkov, "Zasukha... ," p.7).
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order to ensure sufficient assistance for the harvesting and

procurements, 61,000 people had been sent into the countryside in the

preceding weeks, and trucks had been mobilized as weB in the towns lo

aid with the agricuitural workl46 . The successful acquittaI of the

obligations of the cereal deliveries to the state led to lhe diminishing

of the grai n share available for the distribution among the kolkllozniks

as reward for their trudodn}47. In one in twenty kolkhozy, no grain al

ail was distributed in early 1947 in the Kalinin oblasl'148. In others,

only 15% of the amount delivered to the state was distribuled among

the kolkhozniks. Therefore, even in the Kalinin oblast', where the aClual

drought had not occurred to the same damaging extent that it had in

other areas, malnutrition and even starvation may have ensued.

Instead of trying to improve agricultural performance by way of a

better remuneration of the labour of the kolkhozniks, the Central

Committee and the USSR Council of Ministers decided in September

1946 to issue a resolution which tried to reallocate the means

available within the kolkhozyl49. In the Central Commiuee's opinion,

146Pako, 147/4/63, 1. 223. In the end, the mobilization of the population ta oid with the
grain procurements proved successful and the oblast' exceeded the plan _oit dclivered
104.7% (Soyetskaia derevnia.", pp.273/274; I.M. Volkov, "Zasukha... ," p.9). However,
part of the deliveries consisted of seeds required for spring sowing (I.M. Volkov,
"Zasukha... ," p.8). Shortages of work hands at harvest time were not unique to Soviet times;
compare this remark of G.T. Robinson: "It is in the very nature of the highly specialized
grain-production of Russia . that for brief periods it demanded whole armies of extra
plowmen and especiaUy of harvesters... " (Robinson, p.loS).
147I.M. Volkov, "Znsukha.... " p.8.
148Ibid., p.9.
149See Soyetskaia dereynia, p. 68. Apart from this measure, two decrees were issued by the
9ltJlle authorities in the autumn of 1946 that sought to proteet the grain deliveries ta the
state (LM. Vo1kov, "Zasukha...." p.lo). As in industry, potentiaUy a large llJIlount of
allthorities on different levels in the state and Party hierarchies could interfere with
agriculture. The most important mensures were naturally taken by the Central CommiUee
and its Secretariat. sometimes in combin:ltion with the Couneil of Ministers. Apart from
that, some decrees were issued br the Supreme Soviet. The mensures of these higher organs
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many frlldodni were awarded to individuals who were not directly

engaged in farming, and orders were now given ta eut them off from

these additional sources of income. The resolution also condemned the

misappropriation of kolkhoz lands: the use of these lands for private

purposes above the legally allowed norms by kolkhozniks or members of

the kolkhoz executive, the use of kolkhoz land by local authorities, and

so on150. As a supplement to this resolution, the oblcom and oblispolkom

in Kalinin reiterated its contents in a joint resolution of September 19,

1946151 . The resolutions seemed in fact to have been a sign to start to

crack down on the limited amount of freedom agriculture a110wed

during tbe war. For example, in the autumn of 1946, at meetings of the

were complemented and adapted for the locai circumstances by mellSures of the obkom
(buro) or its secretariat, which also issued their own decrees. Measures specific to a raion
could be issued by the raikoms. Administratively, the lowest level of authority was the
executive of the kolkhoz itself (or its general meeting), and, by way of the raion department
(old<'lj of agriculture of the raiispolkom, the oblast' department of agriculture of the
oblispolkom, and the RSFSR Ministry of Agriculture, the highest level was the USSR
Ministry of Agriculture (Sovetskaia derevnia"., pp. 144-147). Together with the USSR
Ministry of Agriculture, other Ministries (of the sovkhozy, of the procurements of
agricultural production, and temporarily between 1945 and 1947 of technical crops and of
animal husbandry) and Gosplan top-functionaries were part of a Counci! of Ministers buro
for agriculture lifter the war. AH could separately talte measures that concerned agriculture.
The Ministry Ilf Agriculture was organized in many different branches. From October 1946,
a Couneil for Kolkhoz ACfaits under the USSR Counci1 of Ministers began to Cuncdon, which
prepared projects of law and made recommendations to the Counci1 of Ministers, had the
power to issue directions and instructions about the operation of the kolkhozy, and
investigated requests and suggestions that emanated from the kolkhozy. [n Ibis Couneil of
Kolkhoz Mfars, some token grass-t"oots kolkhoz workers had a seat, but the show was run
by Politburo member Andreev, Central Committee secretary Patolichev, and Orgburo
member V.M. Andrianov (Sovellikaïa dereynjo, .. , p.149; of course, until Andreev's
disappearance in the early 1950s from the highest Party level; Fainsod, How , , p.454).
Even a Soviet publication has to admit that a11 these düferent levels of decision malting, and
the frequent reorganization of these organs, led te duplication and was net very conducive to
the improvement of agriculture during these years (SOVlllskaja derevnia"" p.146 and
p.151).
150Examples of these praclices in the Kalinin oblast' can be found in Palto, 147/311966,
1I.2630b. In December 1946, S.A. Vese10v reported to an obkom plenum thllt, in 47% of a11
the collective farms of the oblast', occasions of the improper use of kolkhoz land had been
registered in the faH of 1946 (Pako, 147/4118, 1.34).
151Pako, 14713/2759, 11.3/11312.
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• Partylikrivof the Kashin, Konakovo, Mednoe, Ernel'ianovo, Sologoe, and

Tebleshki raions, the oblast' and raion courts and procuracy were

criticized for being tao lenient towards violations of the kolkhoz

USlIir152 . Firefighters, mail carriers, and others lost the additional

remuneration of the few rrudodni The rrudodni of others were whiltled

down. The situation in the raion of Neri' illustrates the abuse of powel'

in which local authorities had engaged before the resolutions:

At the meeting of the party likriv in Neri' raion, the director
of the food kombinat; comrade Kuznetsov, spoke about the fact
that mallY leading workers of the raion had heen involved in
extorting the kolkhozy; thus the UpolmùJzlill [raion
plenipotentiary of the Ministry of Procurernents], cornrade
Petushkov, took without paying 3, 000 tons of potatoes of the
kolkhoz "Krasnyi Pakhar"; the head of the MGB, cornrade Rozanov,
bought a cow for 1,080 rubles. The former raikom secretary
comrade Martynov and the head of the raion agricultural
department Bashinov took each a suckling pig without paying. The
prosecutor Dmitriev placed his horse on the lands of the kolkhoz
"Niva" ta have it graze there.

Upt.J1minzlilr comrade Petushkov pointed to the fact that last
year prosecutor Dmitriev mowed hay, and sold it in the spring for
market priees. The head of the ispolkom department for
mobilization, comrade Baranov, took without paying a sheep from
the kolkhoz "Michurin" in 1945. 153

Recriminations were ricocheting everywhere, and the local Party

organizations were once more engaged in a frenzy of denunciations,

reminiscent of the years 1937 and 1938. If the Central Comminee

wanted to achieve a stricter discipline in the countryside by this

resolution, after the complacency of the war years, it certainly seems

• 152Pako. 147/312759, 11.3111312. For the U51111'. see 11.1.
153Pa1to, 147/3/2159. I. 311ob.
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to have succeeded154. In Lukovnikovo raion the discussions on the

resolution showed the existence of two factions witbin the

raikomburo155. Tbe MGB chief, Severov, was pitted against the chair of

the raiispolkom, lamshchikov, accusing the latter of aUowing people to

come off scot-free with criminal negligence and trumping up tbe books.

Iamshchikov admitted that Severov's criticism was justified, but

wanted to bring the criticism before the upcoming Party conference of

the raion. Iamshchikov is probably to be equated witb the person of the

same name who can be found in the records of the second oblast' Party

conference in June 1937, who failed to get elected as candidate obkom

member156. Hence be must have become rather nervous because of

Severov's accusations, for be had witnessed the avalanche of arrests,

perpetrated among Party leaders by the NKVD in the purges.

At the end of October 1946, Boitsov was able ta natify Zhdanov

that 4,397 hectares of land, previously misappropriated, had been

returned ta the collective farms157 . More than 1,000 people, who were

not involved in agricultural production, had been taken off the payroll

of the kolkhozy. Furthermore, the remuneration of kolkhoz

administrative and executive staff had been pared down. By March

1947, 59,230 cases in 4,095 kolkhozy (out of a total of 7,003 tbat bad

154Similar examp1es of Party meetings were described in Zubtsov, Teb1eshkii, Sonkovo,
Kashin, and Konakovo raions (Paleo, 1471312759, 11.3111312).
155Pako, 1471312759, 1. 312.
156See Pako, 147111527, 1.198. lamshchileov lasted most like1y unti! 1950, when he was
finally dismissed, apparently, beC8use he had a110wed some of the kolkhozy in his mion to
distribute grain among themselves before fu1filling the plan of the scate procurements
(Paleo, 14715110, 1.146; also 1471512, 1.16). Severov shared the common opinion among
Party members that the koikhozniks deliberate1y sabotaged the grain de1iveries, and that as
a consequence they had caused more than a thousand tons of grain to rot in Lukovnikovo
mion. This mÏ9trustful attitude we saw before expressed in the Slatements of Bsranov and
Gerasimenko in July 1951 (see VU).
157Pako, 14714163, I.2~Sob.
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been inspected) had been registered of the use of kollchoz land for

purposes other than the socialist sector of agriculture l58 . There was ,i

discontinuation of payment of rrudodni to the incumbents of 1,892

superfluous staff positions at the kolkhozy and ta 5,224 people, who

were on kollchoz payrolls, but did not work on the collective farms.

Furthermore, a large number of rrudodni had been saved whicb used Lo

be paid to administrative and service staff. Their eamings were

deemed to have been too excessive. These cutbacks streamlined

1,645,800 rrudodni for the year 1946 compared to 1945159. Following

tried custom, many of the kolkhoz chairs were held responsible: in

1946, 2,287 (32.4% of the total of 7,059) were replaced a:ld, al the

annual general meetings of early 1947, another 1,483 (23.3% of the

total of 6,364 where these meetings had been held)160. AddiLionai

hardships descended upon lhose rural dwellers who were nol members

of the collective farms, for almost ail of them lost lheir rights to

ration cards in this autumnl61 .

However, the effect of the resolutions of September 1946 was

temporary at best. In March 1952 an inspection was carried out in the

oblast' in which widespread violations of the September 1946

158Pako, 147/4/528, 1.10. The personal plots had been iJlegally increased by 5,737
hectares in total through these abuses. Not ail collective farms had undergone inspection, us
the total number of them was approximately 7,060 ut this time.
159Which seems an impressive number by ilS sheer size; however, it must have been only
around 1% of the total amount of rrudotloithar. the oblast' generated every year (See Table
12 ).
160pako, 147/41528, 1.1 lob. These numbers were repeated by obkom secretary Shatalin
in early 1949 (Pako, 147/4/1495, 1.930b.). Shatalin added thar. on the whole in 1947
2,356 chairs were changed (32.5%) and 1,365 (18%) in 1948. The number, however,
rose again in 1949, when in the first two months already about 1,000 were replaced. See
also V1.2 on the chairs in Molokovo raion in 1947.
161I. M. Volkov, "Zasukha... ," p. 12.
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resolutions were discovered l62 . It was found that 5,772 hectares of

kolkhoz land were used for aims other than the collective farming for

which they had been designated. 1,334 heads of cattle, 554,100

kilograms of grain, 554,000 kilo's of potatoes, and 417,500 litres of

milk had been squandered. Everywhere money had been embezzled as

weil.

BoilSOV reported around the same time, in the early autumn of

1946, ta Zhdanov on the actions that the obkom had undertaken as a

consequence of an Orgburo resolution of September 4, 1946163 . The

resolution dealt with malpractice in butter making and milk

procurements. The Orgburo resolution was a follow-up of an earlier

decree of the Sovmin and the Central Committee on the same issue.

Apparently, suspicion arase that employees of procurement organs and

kolkhoz chairs engaged in decreasing the fat contents of milk (e.g. by

diluting the milk), in arder ta sel! off some of the mi1k, or butter made

from the milk fat, on the side. It is likely tbat this campaign was soon

ignored, when the grain deliveries became a more pl'essing subject for

the authorities. Perhaps because of this, two years later, at the end of

162Poko, 147/5/283, 11.1591160. The worst abuses had occurred in the Olenino, Rzhev,
Lukovnikovo, Kirovo, Emel'ianovo, Likhoslavl', Mednoe, Konllkovo, Fir'Jvo, Spirovo,
Novokarel', and Sonkovo Mions. The inspection was probably the result of a Central
Committee resolution of Morch 22, 1952, titled "0 mW"1lk11 po obespec1Jel1Jïu pl'OwtletZi.ti v
zlu'm' tlire.ttiv Porrii i !hJvirel'str'lI v <kle 60r 'b"y s msrltSkivlU1iem obslu:l1..srr·...nnogtJ tIobm
r' kolldlozllk/l.

163poko, 147/4/63, U.236/236ob. The resolution "0 khoue 'IJ'hIbol/d zlJivornoro OlIlS/n
dlill zlIkllIdla" r'.l!osutl/il'SfVel1J1)'i fond pitllilt!iki i ZIJ,TOfor1a" m%b DII 1916rotl v KllIinilfSKoi
oblllSh: "was of September 4, 1946. It is interesting that before this the oblost' newspapers
llad reporled in July 1946 about two Party members in the state apparatus of Krasnyi
Kholm mion, who had committed fmud with milk and dairy goods (pP S063/July 13,
1946, p.I). They had been exc1uded from the Party and were awaiting trial. On August 30,
1946, Prolell!l'l!kajo Pravda announced !bat the two had been sentenced ID rive and two yeus
respectively (PP 8097/Aug 30, 1946, pA). Tbe Orgburo resolution was probably a result
of tbe occurrence of these kind of embezzlements.
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1948, the oblast' procuracy was once more involved in an oblast' -wide

operation to eradicate the same fraudl64 . This time the focus t'eH more

on employees of milk facto ries and the procurement organization. In

November 1948, the report of the prosecutor of Rzhev raion carried the

following significant statement:

Secondly, the network of milk factories is insufficiently
provided with weighing equipment, which besides giving
opportunity for theft, can a!so result in someone being
investigated without grounds for it. In the case of the nions that
have suffered from the German occupation, the milk factories
have not been rebuilt, and are located in adapted surroundings,
where weighing equipment is absent. 165

The report of Sonkovo raion noticed similarly that a natural

variation occurred in the fat contents of milk in different seasons, and

that the length of storage might influence changes in the fat contents

as welll66 .

The whole issue, therefore, seems ta have been rather trivial, and

perhaps the suspicion was even groundless --for the above reasons.

Nevertheless, severa! kolkhoz chairs had been held responsible in 1946,

i.e. given wamings, dismissed, and in sorne cases prosecuted by the

judiciary.

On June 4. 1947, the infamous law on criminal responsibility for

the theft of state and public property was decreed by the USSR Supreme

Sovietl67 . It would substantiaUy increase the penalties for this type of

164See Gako. 232116/69, 11. 1,4, 7, 8.
165Gsko, 2321/6/69, 1.33.
166Ibid., 1.35.
167The decree was called "011 u,rolol'noi otvestFenno.sti Zd ldIislJcI1enye,rosudNrstrtNUlo80 i
ollslJclJ<'SWc'Ano,ro imu.rl1O'Str·'lI" Md dsled June 4. 1947 (Gako. 2321/6/69, 1. 7; see also
I.M. Volkov, "Zasukha...." p.16). Compare ID VI.3. On Ihis Jaw Ritterspotll, p.274. il does
not seem lh81lhe new decrees of 1947. whicb are described br Ritterspom, 1ed ID tbe same
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offense. As a result, some of the offenders in the dairy industry were

slammed with extremely harsh sentences in 1948. The foreman

Stepanov and his wife had allegedly embezzled 1,139 leilograms of mille

products, for which they had received 24,391 rubles. They were

sentenced to ten and seven years of imprisonment, respectively. In the

same year of 1948, more worleers in mille factories and procurement

organizations were brought to triaP68.

The investigation into the supposed fraud with dairy products is

but another example of the distrust the Party and government still

harboured for the peasantry, and for the population in general, in 1946

1948. The authorities always seemed to be under the impression that

they were being deceived and shortchanged by the leo11chozy. The only

l'esulting !ine of action was to penalize the peasants even more harshly

for their alleged abuses. lt is wrong to conclude that the leo11chozni1cs

were never involved in such fraudulent practices, because undoubtedly

they quite often were. Sometimes they were cheating out of dire

necessity; at other times they hoped to outsmart the authorities and

live at a better than subsistence leve1. The point here is, of course,

avllllU1che of arrests that had plagued the 1930s (See Boitsov's account at the third Party
conference on the enormous wave of arrests in 1935-1931 in Ill. 2, and the arrests during
collectivization in n.l: Rittersporn, pp. 214-211). There is evidence that after the wu,
before the procllUl\ation of this law, sometimes sentences were meted out according to the
equaUy hush criteria of the law of Augusl 1, 1932. In 1946, on the basis of this law a
factory worker received the death penlllty IU1d his three coUaborators ten years of
imprisonment for the theft of produets of a total vlllue of 31,800 rubles from shops in
Kalinin (PP 8062, July 12, 1946, pA; it confirms Rilterspom's impression of the
conlinued application of this law aCter the war (Rittersporn, p.214}). It is netewortby that
the trial against the four apparently took place in the workers' club of the factory where the
main culprit was employed. Therefore il seems that in this instance as weil the educative
vlllue of the showtrial was being appreciated by the authorities. See a1so VI.2 IU1d VI.3.
168The procuracy seemed to have caught in almost every raion a few embezzters (Gako,
232116169, 1-58); net ail were punished as harshly Ils the Stepanovs, but some received
even longer sentences (as in Bologoe, where [wo people were put on trilll for the theft of
butter and were convicted to twenty years of corrective labour camp).
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that the agricultural policy of the Party and Soviet government was

responsible for tbe continued faiture of farming, and bad provoked the

peasantry's and others' latent, and sometimes overt, resentmenl. This

then translated into efforts ta deceive the authorities, as illustrated

above. The alienation resulting from collectivization and the

extraordinary tribute exacted througb tbe procurement and taxation

systems remained structural impediments, hilldering any substantial

improvement in agriculture until Stalin's death. Harsb legal sanctions

did not maJce the slightest difference.

In 1950, the oblas,' kolkhozy derived only 12% of their total

incarne from the sale of non-flax crops, in 1953 only 6%169. Most

cet'eals were delivered for nominal priees to the state, and the rest

distributed among the kolkhozniks. The low price paid by the state for

grain crops cornes elearly ta the fore in these numbers.

Although the agricultural year of 1946 was a desperate one in the

Kalinin oblast', the area was spared a faminel70. In a telegram sent

from Leningrad ta Zhdanov in Moscow in October 1946, traces of the

difficulties in agricultut'e are noticeable, that would lead ta

169Soo Table 12.
170At lellSt, in the documents one encounters rarely anything that could be praof of the
existence of a real famine. If the demographical numbers are correct (500 Tables 5 and 6),
then one has ta conclude that there WllS large scarcity, but no mass stal"Yation. The scarcity
WllS probably caused by inten.se pressure ta fulfill the procurement plan for the oblll9t',
which succeeded with respect to grain (Sovet.kaja derevnia ,pp.273/274; on the famine
see a.o. Volkogonov, Kniga Il, chll9t'2, p.31). As a tesult, not much grain remained with the
koikhozy to be distributed among the koikhoznits. il all depends on one's perception, of
course. Some of the respendents refer ta the cODSumptïon of grasses and goosefoot
immediately after the war in OI"der to avoid S!Bl"Yation; a few of them explicitly point to the
las! months of 1946, and firs! months of 1947 (tesLimony of N.V. Kurganova, V.P.
Pimenova, A.M. Afanas'ev, M.A. Smirnov, E.A. Smirnov, 1.1. Tiaglov in the survey). Even in
the towns, the shortages were sharply fell in 1947 (tesLimony of M.A. Golubeva in the
survey). Their teslimony is supported by information given in the article of 1. M. Volkov of
1991 (LM. Volkov, "Zasultha ... ," p.14).
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widespread starvation and even cannibalism, especially in the

Ukraine1?1. The Leningrad Party committee complained in the telegram

that the vegetable and potato deliveries to the city fell far short of the

plan targets. Zhdanov forwarded copies of this telegram on to the Party

bosses of the Ukraine (Khrushchev), Gor'kii, VeUkie Luki, Pskov,

Vologda, and Iaroslavl' oblasts, and to Boitsov in Kalinin. The

performance of the Kalinin oblast' was marginally better than the

others, even though it had procured only 42.2% of the planned de1iveries

to Leningrad.

It is surprising that Boitsov was so appreciated that he was

promoted to first secretary of the Stavropol krai just a few weeks

laterl72 . On the other hand, one must recall that Gorbachev's and

Khrushchev's less than successful episodes in Moscow, as Party leaders

responsible for agriculture under Brezhnev and Stalin, did not prevent

them from becoming first (general) secretary of the Communist Party

of the Soviet Union. They demonstrated other merits, because of which

they avoided punishment. Boitsov must have possessed such redeeming

qualities as well: he had proven himself a faithful executor of Party

orders in the 1930s, and had led the oblast' organization through the

war. Another reason why Boitsov escaped blame for the disappointing

yields in agriculture might have been the Miserable results of

agriculture overall, particularly in 1946. In any event, in the case of

l?lPako, 147/4/63, U.232J233. See I.M. Vo1kov, "Zasukha... ," p.7.
1?2See Table 15 as weU, which seems 10 indicate that the obiast' was not performing
particularly weU in the field of procurements in comparison with 1945. The level of
fulfilling of the procurement plan of many agricultural products was similar ta or even
below that of 1945; il is doubtful that the plan wu met for many kinds of production,
although il was apparently for grain (see above). The report was daled Oetober 23, 1946;
Boitsov left somewhere in November for Stavropol (Ka! ObI Otg KpSS, pp.447/448).
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the Leningrad procurements, his oblast' still outshone the others

mentioned in the telegram.

The largest share of milk production generally came from

individual 1colkhozniks' cows, rather than from the kolkhoz herds1?3. The

plans called for a high level of mUk production by the socialized herds

which would surpass by far the production of the kolkhozniks' private

cattle. However, these plans were never met in Stalin's Iifetime. The

private cattle's output remained consistently higher. On August 15,

1946, Molodoi Tud raion was criticized in a report for fulfilling the

procurement plan for August 1 by a mere 34.5%174. However, the

individual kolkhozniks had performed much better, by delivering 42.8%

of their required norm on that date, wbile the kolkhozy only did sa for

29.8%. The plan envisioned the kollehozy delivering almost 1.7 times as

much mille as the individual kolkhozniks, while in actual fact the

collective farms did not even manage ta deliver 1.2 times as much.

The same report explained the lack of success of the Molodoi Tud

raion in mi11c deliveries by painting ta the insufficient growth of the

livestoc1c175. On July l, 1946, the raion had not met the plan for sLrong

horned canle, sheep, pigs, and fowl, although it is unclear why the

number of chickens or bogs was supposed to influence milk production.

1731t is remarkable thal the absolute number of persona! caule of the kolkhozniks declined
only a tiule between 1941 Md 1946 in the USSR (Sovetska;a dereynja,,,, p.S2). [n the
Union as a ",hole in 1945 8096 of cows Md 5896 of pigs wcre privately owned by the
kolkhozniks (ibid., p.53). This Iivestock provided 8296 of ail mUk and 6196 of ail meat
produced in the USSR. In 1953, the persona! tivestock of the kolkhozniks in the USSR
produced 6596 of the milk, 8296 of eggs, 55% of meat, and the priVBte plot of the
kolkhozniks 4096 of potatoes and vegetab[es of the total kolkhoz production ·-socialized and
private sector combined-- in the country (lu. V. Arutiunian, "Osobennosti... ," Tablit'B 9,
p.419). Grain and fodder crops, as weil as wool, were mainly produced by the socialized
seetor of the kolkhozy.
174Pako, 147/4/420, 11.23124.
175Ibid., 1.23.
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The fulfi11ment of the plan was hampered by the fact that sorne

collective farms owned only one or two cows, and sorne even none at

ail. The state was shortchanged by severa! kolkhozy. as in the case of

the kolkhoz "Krasnaia Borisovka" that only had one cow1?6. It only

produced 353 litres of milk instead of the planned 982; 160 litres were

used to feed a calf. the kolkhazniks divided 153 litres among

themselves for their own nourishment, and the state received 40 litres

in ail.

The only official pastwal' Central Cammittee Plenum befare the

convocation of the Nineteenth Party Cangress took place in February

1947. and seems to have dealt predominantly with agriculture1?? As

saon as this plenum had issued its resolutians on measures ta improve

agricultural performance. a plenum of the Kalinin abkam canvened1?8.

As was customary. Many of the directars of the kalkhozy were replaced

in 1947 and 1948, in the hope that this would lead to superior

1?6Ibid.. 1.230b.
1??lt is not impossible thot the convocation of the Plenum Wll9 connecred with the
development of the famine (see Helier and Nekricb. pp.468/469. who indicate that the
beight of tbe famine was probably in the winter and early spring of 1947). For a brief and
rather billged sununary of matters thot were dealt with by the Plenum ("Plenary Session"):
Samsonov, A ShQrt Hi'tol)'~, pp.2561257. There were. however, some "organizational
matters" with which tbe Central Committee Plenum dealt (Pako, 147/41528. 1.2): Don.lcii
lost his membership for "nQt being able to fulfill Ihe duties of a Central Committee
memher," Shakburin bad been convieted by the Milil8lY Tribunal of the USSR Supreme
Court and lost bis membership; the candidates Zhukov. Maiskii. Dubrovskii. Kachalin. and
Cherevichenko lost their membersbip a. weil, for they bad been unable to discharge their
responsibilities as candidate members in a s8tisfactory way. Stalin was relellged from his
duties as Minister of Defense and succeeded by Bulganin; and Voznesensky became full
PolitburQ member.
1?8Poko, 147/41526, tille page; the CC-plenum resolutions were tilled "0 mt!mfdJ podemo
sel'skogo kIroDitistH/ ~·posJt!~·Ot!HyiJ1t!riOtJ. The obkom plenum took place on March 14 and
15, 1947.
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• resultsl79 . Quite a few of the returned soldiers were now appointed to

chair a kolkhoz.

The year 1947 would not be much brighter for agriculture than

1946, because there was no possibility to receive extra seeds from the

state for those kolkhozy, that had ended up with a shortage of them for

spring sowingl80. Vorontsov became quite annoyed in 1947 when he

noticed that, on some kolkhozy, seeds for spring sowing were used for

alcohol distillation and for other purposes than for sowing.

ln 1948, the Soviet leadership believed that it had round an easy

panacea for agricultural improvement with the "defeat" of the genetic

theory of Weismann-Morgan in biology. This "defeat," inspired by T. E.

Lysenko, would not lead to any exceptional successes in crop tillage

and animal husbandty. The agitators on behalf of the Party were

informed of the "triumph" of Michurin in the following way in early

1949 --by Bloknot Agitatora, the publication in existence since t 947

to help the local propagandists spread the word of the superiority of

Communism:

ln 1948 the knockout blow was delivered to the idealist
Veismanistic-Morganistic direction in biology; rejecting
the teaching of Michurin on the transfer of acquired properties to
succeeding generations of crops and animais, it was a huge
hindrance for the development of the theoty and practice of
socialist crop tillage and animal husbandry. The victory of the
Michurinist science was a victoty of Marxism-Leninism and its
materialistic dialectics. 181

•
179pako, 147/4/1495, 1.150b.: in 1947 2,359 were ch8llged (about one third) , in 1948
1,365 (more than one siIth).
ISOpako, 147/4/528, 1.14.
18lBlol!oot "ljtatgrA, Kalinin: "ProJetarskaia Pravda." 1949, No.I, pp.22/23; the edition
of the monthly (Jater published every flll'tDight) was 7.500 in 1948 (see, e.l.. Blpl!opt
Agitllprl, Kaliain: "ProletlrSJœia Pravda," 1948. No. 1); by Januuy 1951, the journal
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Could this be comprehensible to the average propagandist'! Would

he or she be able to explain it to the kolkhozniks? Enough has already

been said about their inadequate education: most did not understand.

In March 1948, the bead of the obkom department for livestock,

Zhuravlev, was daring enough to put the oblast' s Iivestock situation in a

historical perspective before an obkom plenum. He compared the

livestock numbers with its figures in the Tver' guberniia before

collectivizationl82 . Zhuravlev stated that the oblast' had in 1947 only

33% of the number of horses of 1916, and only 24% of the number of

1928. In 1916, he noted, the guberniia had had 741,000 heads of strong

horned cattle, in 1928, 890,000, but personal and kolkhoz cattle

together amounted only to 602,000 in 1941183 . A similar decrease had

occurred in the sheep and hog herds l84. Whether the obkomburo

hogsstr. bmd. !hecp &
ctl. goats

J/I/44-111145 14,800 18,700 80,900 18,400
111145-1/1146 JO,700 17,700 42.500 17,500
111/46-1/1/47 12,200 31,300 88,200 21,400
J/1I47-1/11I47 11,100 17,800 66,100 16.900

Again, the impression of hardships in 1946 and perhaps the carly months of 1947
can be suspected, since it is remarkable that the death rate among the socialized cattle is
lower in 1945 than in 10 months of 1947, escept in the case of hogs. The causes for the
animais' death are not mentioned; negleet, malnutrition, infections, and so on can be
suggested. Sec also Table 17.
184For sheep, the numbers were: 1916- 985,000; 1928- 1,737.000; January l,
1948- 712,000; for hogs: 1916- 146,000; 1928- 233,000; January l, 1948-

came out in an cdition of 16,000 (sec, e.g., Blokaot Agilatora, Kalinin: "Proletarskaia
Pravda," 1951, No.I).
182Pako, 147/4/1095, 1.57ob.
183And this was said, although the kolkhoz herds of horses, strong-homed cattle, !heep,
goats, and pigs had perhaps all increased in 1947 (according to data for the first ten months
of 1947, which migbt be deceiving, since in November it was often customlU')' to slaughter
in order to save fodder for the otber animais that were stabled in the winter; see the table
here below, based on Pako, 147/41921,1.111; for the habit of slaughtering in the autumn,
sec Kerblay, p.341). The number of healls of the socialized herds that had died on the farms
in 1947 was much less than in 1946, although still higher than in 1945, as can be secn
from the following table:

The dcath of Ijycstock jn the socialized sector of the oblast' kolkhozy. (pako,
147/4/921, 1.111):

horses

•
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members were grateful for his candour is unclear, but it cannot have

been a secret to most obkom members that animal husbandry lagged

behind the level of the 1920s185. However, there is a difference

between knowing sorne inconvenient reality and stating it opellly. Af.er

a11, the minutes of the meeting would end up ln Moscow in the Central

Commiuee Secretariat. They could be used by the Central Committee to

criticize the Kalinin leadership, inc1uding Zhuravlev himself, who

probably thought that the Central Committee was already aware of this

unpleasant truth about the Iivestock.

The first --:lJi.d perhaps only-- buoyant postwar year in

agriculture was 1948, when ail the obHgatory state deliveries were

apparently met, even for flax186. For grain, milk, meat, and flax, the

deHveries surpassed those of 1940. Vorontsov noticed proudly at the

seventh Party conference in February 1949 that the oblast' had

effectuated for the first time in twelve years the flax procurement

plan. Sorne kolkhozniks were paid extremely well for their rrudodni 187.

111,000 (Pako, 14714/1095, 1.570b.). Altrichter's numbers for 1916 and 1928 are
higher for the number of bovines, but smaller for the number of goats and pigs, yet the
downward trend seems ta be confirmed by his work (Altrichter, Tabelle X, p.209). See
Table 17 as weil.
185Zhuravlev seems ta have been relegllled in the aUlUmn at the reorganization of the
obkom, when he was not seleeted ta head an otdel; he was, however, re-elected in 1949 ta
the obkom (See Appendix Ill).
186Pako, 147/4/1495, 1.8. Unfortunately for the kolkhozniks, the norms for one tn/(Iod..n·
were increased in April 1948 (Sovet.kaia dereyn;a ,p.169). It is therefore Iikelr that the
income they derived from the Irudotlltidid not increase very much (they did reoeive more
per rrudoden' in 1948, but were awarded a smaller number of Irudod~. The yield of
potatoes was plII'ticularly high in these Y'i!ars: in the USSR the annual average yield in the
Fourth Five Vear Plan was on/y reacbed again in the Eighth Five Veu Plan in the second half
of the 1960s (SovelSkaia dereyoja... , p.240). Only a quarter of the total potate harvest in
1950 was grown in the socialized sector of agriculture, while this had been one third in
1940. The private plots of the kollthoznilts, worlters, and employees produced the large
majority of the orop.
187Pako, 147/4/1495, 1.800. The kolkhoz "Mariait" was one of those in whioh the
kolkhozniks pelfarmed extremely weU (testimony of A.K. Sumugina-Shepeleva in the
sucyey). However, in many of the smaller kollthozy of the oblast' --90"" of those who oould
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The weakest sector of agriculture rernained anima! husbandry, for the

livestock development plan was only met for sheep188. Despite this, on

the wbole, remarkable success in 1948, there were apparent1y still

more than eight hundred --i.e. more than 10%-- backward kolkhozy in

the oblast'189.

ln spite of the intensive and extensive cultivation of cereals, no

significant barvests resulted that made a great difference for the

incorne of the collective and state farmers:

The causes of this [Le. of the sma11 grain harvests] l1eed to
be sought, along with the shortage of fertilizers (above ail of
manure), in the poor supply of quality seeds (the seed-growing
labour in the oblast' has diminished in recent years) , in a
mistaken system of farming, [and] a badly timed sowing,
harvesting. 190

only field one brigade for crop eultivation--, trutlodoiwere subtracted one year later for
failing te meet the increased labour norms for harvesting in 1949 (Sovetskoia dereynia" ..
p.I73). In comparison with other f1u growing areas in the USSR (e.g. Be1orussia,
Smolensk oblast') the Kalinin oblast' did relatively well between 1947 and 1950; compared
te the the Central Region in these years, where the yield was on average 160 kilograms per
hectare; in Kalinin oblast', the yield wu on average 200 kilograms per hectare (ibid.. pp.
237/238). See olso Table 16: 1948 and 1949 stand out as exceptionally good years for flux
cultivation.
188poko, 147/4/1495. l.llob. Nevertheless, the number of farm animais on January l,
1950 --that is after the good years 1948 and 1949-- was probably the highest for the
entire 1945-1953 period (see Table 17). Table 16 shows that the average production of
wool, eggs, and milk wu by comparison much higher in 1948 and 1949 than in other years.
189Pako, 147/4/1495, 1.14. OCten used, this term "backward" (otSfoiusitcm'èj is rather
vague. It menas kolkhozy. in which the agrieultural production, or. ta be more precise, the
obligatory state deliveries for differeJ!1 products consistently failed te meet the required
nonns, as lai~ down by the annual plans. This plan could and would vary from kolkhoz ta
kolkhoz and from year ta year. The cause for this "backwardness" was invmiably seen in a
lack of labour discipliuo, the violation of the 1935 kolkhoz Statute. poorly organized labour
(particularly by the kolkhoz chair), and a too frequent change of kolkhoz chairs.
190Tseptr8l'o,yi Raiop. p.537. Still 50.0\i of the lown area was under grain creps in 1950.
13.8\i under flax, 10.3\i under potatoes, and 25.996 under fodder crOpl (Narodnoe
Kbozj!ÛSyo ." p.28/29). The eultivation of grain crops during the whole period from 1945
te 1953 was done on roughly the lame amount of land in the oblast' (between a minimum of
637.300 hectares, reached in 1947. and a maximum of 687.900 hectares, reached in
1948) (Narodpoe Kbozjaj!ltyO • p.26127). Ulltil the spring of 1953 the area lown with
flax was on the increase yearly: in 1945, 153,600 hectares was sown with flax and in
1952. 184.100 hectares. In 1953, the area sown with flax, decreased te 169,400



•

••

612

The more remote raions continued to miss out on the distribution

of equipment that was intended to ameliorate agriculture. In 1951 the

raion centre of Kozlovo still had no electricity, and the local

authorities were using kerosene lamps for illuminationl91 . The MTS

representatives oC the raion regu1arly arrived in Kalinin, wlten ail new

machinery had been already sold to raions nearer to the oblast' capital.

The kolkhozniks of Kozlovo raion missed out on their share oC

concentrated Codder or agricultural equipment at the nearest railroad

station, because these products had already been sold to peasants on

c1oser-by farms.

The weakness of the collective Carms aCter the war is illustrated

by a statement of Konovalov in January 1951. He noted that, before the

amalgamation, around 85% (6,700) of the total of kolkhozy possessed

less than one hundred heads oC strong-horned catLle, and 70% had less

than twenty horses19a. Somewhat later in the same speech he gave

sorne more detailed numbers. BeCore the consolidation, 7,500 kolkhozy

had existed in the oblast', with an average of thirty-five hearths.

forty-nine able-bodied workers, sixty-two heads of bovines, seventeen

horses, twenty-two pigs, seventy sheep, and 410 fowl 19a .

hectares. POtaloes and vegetables were grown on an lllIlount of land between 135,000 and
150,000 hectares approximately during the whole period. By 1950 the area sown with
fodder a'op' had surpassed the level of 1937 and was 341,500 hectll'es. In subsequent
yeats (until 1956 at least) the sown area of fodder crops remained on the rise. In 1965
Leonid Ivanov Slated that the sail of the northem area of the oblast' W85 liltle conducive to
grain cultivation (Leonid Ivanov, "Snova... ," p.189).
191Pako, 147/5/2, 1.81.
19apako, 147/5/7. 1.3a.
19apako, 147/517. 1.4. He combined here personal and kollchoz livestock. The average size
of tbe kolkhozy of the Kalinin oblast' 11'85 mucb smaller than of the Soviet Union in general.
which was around eighty home~teads per kolkhoz in 1949 (SavelS""; a demyn;a p. 112).
The three-year deve10pment plan for livestock of April 1949 called for the sma11er
kolkhozy (with less than 500 hecteres of land) of the Central Region to have. by 1953, in
the socialized part of the fll'm eighty heads of strong·homed cattle, fifty-five to seventy-
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After the relative prosperity of 1948 and 1949, the problems in

agriculture returned with a vengeance in the early 1950s194 . Part of the

problem was disastrous weather, which plagued the oblast' in 1950,

probably in 1951, and certainly in 1952 and 1953195. Many of the

aspects of amalgamation have been described previously, and the whole

affair seems ta have been a miserable failure at least on the short

terml96• In theory, the idea of the merger of the small lcolkhozy in the

Kalinin oblast' was not an illogical idea, but neither had the idea of

col1ectivization been. In practice, similar to collectivization, the

kollchozniks were given no choice: their lco1lcboz could not refuse to join

the united collective farm. At Party conferences and the general

meetings of the collective farms at the beginning of 1951, it turned out

that --undoubtedly as a result of the careless timing and preparation of

the consolidation, although this was left unspolcen-- the harvest had

five sheep and goats, 65-120 pigs, and 750-900 poultl)'. Most of the cattle mentioned here
by Konovalov was persona1ly owned by the individual kolkhozoiks. See Table 24 flX' an
overview of the effect of the amalgamation on collective fanning in the Kalinin oblast'.
194The representative of the Council for Kolkhoz Affairs of the USSR govemment, Tarasov,
stated in 1951 that 1949 was a much more successful year than 1950 for agriculture in
the oblast' (pako, 147/5/2, 1.147). This is confinned by the statement of Kiselev in
October 1950 that the Iivestock herd in the postwar period was at its largest on January l,
1950 (Pako, 147/51663, 1. 17).
195Pako, 147/5/36, 1.6 and Pako, 147/5/663, 1.76: in 1952 and 1953, the problem was
an extraordinarily high amount of rain. ln general the Soviet Union experienced severe
winters in 1949/1950 and 1950/1951 (Soyetskaia dereynja .• p. 252).
1965ee VU and Table 24. The amalgamation was officially begua &fter a Central Committee
reso1ution of May 30, 1950 (see Samsonov, A shon; HistOQ'~, p.408). It was ail the more a
failure because, up to 1949, the obla~' had been a "foremost" (pen'tIo~fll'4 one with
respect ta the grain deliveries ta the state, as the head of the oblast' office of the Grain
Procurements (Z"to(orzern~ said in November 1949 (Pako, 147/411512, 1.19). This
~.tement WIlS p-obably true, because he said il al the obkom plenum that condemned
Vorontsov, and there Wa! no renon to bide embarrassing truths to keep up appearanœs on
such occasions. As • result of the amalgamation in 1953, tbere were 9,772 villages and
hamlets, ullited in 1,909 kolkhozy and some forty-odd sovkhozy (Pako, 14715/663,
1.161). The idea of amalgamation, however, was certain1y not just a wbim of the Centra!
Commitlee: already in 1946 a raikont secretaI)' of the Ka1inin oblast' suggested the
unificatioll of severa! ko1kbozy into one in bis sparse1y populated, formerly occupied
ternlOl")' (Pako, 147/4/18, 1.41).
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been disorganized in 1950, and many crops and wild grass had been left

unreaped on the 1andI9? Kolkhoz chairs had already been frequent.ly

replaced, and there seems to have been a flurL-Y of confusion about the

mergers for a long time. In January 1951, KonovaJov reported to

Malenkov:

In a maJonty of the collective farms after their merger tbe
crop-tiLlage brigades have retained their former size, the number
of them, as a consequence of the amalgamation, only shrank. by
8%; the inequality in the distribution of land, work bands, draught
power, and equipment among brigades has continued. Because of
this, in severaJ amalgamated kolkhozy, agriculturaJ labour is
unorganized, and the fulfillment of state plans and tasks is
delayed. 198

Another reorganization of the agricultural production process,

which is hinted at by KonovaJov's first remark on the lack. of growth of

the crop brigades, was the general replacement of the smaJ1er Link

(n~n~ by the larger brigade in most forms of crop tillage in 1950199•

A notable exception was flax production, where the zvt'n'ia were

retained as the most efficient organization of the preponderantly

manual labour. The flax yield remained disappointing, and

notwithstanding the grandiose three-year development plan for animal

husbandry, the number of livestock in the Kalinin oblast' actually

19?Pllko, 147/5/2, 1.147. The amalgamation drive was particularly i1I schedulcd, for it
was in full force during the sommer, as obkom secretai')' Konovalov admitted in between the
Iines, in January 1951 (pako, 147/5/7,11.6/7).
198Pako, 147/5/36, 1.11.
199And there are indications tbat the brigades themselves wcre to increase in size from
twenty-tbirty kolkhozniks to fi fty-sixtY (Pllko, 147/5/7, 1.16); see SQyet.kaja
derevnja ,p.170). The general replacement of the zvenos)'lltem was the beginning of the
demise of Andreev, who had been its principal adherent (see Fainsod, HQw ... , p.456).
Fainsod indicates a possible political connection betTieen the attack on the preponderance of
the zvow~it and the amalgamation (ibid., pp.456/457). Both the smaU Iink and the smaU
kolkhoz were .een as impediments to a more efficient and mechanlzed asricult1lre, and both
hindered a fimer control over the countryside.
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seemed ta decrease20o. Obkom secretary Shatalin admitted in Ju1y 1951

that the resolution of the Central Committee of Dctober 4, 1948, on the

Kalinin oblast' had not let to any progress20 1. It had called for both the

amplification of all crop yields, fJax in particu1ar, and the growth of

the livestock and ilS productivity. The harvest results since 1948 had

in facl shown a steady decline, and a menacing situation had arisen

with respect to the fulfil1ment of the three-year plan for animal

husbandry. The plans for the procurement of agricultural produce in

1950 was not actualized fur any important product202.

The representative of the Council for Ko1khozaffairs described in

1951 the general situation on the rough1y 25% of kolk.hozy that had been

c1assified as "backward"(otsraiushchii'):

And do you know, comrades, what kind of life they lead in
the backward ko1khozy, what the koLkhozniks receive as

200See VII.3 for the exodus of the kolkhozniks. Even a Soviet publication of 1965 admits
that the three-year plan was a "dismal failure"(see Samsonov, A Short Hjsto[)'~, p.264;
!lee a1so Soyetskoip derevniu"" p.257ff.: the plan wu announced in a joint USSR Couneil of
Ministers and Central Commiuee decree on April 18, 1949). By 1953 livestock had
decreased sigailicantly, except for horses (see Table 17). The head of the Party, Trade
Union, and Komsomol otdel of the obkom, Fokin, stated in Joly 1951 that 1949 was a poor
year in crop tillage, 1950 had been worse, and that again the spring sowing in 1951 had
gone extremely badly (Pako, 147/5/10, 1.140). Concomitantly. animal husbandry wu in a
shoddy state. FIIIll was often not treated quickly enough, and much of the harvest went to
waste because of a lack of work hands for the processiag procedure. Mechanization could
bave been a remedy for this problem, but wu bardly expanding in tbe field of flax
production between 1945 and 1953 (Sgvetskaja dereynjp ,p.237).

201Pako, 147/5/10, 1.110. Kolkhoz monetary income in 1950 was derived predominantly
from the sale to tbe state of flax (46%) and of Iivestock products (289\;); for 1953 these
numbers were respectively 42% and 399\; (See Table 12).
20293% of the plan for the delivery of fiu to the state, 759\; of planned grain deliveries,
88.7% of planned meat deliveries, 90.6% of planned milk deliveries, and 86.59\; of planned
wool deliveries bad been procured in 1950 (pako, 147/5/36. 1.108). In certain areas
much of the harvest was lost through the absence of Adequate storage (Pako, 147/5/662.
1. 68). The evidence in the Party archives for the postwar results repudiate tbe opinion of
Leoni'eva that Meat and milk deliveries on the whole were met by the collective farms in the
posmar period (see Leoat'eva, p.31).
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remuneration for their labour? They receive very little products
and money and live exclusively off their persona! plots.203

The results of flax production remained disappointing, Ilot in the

least because the first treatment of the flax after harvesting was

predominantly performed by hand in many raions: in Sandovo raion 90%

was done manually in 1951204. Although biologically the capacity for

growing flax in the Kalinin oblast' was vast, according ta the director

of the AU-Union Institute of Flax in the summer of 1951, and yields of

400 kilograms and more per hectare should "ave been possible, the

actual deliveries ta the state did not surpass 200 kilograms per

hectare on the whole20S . Since the collective farms were extremely

poody mechanized, the flax was not harvested when it should, and the

flax straws not laid out on time, resulting in a delay of the first

treatment of the flax. Another problem was the coincidence of the

sowing of winter grains, the delivery of grains to the state, and the

harvest time of grains and flax. As much as animal husbandry, flax

seemed to suffer from adverse natural circumstances. In his opening

report at the ninth oblast' Party conference, Kiselev noticed that weeds

choking up flax seed continued to greatly hinder f1ax cultivation206. One

of the solutions which he suggested was chemical applications to

destroy the weeds. The flax was also damaged by fungi.

203Pako, 147/5/10, 1.46.
204Pako, 147/5/10, 1.57. ln order to mechanize nu cultivation, Il factor)' for agricultural
machinery and equipment wa. built in Bezhetsk (BI!z/lt'lS"ksl!/'mIJ0S4 in 1946 a_eolral' ayi.
lUiluI., p.563; Pako, 147151663, 1.184). It was to produce machines that would mechanize
the labour-intensive flax cultivation but, in the first few years aCter il weot iota operation,
il did net seem ta have iofluenced flax production in MY meaningful wa)'.
aOSPako, 147/5/10, 1.137.
a06Pako, 147/5/183, 1.20.
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Lack of fodder was a main cause of the decline of livestock

numbers. Because of the paucity of Codder, according ta the

representative of the Council for Kolkhoz Affairs for the Kalinin oblast'

in 1951, the loss of animais even continued in July20?! Furtbermore, a

massive intestinal-worm infection was discovered among the oblast'

cattle in 1950208. 364,000 heads of strong-horned cattle and more than

400,000 sheep were treated in 1950 for this affliction. In aIl, the

Iivestock losses amounted ta 7.4% of strong-horned cattle, 12.4% oC

pigs, and 20. 1% oC sheep in 1950209. In 1951, additional problems were

noticed with the provision of sufficient watering places Cor the

kolkhoz animals210 . Also, wolves were sometimes blamed Cor missing

sheep211. In 1952, one of the vice-chairs oC the oblispolkom reported on

an analysis made by livestock specialists on the continued loss212.

Particularly chickens had died in previous months. The number of Cowl

had Callen by 37% in the oblast' during the Cirst eight months of 1952.

The main reasons Cor the dwindting livestock were, according ta this

20?Palto, 147/5/10, 1.43. Already a few months earlier he had spolcen of a "catll5trophical"
decline in the number of caille in many of the kolkhozy (Pako, 1471512, 1.147). In early
1948 the main cause --apart from the oblique reference to "squandering"-- for the
disappointing growth of the cattIe herd had been found in the absence of improvement of
meadows and pa~ures, which oCten either had twned into swamps, or on which trees and
bushes had grown (Palto, 1471411095, 1. 570b. ; compare to Chapter IX). In 1949 and
1950 in the USSR the demand for fodder swpassed the sllpply (Sovetskaia dereynja ,
p.258).
208Pako, 14715136, 1.107.
209This is prohbly the 10ss among the socialized berds, because it was impossible for the
agricultural statisticians of the oblast' to find Ollt the exact loss of the personal cattle among
the kolkhozniks (for instance, Palto, 147/41921, 1.111 does not give the death rate among
the kolkhozniks' cattle for 1946). Of the socialized hards, 10% of the horses died in the
disma1 agricultural year of 1946, 6% of the strong-horned caille, 8% of the hogs, and 16%
of the sheep (calculated on the basis of Tables 20 and 21). Table 17 shows the tremendolls
drop in the amount of cattle between 1950 and 1953.
210Pako, 14715/11, 11.54/55.
211lbid., 1.72.
212pako. 147/51283, 11.232/233.
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anatysis, lade of maintenance of the herds and the incomplete fodder

diet given to the animals. It was not so much the worm infection, and

so on, which had caused the catlle to perish in 1952, but erroneous and

incomplete foddering. This had emaciated and caused hatf the deaths of

the bovines, chickens, and hogs. Furthermore, 20% of perished strong

horned catlle, 15% of the pigs, and almost 30% of the fowl had died

because of diseases of the respiratory organs. In the view of the

authorities, this could orny be blamed on inadequate shelter and

absence of care for the animais, and therefore on the anti-Soviet

attitude of many kolkhozniks.

The central authorities did not accept that a decline in the

livestock was a consequence of natural causes213. Although deliberate

unauthorized slaughter and selling off of kolkhoz animais did certainly

occur in the Katinin oblast', it seems more likely that the greatest

reasons for deteriorating livestock lay elsewhere214. Be that as it may,

213 Before the Central Committee and Couneil of Ministers sent their letter on the
responsibility of human elTor for the loss of cattle, a telegram, signed by Stalin personally,
arrived in the Special Sector of the Kalinin obkom around July l, 1951 (Pako, 14715/37,
1l.47-49). In the telegram Stalin expressed bis displeasure with the progress in the oblast'
of the three-year development plan for Iivestock. Could this be another example of Stalin's
fondness of holding other people responsibJe for the failures of his regime? Considering the
date of the telegram, one wonden how much Stalin's wrath, incurred by tbis poor showing of
the Kalinin oblast', was decisive in sealing the fate of Konovalov, who was dismissed but a
few weeks after. The opinion of the Soviet leaders about tbe loss of cattle was probably quite
accurately worded by vice-ispolkom chair Shcbeplikov in 1951: "An analysis of the causes
of the loss sbows that the cattle does not die as the result of some kind of illness, but a1most
excJusively because of mismanagement, because at many kolkhoz' caule farms not even the
mo!t elementary II1TlIlIgement of berding, protectïng, and feeding of cattle exists. The
preservation of manure is impossibly Cilthy; the congestion and draughts in the animal
sbelters, the absence of feeding troughs, and of permanent cadres --those are the scourges
of public animal husbandl')-" (pako, 147/5/11, 1.51) As noticed in other places, the
kolkbozniks were in general Jess tban eager about the taslts tbat tbe !tate bad in mind for
them (compare a1so Rittersporn's remarks {Rittersporn, p.55} or Abramov's description of
the attitude of the collective farmers in Pyodor Abramov, The New Liœ).
214The obla!t' stue prosecutor, Gerasimenko, described severa! of tbase cases u the obkom
plenum of September 1951 (pako, 147/5111, 11.42-44). He gave the example of three
cbairs wbo ware convicted to long sentences of corrective labour for failing to supply the
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the USSR government and the Central Comminee issued in September

1951 a resolution which ordered an end ta the squandering of

animals215. As usual, Moscow had come to the conclusion that the

"enemies" of the kolkhozy must have been responsible for the lack of

success in animal husbandry216. However, the decline of the caule

continued in 1951 and 1952217 .

In 1951, animal husbandry was suffering from a lack of fodder

crops and stabJes218. Apparently the quality of the planted and wild

grass had deteriorated in comparison to 1950. In a report to Malenkov

in June 1951, the prohibitive natural obstacles for the cultivation and

harvesting of hay and the use of land as meadows were described as a

cause for the inadequate supply of fodder in the oblast';

The oblast' disposes of a large quantity of hayfields and
meadowlands; however, many of these lands have turned into
swamps, and shrubbery and woods have grown on them. Their
productivity is extremely low. This situation of the natural

cattle of tbeir farms witb fodder, as weil as for theft, embezzlement, ete. It should be
pointed out tbat \he expenditure of animais l\llJIually was extremely high among tbe
socialized herds; in 1946 almost half of a11 strong-homed cattle,75% of \he h08s, and 45%
of sheep of tbese herds was sold, slaughtered, or died (see Table 21). This enormous expense
sometimes might have interfered witb tbe buildup of a stable permlJlent Iivestock. [n 1946,
mos; of strong-horned caule was either slaughtered and consumed on the kolkhoz or
procured by \he state; most of the hogs sold to consumers' cooperatives or on tbe markets;
and most of the muUon and lamb eaten by tbe kolkboznilts, althougb more sbeep and lambs
perished than were consumed.
215Tbe resolution was dated September 3, 1951, and called: "0 meYtlldJ pa uSIrIlI1l'mïu
J1edostulkoJ' v uchele para/av'ùl skoro i alJespecltel1Jïu sokltnJAlJosti zbh'OlJ1o~'OdslVll v
ko/khozllklt" (Pako, 147/5/11, 1.15).
216Tbe term "enemies" is used in tbis respect by Sadovnikov at an obkom plenum of
September 1951, for example (Pako, 147/5111, 1.15).
217According to Kiselev in September 1952, tbe number of herses, strong-herned cattle,
pigs, sheep, and fowl had been in an uninterrupted decline since early 1950. The l\llJIual
10sses amounted to 5-7% of a11 horses, 5-10% of a11 strong-horned caule, 8-10% of a11
pigs, 14-24% of ail sbeep (pako, 147/51283, 1.153). See Table 17 for a confirmation of
Kiseley's wards.
218Pnko, 147/5/10, 1.58. In July 1953 some of the animais were still kept in shelters
made of branches and straw (pato, 147151662, 1.68).
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fodder-crop lands is a fundamental cause for the large diffusion
of the worm infections among the livestock, especial1y among
sheep.219

Construction brigades were engaged in building adequate shelter

for the livestock, but kolkhozniks who were assigned to work in these

brigades cou1d not be deployed in harvesting220. Additiona1 difficulties

were brought about by the usual 1ack of construction materials: in

Torzhok raion there were none to be had in 1951.

In the final analysis, infections, privations of shelter and fodder,

neg1ect, and the like cannot explain why in the 1940s and 1950s the

peasantry was incapable of keeping an amount of animals on the

collective farms and in personal use that would be equal at least to the

number of livestock that had been tended to on the small and relatively

primitive farms in the 19205221 . What everyone omitted to mention

with respect to the continued disappointing results in animal husbandry

during Stalin's lifetime was finally admitted in October 1953: the

taxation and work load were sa enormous for the kolkhozniks that they

lacked the time and incentive to take care of even their private

livestock222. Hence Many restricted themselves to keeping merely one

goat, for which the taxation was lower. Meanwhile, the low pay for the

flVdode/l' and the small amount of trodod/li with which the kolkhozniks

were remunerated failed to inspire them to caring for the socialized

livestock adequately.

219pako, 147/5/36. 11.1231124.
220Ibid.• Il.123/124.
22ICompare ta these words wriuen by Bol'shakov in 1924: "... in senera1. in the Ire. of
animal husbandl)' evel)'thinl proc:eeds weil and no threlteniJJg phenomeaa CUl be discerned"
(Bol'shakov, p.7)
222Pako. 147/5/663, 1.117 and 1.128. See 11S11 the desc:riptiOll of Abramov of the
tolkbozaiks' difficulty to provide for their private cows (AbranuJv, pp. 99/100).
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The work ethic of the k01lchozniks failed to be stimulated by

abstract incentives. In the more remote areas the population was not

even treated to films, lectures, reports, pamphlets, slogans, and

newspaper windows223 . It is doubtful that these methods were still

capable of enthusing people, inciting them ta break their backs for the

good of the cause. Were they ever very effective? If one considers the

abundant evidence of the general mood of apathy that reigned in the

countryside immediately after collectivization, the answer must be a

resounding no.

It is therefore not suLl"rising that in September 1946, February

1947, May-June 1947, and again in 1948, the Party and state reverted

to the threat of force by the introduction of more severe disciplinary

measures for those not meeting their standard norm or cheating the

authorities in other ways224. In the summer of 1948, as a resu1t of the

223Pako, 147/5/10, 1.62. A varied arsenal of propagandistic means was used, but the
"moral" stimuli did net result in. noticeable improvements (Sovelskaili. dereynja, '" pp.178
192, describes the socialist emulation movemenlS that were launched la stimulate
agricuitural production). As Ihe report on the exodus from the countryaide described shows
--see VII.3-·, only in laIe 1952 were the authorities final1y prepared to capitulate la the
idea thal production would only increase if more malerial stimuli were offered.
2240n June 2, 1948, a Supreme Soviel decree was iasued: "0 J;}'5t'lemï v «dR/enoye miol/Y
SOf"t'fSko§o Soil/zo lits, zlosrl/o u/domoillSlIeltlkhsio or l1TItIovoi deiarel'Aosri v sel'skoJtt
/dJoz/oisrve i f"tldusltildl IfnriobslJclJesrvenn)'1: p"nJziches/di obl"lfz zitizDi', which was
fultber explained by a confidential letter of the next day wrillen by the Central Commiltee
and Council of Ministers combined (Pako, 14114/1125, 1.151). It was obvioualy aimed at
people wbo more or less had turned thair baclca on the work in the socialized sector of
agriculture, a1thougb not bein.g either able, or willing, or allowed, 10 leave the collective
farms and lhus fonnally remaining members. In 1952. tbe Central Committee reitereted ils
warnings about the squanderin.g of kolkhoz property in. a resolation of March 22, titled "0
J11era/dt po olJespeçlJeniil/ provedeniio y z1Jim' direlttiv Plit'ilï i PrliFirel'sm y dele lJor'by s
rastllSltivlJDiem obshc1Jesryl!DDO§O dobl'1l f' iolk1Joz6ldl" As Fain90d remarked: "The history of
Soviet agricultural policy in the post-World War II period is essentially a record of
tigbtening control over ail kolkhoz activities" (Fainsod, How"" p.453). In tbe Iight of the
maasares of 1946 and 1941, bath in the field of ideology and in. that of agriculture, it is
mislaken ta suggest that "1948 brougbt an end la the postwar hesitations of the leadership
about the choice of a "50ft" or "harsh" course (Zubkova, "Obsbchestvennaia...(1948-
1952)," p.19). " The leadership does not bave seem la bave doubted thllt it would follow a
harsh line et any lime after tbe WI1'.
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• decree of June 2, 1948. sorne kolkhozniks were exiled for their refusai

to work honesdy in socialist production, by kolkhoz meetings which

were staged to discuss the new governmenta1 decree. This decree was

directed at improving the performance of the collective farms by again

trying to muster labour discipline by the threat of force225 . As a result.

on1y a few were punished for their shirking from their socialist

responsibilities, white most others pretended to become fully involved

in the socialized branch of agriculture. When, at the end of 1948. the

llead of the agricultura1 depanment of the obkom reported on the

measures taken on the basis of the decree of June 2, 1948, merely

fifty-eight people were reported to have been exiled226 . 1,369

households had joined a kolkhoz as a result of the decree22?

In any evem, it is hard to work when one does not even have

bread, as was the case in the raioas of Vyshnii Volochek and Esenovichi

in the summer of 1951, according ta the head of the Pany organization

of the town of Vyshnii Volochek, Matveev228.

Another problem gnawing at agricultural produce was the lack of

adequate transport for the procurements, panicularly in the more

remote areas. In the Esenovichi raion in the second haIf of 1952, the

plenipotentiary for the Ministry of Procurements asked the obkom for

additional horses to transport the state deliveries; on1y the office for

•
225Pako, 147/4/1125, 1.158ob. /159.
226Pako, 147/4/1413, 1.2. By August 1948, apparently thirty had been exiled and three
dependelltS cbose to joïn tbem (Bugai, p.46).
22?Pako. 147/4/1413, 1.13. In Ju1y 1953, the raion secretary of Staritsa, Kutuzov,
admitted that the decree bad been ignored soon after in issue (Pako, 147/5/662. 1.52).
228Pako, 147/5/10, 1.65.
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milk deliveries of the raion possessed two motor vehic1es229 . The

slipshod state of the roads in most rural areas complicated

agricultural transportation further. Many kolkhozes were completely

isolated from the outside world for long periods in spring and

autumn230. Farming production was lost because of the late arrival of

harvested crops at the delivery points, and machinery could not be

deployed for sowing or reaping.

The deployment of town dwellers at harvest time had become the

rule after the war, because the kolkhoznik.s could not cope with the

exceptional amount of work in that period of the farming year231. ln

1947, between 42,000 and 54,000 inhabitants of towns, workers'

settlements, and raion centres were helping daily with gathering

crops232. In 1950, the obkom even ordered too many people into the

countryside in certain areas: on one day in October, the town of Vyshnii

Volochek was obliged to transport by car 10,000 people into rural

regions, about one sixth of its population233 . Factories had to interrupt

229Pako, 147/5/433, 1.121. The grain, flax, and Iivestock raw material offices of the
raion had no motorized means of transport. The poor state of the roads was a problem that
cOnlinued to afflict agriculture in the early 1960s (Leonid Ivanov, "V rodnykh... ,"
pp.198/199).
230K~rblay, p.257 and pp.289-308.
231In II. 1 it has been desc:ribed how inhabitants of the town of Kimry aided harvesting
already in 1931. Towns and faetodes had engaged in sDtY'sto" ("patronage") over collective
fanus and MTS in the countryside since the 19305. This patronage translated into
fumishing the countryside with spare parts, repair.l, and new e'l.uipment and tools, and help
at harvest time. The value of this lauer practice was rather limited, as gorkom secretary
Baranov of Kalinin admitted in 1953, for it bad not led to any fundamental improvement of
kolkhoz operations (Pako, 147/5/663, 1.166). G.V. Lubov noticed that he and bis fellow
workers helped with ail kinds of work in the sUITounding collective fams: haying, grain
harvesting. and potato picting (testimony of G.V. Lubov in the survey).
232Pako, 147/4/1097, 1.8. ln 1945 50,000 blue- and white-collar workers had pitehed
in with harvesting (Ocherki, p.532). See above for the deployment of urban dwellers in
1946.
233Pako, 147/5/10, 1.66. Matveev's criticism was echoed by Baranov at the same plenum
(pato. 147/5/10, 1.81); a few months earlier, another urban raion secretary had c1aimed
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• the production of certain workshops. The necessity for the extreme

mobilization of town dwellers in 1950 at harvest time was undoubtedly

one of the consequences of the disorgani zati on withi n the collective

farms after amalgamation.

Meanwhile, as Matveev, the gorkom secretat")' of Vyshnii Volochek,

underlined, the effect on the kolkhozniks of this help was negative234 .

Townspeople were already beginning to assist in the sowing and

weeding. However, on the same occasion the raikom secretary of

Zubtsov, Tychinin, claimed that the aid of the town dwellers was

essential: Zubtsov raion had to plant a larger area than before the war,

but its labour force was much sma11er because of the havoc created by

the German occupation235 .

The obkom saw a partial solution to the labour shortage in

farming by relying gradually more on the assistance of the urban

population. However, their prolonged absence from the towns did have a

negative effect on the performance of industry. In trying to maintain a

balance between agriculture and industry, Konovalov, who was

responsible for the obkom's orders, had failed in the eyes of Matveev.

Matveev's criticism of 1951 was part of the operation ta make

Konovalov the scapegoat for many failures beleaguering the oblast'.

•

that on certain da)'s in October 1950 Kalinin had sent up to 20,000 workers and emplo)'ees
into the countryside to llid with harvesting (pako, 1'171512, 1.160). Already in November
1949, Zubov, head of the oblast' tmde union council, had spoken in the seme vein (Pako,
1471411512, 11.201200b.).
234As olle mion secretary maintained ill March 1951, it made the kolkhozniks complacent
and loz)', silice they were assured of the assistance of the urban populatioll (Pako, 1411512,
1.160) .
235Pako, 14115110, 11.115-117.
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ln JuJy 1951, Karelinov was still the head of the oblast'

agricultural department236 . At the same plenum that condemned

Konovalov, Karelinov offered sorne rather startling examples of the

authorities' Jack of concern for agricultural specialists. lt triggers

further doubts about the Party's self-proclaimed efforts to remedy

farming matters. The head of the office for fodder crops, Stepanskii.

lived with his family in a room of ten square meters, while the head of

the oblast' office for Russian dandelions (xok-s;lflY.!) lived in an

apartment twelve kilometers from the town of Kalinin. A young

speciaHst, who had just graduated from the Leningrad Veterinary

lnstitute, was severely hindered in his work at the veterinarian

laboratory that had finally opened in Bezhetsk, for a family, who had

nothing to do with the laboratory work, was housed in the laboratory.

Other specialists were often not being paid.

Another problem which caused farming to stagnate was the

inadequate mechanization of its production process, which was only

slowly gaining momentum aiter the war: in 1950, 73% of spring

plowing, and 88% of autumn plowing was mechanized237. Sowing of

236See IV.2 and Appendix III for Karelinov. Palto, 14715110, 11.92-94. The negleet of the
specillli:lts (Ilgronomists, Iivestock specialists) WB., ail the more harmful, because they
were so few. One agronomist in the Central Region, which included Kalinin oblast', was
responsible for an average of twelve kolkhozy around 1950 (SQyet.kaja dereygia ,p.139).
237Nupdnoe Khpzjaistvo"" p.S7. Compared tQ the numbers for 1940, machine·driven
spring plougbing had increased by 26% and autumn ploughing by 43% on the tolal amount of
ploughing --there are no data on the level of meehanization in 1945-1949 for the entire
oblast'. When more machinery began to become available in Khrusbchev's times, it proved to
be a mixed blessing. In Udoml'ia raion, for example, the sowing by tractor-driven ploughs
could not be deployed, beeause the terrain had many hillocks, and the soi! was riddled with
stones (Leonid Ivanov, "V rodnykh... ," p.176). Harvest combines could not be used often as
well, bec.use of stones and irregular elevation of the sail (ibid., p. 177). Non-meehanized
ploughing did not reacb further than ft depth of fifleen centimeters appro:rimately, but
tractor pJoughing, which went much deeper, encountered many more deeply located stones,
and bad to be frequenl1y interrupted because of this (ibid., p.178). In tbe early 19605,
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• summer and winter crops was still far from full-scale mechanization

in this year, when ooly 13% of summer crops was planted by machines,

and 23% of winter crops. Harvest combines hardly played any role yet in

the gathering of flax, potatoes, or cereals: less than 10% of all three

categories was harvested by combines in 1950.

In 1953, the level of mechanization of farm work had markedly

advanced. for ploughing was almost fully mechanized, and the

mechanization in the other categories mentioned above had multiplied

by approximately three to six times. The combine harvesting of grain

crops had even grown by more than nine times --in 1953, 44% of grain

crops was harvested by combines. Only potatoes were still planted and

gathered manually for more than 90%. which is a logical consequence of

the fact that a large amount of that crop was sown by kolkhozniks on

their private plots. Some of these numbers on mechanization in 1953

might have been deliberately exaggerated. since the source for them is

a statistical handbook published under Khrushchev, which possibly tried

to portray the positive changes under Stalin's successor in an overly

positive light.

The grand propaganda about the superiority of Soviet agriculture,

thanks to its efficient organization in collective farms and ingenuous

use of machinery and staff located at the strategically distributed

MTS. was mere window dressing238. Beneath the surface scores of

•
manual labour was deplo)'ed ta clear tbe soil of l1Iese stones (ibid., p.179). See as weil
Leonid Ivanov. "Snova...." p.209.
238More tJum half of the kolkhoz)' of Ibe USSR hac! a smilbery in 1945, because of Ibe
extensive use of horses as draullht animais and the necessity ta rel)' on JIIlIlI)' simple tools in
the production process: the MTS machinery was unable ta provide assis&.ce wilb the
majorit)' of agricu1tura.l tuks (SOlI_shi' dereygja . p.89). "Rural mechanizmion did nOl
have 50 much an all-encompassiq, but more a chiselled character; it onl)' oc:c:urred in
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• quandaries were encountered. At the end of 1947, Most of the tractors

in use in the oblast' were still pre-1935 models239. Thirty-one of the

MTS at that time owned a11 together 124 decrepit trucks for the

transport of agricultural produce. The trucks were second-hand army

equipment, and not even suitable enough for repair anymore. Shortages

of ploughs, harrows, cultivators, and threshers were general at the

MTS. The capacity of the MTS machinery was often less than

impressive, as was pointed out in ILL

In June 1951, the Central Committee was told that the overall

level of mechanization or rarm work in the oblast' did not surpass

30%240. Especially harvesting was carried out manually. The causes for

the low level of mechanization were varied. In the first place. much of

the agricultural labour was done by hand, due to the absence in general

of equipment and machinery241. Secondly, there was a chromc deficit of

..

seplll'8le operations, and a overwhelmiDg part of the kolkhozaiks worked as before by hand"
(Gordon. K1opov, p.70).
239pako, 147/4/1125, 1.3ob. This problem was al50 noticed iD 1978 iD a Soviet
publication (Sovel!ikoio dereynio, , pp.36-38). Furtbermore. even the traetors turned out
by the faetllries 111 the time were too much standardlzed and consequently could Dot be adapted
to varying circumstances of the cernin and kiDd of production for which they were supposed
to be used (Ibid., p.39). Apart from that they useeS much more petroi than foreign traetors
(Ibid., pp.78/79). A high number of newly produced IISricultural mlChinery tumed out to
be defective (ibid.• p.80). see IX.I and IX.2 as weil.
24Opako. 14i15/36. 1.109. By 1950 iD the area of Torzhok, one of the local MTS was suU
not as weil equipped as before the war (puo, 147/5/2, 1.164). In aU, ICcordiDg to the
oblispolkom chairman Sadovnikov. there were 5'"' more tractors iD early 1951 in the
entire oblast'. than before the war (paito, 147/5/2,1.171). In early 1947, the oblast' had
had omy 2.238 tractors. while before the war there had been 3.360 (Puo. 147/4/528,
1. 30b.). In neipbouring Iarosiavl' oblast', by 1950 the prewar leve1 of technology had yet
to be reached (Sovetshja dereyuja, ,p.83). The number of 30'"' given to the Central
Committee more or less confirms the above numbers for 1950: therefore It Is even more
remarkable --and doubtful-- thll1 the mechanizatlon of agricultural production bd 50 much
Increased by 1953.
241The director of the AIl-Union FIait Instltute iD Torzhok undetlined this flet iD July
1951 at an obkom plenum: "Il 15 no secret for a11 of us, th. the kolkhOZ)' iD the KaiiDin
oblast' harvest grain crops frequently by hand: wlth scythes and s1ck1es" (paito, 147/5/10,
1.137).
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• spare parts for the available machinery. Often the plans for repairing

tractors and combines, which took place during winter, were badly

fulfiJled, owing to this absence of Sllare parts in the MTSZ42. ln June

1951, onJy thirty MTS had the use of electricity on their premises243.

As we11, much of the MTS machine!)' was by that Lime between twelve

to fifteen years old. Fina11y there was a Jack of adequate garages. the

mechanics' housing was pOOl' in general, and there \Vere few clubs for

the MTS workers244 .

The kolkhozniks were supposed to provide room and board for the

MTS workers, when the latter helped the collective farms to do their

ploughing, sowing, or harvesting245 . However, some of the collective

farms were 1ess than accommodating, probably because they hardly had

the means to furnish the MTS employees with anything. In 1949, for

example, in Rologoe raion tractor drivers had to spend the night in

barns, sheds, and similar shelters, and received food irregularly246. The

full-time MTS employees were also housed shabbily on their bases

after the completion of the agricultural year. They had to repair and

maintain tractors and other machinery in unheated garages, were not

housed in apartments near the MTS, and had still not been paid by the

kolkhozy by January of the next yeal'.

•

242As Karelinov complained in July 1951 (Palto, 147/5/10, 1.95).
243Pako, 147/5/36, 1.110.
244As a resu1t, many permanent MTS workers left the stations and tlied ta find wark in
ather, non-agricu1tural branches of the econamy, where they were often we1comed because
of their skills in operating machinery (Soyet.ka;. derevnja"" pp.130/131).
245A large number of MTS operators were seasanally employed ko1lthozoiks (Sovel9kaia
derevnja " pp. 127/128).
246Pako, 147/41934, 1.89.
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The existence of overlllpping authorities. as in industry proper .

created havoc for the MTS. In 1947. the direetor of the Pervomaiskii

MTS of the raion of Molodoi Tud was ta be fired because of theft and

other abuses (drunkenness. absence from work)247. However, it took

years of haggliog between the raikom and the Ministcy of Agriculture.

and the actual arrest of the director, before the Ministry gave its final

permission to dismiss the direetor in 1951. Many a time the lack of

competent technical workers in agriculture forced the obkom to

transfer misbehaving MTS workers, instead of dismissing them248. In

1951, in Molodoi Tud raion. for two and a half years there had not been

a senior Iivestock technician. and the raion was suffering from a long

term absence of veterinarians.

Fainsod argues that the MTS served the additional purpose of

political control over the rural population by way of their political

departments249. The February Plenum of the Central Committee of 1947

introduced a vice-director for political affairs with the MTS2S0. This

political dimension of the MTS was unable to influence or change the

attitude of the peasantry towards a more enthusiastic participation in

socialized farming.

From a work written at the end of the 19605 by the first obkom

secretary of the Kalinin oblast', Korytkov, an insight can be gained inta

---------
247pako. 147/5/10. 1.103.
248Ibid.• 1.103.
249Fainsod. 1Ilm.... pAS4.
2SOsee. for exemple. Pako. 147/5/2. 1.172 and Zelenill. Oblbebestyengo... pAZ. The
fUllctïon wu abolis1led by the September Plenum of the Ceattal Commiuee in 1953
(Zelemn. Oblhebestyeggo . p. 58). Accordïng to R.1'. Miller. tbe MTS politotdelretumed
between 1949 and 1952 (Robert l'. Miller, "Tbe l'olitorlleJ: A Lesson from the
PISt."pp.475-496. in Sallie Relliew. Volume XXV. No.3. September 1966, p.477).
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• the working day of the kolkhozniks of the kolkhoz "Ul'ianova-Lenina",

who participated in a sociological survey25l. According to secretary

Karytkov, it appeared from its results that:

.. .it seems that daily the kolkhoznik is directly occupied
with the socialized production for eight ta nine hours, with
domestic work and the cultivation of the private plot for six ta
seven hours; in other words only slightly less time is spent with
the latter than with work for the collective farm.
.. .it appeared that the kolkhozniks spent annually 14,000 man days
for the proeurement of firewood, washing of clothes, and
shopping in the village shop; this is as much as 10% of the time
spent in the agricultural production process. 252

A1thaugh it is dangerous to project the results of a sociological

survey which took place in the 1960s upon the situation of the 1940s,

the priorities in the life of the kolkhozniks cannot have changed

fundamentally in the intermediate period. The realization of the plan

for the socialized part of agriculture was important to them. for they

wanted to avoid sanctions for failing to meet the ordained obligations

(a1though of course the penalties for failing to comply with the plan

were much less harsh in the 1960s than in the 1940s; perhaps the

positive stimuli of higher procurement prices in the 1960s also played

a role in inciting the kolkhozniks ta work at least eight hours per day in

the socialized sector). Probably in order to provide for a standard of

living above strictly survival, they almost put in another workday

tending to their private plots and their household; the latter task,

except for chopping firewood. was almost completely performed by the

women. A grueling life it must have been. even in the 19605, without

25IN. Koryttov, Kommuojst, Kbozjaistvo Reforma. Mostva: "Moskovskii rabocbii," 1969.

2S2lbid., p.6S.
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• any Jeisure time, except maybe at sorne intervals during winter. This

description of a kolkhoz in the 19605 leads one to condude chat, during

the 19405 and earJy 19505, it must have been necessary to work

Cifteen hours a day (". '.'Vel1. But then it must have been barely enough to

avoid starvation. Apart from that, under Stalin, the koJkhozni1cs did not

enjoy many of the social rights of the Soviet citizen constitutionally

proclaimed in 1936. They did not have annual holidays, were not paid

when ilI, did not benefit from maternity leaves, nor did they receive

pensions2S3 .

It cannot be denied that the physical outlook of the villages in the

province changed after col1ectivization. However, it seems that the

fol1owing quote is somewhat overstating the positive achievements of

Soviet power in the countryside; apart from that, alchough it described

the situation seven years after Stalin's demise, many of the mentioned

modernities had appeared after 1953:

Beautiful buildings of clubs, schools, daycares, and
kindergartens have appeared. At the outskirts of the village are
farmyards and silo towers. A third of the kolkhozy has electric
Iight and uses electricity part1y for productive ends. All ko1khozy
have telephones and radios.2S'!

This Jast piece of information should be somewhat qualified,

because another Soviet source stated that 90% of aU rural 10calities in

the oblast' had a radio in 1962. It might be true chat ail kolkhozy had

radios by the early 19605, but considering that severa! smaU villages

composed one kolkhoz, some people were ooly able to listen to the radio

• 253Gordon, Klopoy, p.86.
25'!Tseolral'n)'i Raion, p.526.
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if they visited the kolkhoz centre255 . Apart from that, it is probably

correct that all kolkhozy had the use of telephones by this time: it

should be remembered, nevertheless, that this does not mean that every

village might have had one, and hardly any kolkhozniks had a ptivate

telephone256 .

Socialist agriculture in Stalin' s time was a miserable failure257 .

The private efforts of the kolkhozniks had to make up for its

shortcomings as best as possible258 . The extent of private farming in

255Anokbina, Shmeleva, p.319.
256See Anokbina, Shmeleva, p.320.
257Which was apparently at 1east partially admitted in the Central Committee resolution of
March 22. 1952 (see above). During the war, tbe share of the private plots in grain
production in the Soviet Union as a whole ranged from 12% to 19%; in potatoes their share
rose from 65% to 75% (Sove15kaja derevaia " p.Sl). "The increase of production, so
characteristic for industry, failed to happen in the agrarian economy both in lhe 19309 Md
in the 1940s!19S0s" (Gordon, Klopov, p.69). "[CoUectivization] needs to be recognized 119

an economic and social catastrophy" (Gordon, Klopov, p.n). Also see Gordon, Klopov,
pp.73174 and Tablitsa S, p.7S. At least until the middie of the 19505, the production of the
persona! plots in Central Russia equalled thet of the socia1ized sector, and was the main
source of peasants' income and for their personal consumption (M.A. Bezain, "Krest'ianskaia
bazarnaia torgovlia v nechemozem'e v 50-e-pervoi polovine 6o-x godov," in: ISl!l'Ha
SSSB., l, 1991, pp. 69-85, p.69). In the suNey, onIy one kolkhozoitsa, A.K. Sumugina
Shepeleva, was very satisfied with her tife on the kolkhoz, notwilhstanding tbe nenr de
kulakizalion of ber father (the de-kulakization W!l9 avoided due to his son, who was a party
member). Her kolkhoz, "Moriak," was 10cated in tbe raion of Rameshki. Arler the war, in
which she lost her husband, sbe worked in an exemplary field-crop brigade. The brigade
always surpassed the obligatory w!I'k nOrlns. The kolkhoz was a "millionair," which paid
weil for the trudotl.ai She lived together with her mother-in-law in a house after tbe WIr.

Between the two of them, they tended to the private plot, and were sometimes able to harvest
in the fall 9,000 rubles worth of crops and Iivestock products to sell on the martet
(testimony of A.K. Sumugina-Shepel~va in the survay).
2581n the first place, to feed oneself and one's dependents. If tbere was anything left after
taxes, some of the produce was sold off on urban markets, sorne to consumers' cooperatives.
The private plot's produce was heavily taxed by the state, particularly througb obligatory
procurements, so that little "'as left to be sold on tbe market (see Lorenz, p.208). Apart
from intensive exploitation of the priV8te plot, parents sometimes helped out. Other families
had at least one member working as itinerant artisan or worker/employee in the lowns.
Sorne urban inhabitants tried to aid their rural relatives as best as tbey could by bringing
them foodstuffs, manufactured goods, or money. A few were "lucky' enough to reeeive a
pension for a busband who had been killed in the WIr; however, in one case (that of L.P,
Felkova), the pension was .o.ot more than 68 rubles per month for thre. people, far from
enough to survive in a decent way. Sorne relief was brought by regular forays into the woods
to collect berries and musbrooms. It should be noticed that eve.o. many of the rural "elite"
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1948 has already been described in VI. 2. Kiselev sketched the situation

in 1952 in front of the delegates of the ninth oblast' Party conference:

ln a number of raions of our oblast', as a result of the fact
that the party raikoms conduct fully inadequately politicaJ work
in the collective farms, a trend towards private property has
begun to gain force among the kolkbozniks; this is harmful for the
collective-farm system, and this incurs great loss to the
socialist farming of the kolkhozy. The trend expresses itself in
an extraordinary, exaggerated preference for the private plot to
the detriment of sociaJist farming, as well as in the
government-condemned, anti-kolkhoz practice of distribution of
rnonetary incorne and income in kind by the kolkhozy, when a
significant part of the means is divided among the kolkhozy for
the (l1Idodm; while at the same time Httle is assigned to the
development of the socialist farming of the kolkhozy.259

In the raion of Lukovnikovo, many kolkhozniks had draught

animais, transport means, and other implements of production in

private use, Kiselev contin'Jed260. The collective farms of the Kalinin
,

oblast' had received very Httle cash income in previous years because

(teachers, govemment employees, MTS workers, professional Party workers, etc.) were
forced to coltivate a private plot in order to make ends meet, and that some urban dwellers
were supplememing their diet and saving on expenses by cultivating a plot. Even raion Party
secretary Tiaglov's family had a garden and a pig (According to, e.g., tbe testimony of G. V.
Lubov, M.V. Komelova, I.V. Ratataev, V.S. Serov, AE. Malysheva, M.M. Golovnova, P.N.
Bashilova, T.1. Bol'shakova, L.P. Felkova, AV. Zhuravleva, V.V. Karpov, T.F. Krivova, M.I.
Potemkina, M.1. Veselova, 1.1. Tiaglov, N.N. Osipova-Kozlova, N.P. Golubev (1), N.P. Golubev
(II), Z.M. Vinogradova, AV. Skobeleva, N.G. Timofeeva, V.P. Pimenova in the survey). V.G.
Gavrilov of Udoml'ia raion, a Party member since 1947, said in tbe summer of 1992 that,
in the past as weil as today, it would have been impossible 10 survive without the private
plot and Iivestock (testimony of V.G. Gavrilov in the survey). It is interesting that M. A
Smirnov, who became the father of three children between 1947 and 1953, regrelted that
life had been too difficult to have more. He explained that in the countryside large families
lived the best ltind of life (testimony of M.A Smimov in the survey, bis wards were echoed
b)' A.E. Smimov -testimony of A.E. Smimov in the survey). His opinion strites one as
rather pre-industrial, although he wu tao young ta have a very clear memol')' of the time
before colleetivization (he was born in 1919). A1trichter describes how the housebolds of
larger families in the countryside in the 1920s were indeed often somewhat belter off than
the smaller bouseholds (A1trichter, pp. 83/84: see also Kerblay, pp.43/44).
2S9Pako, 147/5/283, 1. 162.
2601bid., Il.162-165.
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• of the small harvest yields. flax procurements, and productivity of

animal husbandry. Furthermore, large losses had occurred in crop

tillage and the number of livestock had markedly decreased. The

pathetic development of horticulture, beekeeping, and so on were

responsible as weil for the negligible sums of money received by the

collective farms. Lately, many kolkhozy had fallen into an enormous

debt with the state because of 10ans and deferred payments of

obligations. The indivisible funds in more than one third of ail kolkhozy

had shrun1c in 1951 by an average of 40,000 rubles per kolkhoz. In 1951,

more than 9,000 able-bodied adult kolkhozniks failed to work the legal

minimum of trododni, and more than 2,500 did not even work one

rrododen: Kiselev gave an example of a kolkhoz in Likhoslavl' raion, in

which every day only between 100 and 115 chose to work in the

socialized sector out of the 270 individuals who should have. In some

collective farms, kolkhozniks were paid irrespective of the number of

trudodni they had worked261 .

In numerous kolkhozy in September 1952 no communal shelter for

animals or equipment storage were available262 . Hence the horses,

carts, ploughs, harnesses, and the like were kept on the plots of the

kolkhozniks in their private stables and storagt! sheds. As a result,

many used these for their own designs and projects.

Similarly, Kiselev noticed at the conference that kolkhozy still

engaged in hiring herders, carpenters, et cetera263 . Sometimes people

were even hired to do regular agricuhural work. In 1952, 4,500 herders

•
261A practice wbicb was already common in 1947 and 1948 (Pako, 147/4/526, 1.3 and
147/4/1096, 1.3).
262Pako, 147/5/283. Il.162-165.
263Ibid., 11.162-165.
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• were hired on the side out of a total of 13,600 who were tending to the

kolkhoz livestock. Kiselev added that, since the amalgamation of two

yean before, already 45% of the kolkhoz chairs had been replaced264.

The situation caused the central government to issue once more a

resolution condemning the violations of the kolkhoz Statute in

November 1952265 . Notwithstanding the uninterrupted stream of

measures from above , 1952 would be an extremely wretched year for

agriculture in the Kalinin oblast'. Only three of 1,900 kolkhozy were

honoured by the obkomburo for the full discharge of al1 obligations266.

Even the otherwise exemplary Bezhetsk raion was unable to effectuate

ail preconditions and obligations to be eligible for praise of the obkom

and oblispolkom, usually expressed by awarding the order of the Red

Banner.

Il is remarkable that the best performing agricultural area before

the revolution, in Stalin's time, and after 1953, remained the eastern

area of the province: the Bezhetsk raion and the raions surrounding

it26? A Soviet source remarked that, at the end of the 18th century, the

size of the ploughed area there was hardly smaller than in 196()268. One

of the reasons for the intensive tillage stemmed from the congenial

soil conditions in this area. In the swampy areas of the west and north-

•
264Pllko, 147/5/283, 1.167.
265Pllko, 147/51429, 1.250; this resolution, is!ued by the Council of Mini!ters of the
USSR, wa! titled " 0 pvbyKII /1dtT1s1Jeniùtidl USfdPI1 seJ'khozlJNI!ii J' kolJ:1zozakh '/(lfiiniJJskoi
obilist!.
266Pako, 147/5/660. 1.99.
26?See T!enltnl'nyi Raioo, p.558-560.
268Ibid., p.560.
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• west, tractor labour was hindered by hillocks, a moist soil consistency,

and stones in the deeper layers of the soiI269.

Refore 1960 at least, Soviet power had not been able to improve

the soil in the other, less fertile lands of the oblast' countryside. It

shows how Iimited the possibilities were for the Communists with
,

respect to the planned improvement of agriculture before the 1960s. If

market forces would have been allowed ta play their role in a similar

way as during the modernization and industrialization of Western

Europe in an earlier time, it is plausible that large stretches of

formerly tilled farm land in the province would have been abandoned.

The yields, due to the adverse condi.tians of climate and soil, would be

too low to rationalize farming in these areas. The peasants residing in

areas of excessive humidity and poor soil would have left the

countryside and moved to the cities, while the few viable agricultural

areas --such as the Bezhetsk region-- might have prospered. This, of

course, amounts ta pure speculation. and the developments in the

countryside in the 1920s as described above seem to deny the

likelihood of such an outeome270. Many peasants seemed to have been

•

26~semcaJD}'j Rajon. p.535; Leonid lvanov. "V rodnyltb.... " pp. 1761177.
270K!aus Mehnert noticed in the 19505 that. if an effort would be undertaken by the rqime
to retum to the pre-1929 situation in the eolllltr)'Side. it would be probably in vain: "Most
of the rural population no longer have any c1el11' recollection of an independent peasantry. 1
have talked to many peaants. and 1 have no doubt whatever that whst they long for is less
compulsion in the koJkl1ozes, more land of their own. higher priees for their produee. and an
easing of the pressure of plans and quota. But whether they l'ould rea11y lite to see the
whole of the agricultura1land divided _gain into smll1lholdings _mong the individual
bJJJ:IJoZllikiseems doubtful. There are. of eourse. $Ome peesants with iDiliative who dre_
of land and a farm of tbeir own. But tbe youDger ODes. who have acqoired teebnieal tnowledge
a tractor drivers, thresbers, zoologists, and mechaDics are Dot moved by any socb urge. If
they ",ere given land of thelr OWD. tbey would probably want to cu.Uivate it l'ith coUeclively
owned mechanics. In the villllges there is DO $Olidarity of ideas and porpose whieh. if
Bolshevism coUapsed, coold pot forward _ clear-eut alternative" (MehDert, Tbe An.om)". , •
p.267). The lest lines seem prophetie in Iigbt 0( the current lact of soccess to privatize
land and split op the eolleclive and state fll'ms, to which the pe-.ats tbemselves are ofteD
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quite satisfied with their existence just above subsistence level during

NEP, not at aH worried about the idea that their fann might be less

than feasible in economic terms, or that there may have been far more

attractive Iivelihoods to be gained outside their village271 .

However, what is clear from the example of Bezhetsk raion is the

futility of collectivization with respect to improving agricultural

results. Thirty years after coUectivization, the geographical pattern of

agriculture in the oblast' was essentially the same as before 1929. The

authorities had been unable to rationalize agriculture. It continued to

floul'ish in areas where, because of advantageous natural

circumstances, it already had been doing weIl before 1917272. The

paucity of success on the agricultural front since the October

Revolution undoubtedly had aIso been caused after 1929 by the pitiful

remuneration of the kolkhozniks. The performance of the subsidized

agriculture of Brezhnev's time --particularly around 1980-- seems to

indicate that collective farming would not necessarily thrive even with

adequate pay.

opposed. Mehnert's remarks praye that Stlllinist coUectivization had been successful in one
way: even the memory of the traditional fanning had become virtually extinct by the 1950s.
271Notice also the predictions about tbis in the 19205 among Soviet rural scholars: "On the
basis of their examination, in 1925 the Organization-Production scholars declared that the
unique properties of the family fann to wbich they had earlier drawn attention would
permit the small-scale fann to withscand the process of rural capitalization; indeed, they
asserted, over time there would take place a marked transfer of lands from capitalist to
family farming. The implications of this position were clear: the Soviet rural sector would
not evolve to capitalism, but would for the foreseeable future remain dependent upon the
small commodity producer"( Susan Gross Solomon, "Rural Scholars and Cultural
Revolution," in Sheila Fitzpatrick(ed.), Culluml Reyolution in Russia 1928-1931.
Bloomington and London: Indiana University Press, 1978, pp. 129-153, p.(39).
272In the 19605 it began to dawn upon the authorities that perhaps agriculture would
benefit from specialization. Kc1khoz director liA. Petrov is quoted as stalÎng lhal onIy dairy
farming and nax cultivation could be really profitable under the Datural circumstances of
the nolthern Kalinin oblast' (Leonid Ivanov, "Snova... ," p.189).
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The failure of Soviet agriculture in the Kalinin oblast' --and no

doubt in other areas of the USSR-- is highlighted by the incredible

amount of time and energy spent, or rather wasted, by local authorities

--from the first secretary of the obkom to the simple rural activist-

to improve farming, without ever being able to achieve orny noticeable

progress. The oblast' Party archive is packed with material witnessing

the Party's concern with agriculture. It remained, however. unable to

introduce any structural improvement.

Dntil 1953, as a result of the dire agricultural circumstances, the

basic diet of the kolkhozniks remained similar to that of the pre

Revolutionary peasantry, and was below the level of peasants'

consumption in the later 1920s~m. The consumption of cereals dropped

after coUectivization. for which a larger portion of potatoes

substituted in the diet. Before 1917, the peasants produced on average

roughly 78% of the food~1:uffs they consumed themselves; even by the

1960s not much had changed: about 20% ta 22% of food consumed was

purchased externally, on the market274 . At least until 1953, the private

plot was cultivated essentiaUy for one's own alimentation and not for

sale of the produce on the market275.

VIllA The Soviet Intelligentsia

273Kerblay, p.333, Table l, and p.334. Moreover, urban workers purchased on the kolkhoz
markets in the carly 1950s more than 50% of the foodstuffs that were eaten by their
families (BezniJt , p.72). lJt Rzhev in 1953, 84% of the food sold on the kollthoz markets
were p-oducts from the privale plots of the kolkhozniks, and ooly 16% products rrom the
socialized seclor of the fanns.
274Kerblay, pp.337/338.
27SKerblay, p.340.
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Society's elite was formed by a group corresponding to the "New

Class" of DjUas, or the "Nomenklatura" of Voslensky2?6. The members of

this elite were members of the Communist Party who held positions of

leadership within the Party. the government, and the economy2?? Their

outlook on Iife and their position in society have been discussed in

other places in this dissertation. Boitsov, Vorontsov, Baranov,

Gerasimenko. Sadovnikov, Kiselev have been some of the more

conspicuous representatives in previous pages. This group was distinct

from the "intelligentsia", although several members of the "New Class"

could aIso be considered part of the Soviet intelligentsia2?8. The "New

2?6Djilas, The New Clas•. M.S. Vosleaslty, Nomenklatura: the Soviet Rulhtg Class. Garden
City, N.Y.: Double Day, 1984. The appearance of the works of, for instance, Fainsod and
Djilas in the 1950s is perhaps an indication of the stabilization of the Soviet system after
1945, because of which a definitive elile within society became perceptible and could be
described (Djilas, The New Cla,,: Fainsod, How ,,). It is hardiy conceivabie that similar
works couid have been wriuen directiy after the 1930s when, as a result of the continuous
purges, membership of the roling stratum was for most very temp<X'ary. The culmination of
this process happened under Brezhnev, when it became exceedingly difficult for upstarts to
join the elite.
2??"This is not to say that the new party and the new ciass are identical. The party,
however, is the core of that class, and its base. [t is very difficult, perhaps impossible, to
define the limits of the new olass and ta identuy its members. The new class may be said to
be made up of those who have special privileges and economic preference because of the
administrlltive monopoly they hold" (Djilas, The New Class, p.39).
2?8See Tables 39, 41, and 42. Soviet intelligentsiia: "The stratum of society, professional1y
occupied with intel1ectual work"(L. V. [vanova (ed.), Sovetskoia Intelligentlliia Slovar'
lipCavochnjk. Moskva: Izdatel'stvo politicheskoi literatury, 1987, p.50). "ln a socialist
society an intelligentsiia of a new type is ferroed. Its specifies are entirely deftned by the
nature of sociatist society... "(ibid., pp.50IS1). [n 1947, 9.8% of the Party members had
higher <X' incomplete higher education (ibid.,p.52). On the whole people with mgher,
incomplete higher and specialized secondary schootiog are considered to be part of this group
(e.g. ibid., p.196). Engineers, ttlt:b.lfiki(technicians), agronomists, caule specialists,
veterinarians, economists, planners, statisticians, lawyers, commedity experts, decters and
intermediate medical personnel, university graduates, teachers, librarians, artists, army
ofricers and cultural workers were considered to be part of tms group (ibid., pp.26, p.113,
197/198, 215). [t also inciuded the r;ydF'1zlJt>lItS)': practicians who had been prometed to a
responsible position nt a faetory. etc., without having the required education for tms
position (ibid. ,pp. 36/37). The proportion of this group became gradually ,maller among
specialists and managers in the course of Soviet history, particul.rly lifter Statin's death
(ibid., p. 37). Fitzpatrick has noticed that the terro "intelligentsii." regained a positive
connotation in Statin', speech to the extraordinary Eighth AIl-Union Congre55 of Soviets in
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Class" was the Communist elite who enjoyed privileges and perquisites

as a consequence of their investiture with leading positions2?9. At

every lower step of the ladder of the Party hierarchy the benefits

became smaller; the rank-and-file member hardly enjoyed more

privileges than his non-Party peers. The elite can be equated with the

nomi:'oi:/<irura of the obkom, numbering between 3,000 and 3,500 people

in a1128 0 . The elite within this elite was formed by the incumbents 01'

positions in the oblast' belonging ta the nOmi:'nk/11rura of the Central

Committee: the members of the obkomburo, the heads of the obkom

ordely, the executive of the oblast' Party school, gorkom secretaries of

Kalinin. the first secretaries of the other towns, Cirst raikom

secretaries, lower gor- and raikom secretaries, the executive of the

November 1936, lÛter "intelligent" had been a pejorative word in Soviet discourse in
particular in the early 1930s: "ln the first place, Stalin identified the intelligentsia liS one
of the three basic corporate entities of Soviet society, the others being the working class and
the peasantry. Although he spoke of the three groups liS having equal rights, it was not long
before Soviet public and popular usage arranged them in the natural hierarchical order [a
vague term), with the intelligentsiia at the top. In the second place, 'the intelligentsia' as it
was now defined was a much broader group than it had been eorlier, including not only the
old intel1igentsiia and the newly risen r;'YO'r1'ZDtWfo9'bUl a1so, remarltably, the enti:e corpus
of Communist administrative and managerial cadres....The word 'intelligentsia' had
unmista.lr.enly become a Soviet synonym for 'elite' " (Fitzpatrick, The Cultural Frogt, p.IS).
This last conclusion, however, is unmistaltenly wrong: the elite consisted of the higher
professional Party workers and the Communist administrative and managerial cadres
exclusively. Many people who were classified as belonging to the "intelligentsiill," because of
their profession, such as teachers, doctars, etc., were not part of the elite. They did not
enjoy any of the privileges that the Communist elite enjoyed, and their wages sometimes
were below those of the average factory workers. They enjoyed less prestige in society lhan
the workers, at least until Stalin's death.
2?9The benefits that the elite derived from their position and theu outlook on Hfe are
described by Tucker:"And as higher or up-and-coming party-state functioDaries, why
should they doubt that this system was indeed the socialist one that Stalin had proclaimed it
ta be, that socialism was a form of society in which a bureaucratic centralized state toolt
charge of everything, and that those in authority, themselves included, had every right ta
the special shops, special dining rooms, special cHnics, and special rest homes tbat scrved
them and their families? Since most were of peasant or worker origin, it wu natural l'or
them ta think of the laoo-1930s Russia as the worker-peasant stale tbat it officially
claimed ta be, although they themselves were no longer members of either of these cluses"
(Tucker, p.541).
280See V.l.
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• oblispolkom and the chairs of gor- and raiispolkoms, the Komsomol

obkomburo, the head of the oblast' Trade Unions, the head of the office

of Glavlit for the oblast'. the local correspondents of TASS, Pravda, and

1zvestiia, the head of the oblast' radio, the higher functionaries of the

oblast' MVD, MGB, and procuracy, the directors of the larger factories

and sometimes their main engineers, the director and departmental

heads of the Pedagogical Institute of Kalinin, and so on, were ail

appointed by the Central Committee281 .

Intelligentsia was rather a grand term to describe some of the

technical workers in the town of Kalinin, of whom, in February 1951,

27.2% had not followed any special professional education, and were

"practical workers" (praktiki}82. This latter group was becoming

extinct, as can be seen from the table --none of them was a Komsomol

member-- which indicates that they were from an older age group. In

1951 in the town of Kalinin, more than 4,100 inhabitants were

considered to beJong to the professionaJ group of engineers and

technical workers by the Party. They were c1assified as part of the

intelligentsia283. Roughly one third of them was Communist, and an

additiollal 10% Komsomol members. Medical workers and teachers also

composed part of the intelligentsia, both numbering about 1,400

persons284 . The contingent of Communists and KomsomoJs was already

smaHer among the teacbers (respectively 24% and 11 %), and even

smaHer in the case of the medical werkers (respectively 11% and 5%).

•
281See Pako, 147/411887, Il.67-263.
282Pako, 147/51214a, 1.5. See Table 42.
283Pako, 147/5/214a, 1.1.
2841. e. if one includes the category "scientific workers" of the table as part of the group of
te.chers; see Pako, 147/5/2148, 1.1.
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• Life was arduous for the teachers. They did nat share the same prestige

and privileges of thase leading Party and gavernment workers, who

camprised the Central Cammittee's nomenklotura. One school directar

lived in 1951 inside the schaolbuilding in one room which was noisy

and smelly28S. Six of the school's teachers did nat have housing at ail

and shared a room with their landlords.

VIII.S Women

The wark force in Many branches of industry, but especially in

textile production, where they bad been traditionally numerous, was

more than half comprised by women after the war. ln the cotton-fibre

Kombinot of Vyshnyi Volochek in 1949 of the 6,764 workers, 4,683

were women286.

During the war. the number of female Party members had more

than doubled proportionally: from 22.2% of the total amount of

Communists ta 45.2% in 1944287. This was a consequence. according to

first secretary Boitsov in 1945, of the important role women were

assuming in all economic and government activities during the war.

However. a simple calculation indicates that. in facto the absolute

number of women in the Party was hardly higher in 1944 than in

19402.88. Out of necessity. the economic significance of women's work

•
28Spako. 147/5/214a, 1.31.
286Pako. 147/4/1814. 1.51.
287Pako, 147/312679. 1.15. It proved to be a temporary anomal)': in 1927. 16.895 of ail
members was female, in 1937. 23.895: in 1947 it had fallen again to 28.195; and in 1957
the relalive sbare of women amoog the Party members was about the same, 28.3'1: Dai)' in
the 19605 the number of women surpasses 3095 again: see Ocberki, prilozhenie I. p.694.
28811.161 in 1940, 12,650 in 1944: in 1947 tbe number was 15,781.
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hardly diminished after the war because of the enormous losses among

the male population289 . It was not, however, deemed necessary to have

them more or less proportionally represented in the Party. Before the

war, hardly any women had been involved in the heavy labour of Jogging

and timber rafting, but during the war 90% of these tasles were

executed by women290. After the war, sorne men did return to this

induslry, but a substantial part of the work was still carried out by

women. In 1949, the Presidium of the Soviet Trade Unions caiIed upon

Iumber enterprises to release women from felling trees, manually

transporting timber, and other similarly heavy tash in tbe forest

industry291. Despite these guideHnes, thereafter women were still

engaged in loading timber. The labour conditions were so poor that in

the winter, which constituted the lumbering season, ,1 1948-1949,

seven women in the oblast' were killed by falHng trees292 .

A similar situation existed in the peat industry, in wbich 1? ,000

women were engaged part- or full-time in 1949293 . Apparently, around

30% of them performed heavy labour at times. The managers of the peat

industry did not desire this situation, but it was impossible to avoid,

for tbere was still a dearth of men. It was sugge5Led that

289In 1950 in tbe wbnle of the Soviet Ur.ion, m(lI~ than 56% of the population was
female(See Ryan, SociN Trend:!, Table 1.7, p.13). ln tbe Soviet Union in 1939, 5196 of the
agricultural labour force was femNe: tbis percentage rose to 71 96 in 1943, and 8096 of the
adult labour force in agriculture by 1945 were wamen (Cbadaev, Ekonomjka SSSR ,
p.IlI: SovelSkaja dereyn;' ". p.36). ACter the war, women formed the large majorhy of the
work force in both agriculture and industry cf the Kalinin oblast' (see Tables 14 and 34). In
the USSR as a whole by the 1950s , as many men as women were part of the labour force
(Gordon, Klopov, p.8S).
290pako, 147/411814, 1.22.
291pako, 147/4/1814, 1.2l: the decision was dated February Il, 1949.
292Pako, 147/4/1814, 1.23.
293Pako, 147/411814, Il.39-41.
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mechanization might help. However, in both branches of industry, labour

conditions would only start to ameliorate after Stalin' s death thanks to

the introduction of machinery294.

Contrary to what Fainsod thought in 1955, the rôle of women

within the government and Party seems, at least for the Kalinin obi ast' •

to have diminished after a brief period of relative prominence before

and during the war295. In June 1937, eleven out of eighty-six obkom

members had been wamen, in July 1938, twelve out of fifty-eight296. In

1945, only three out of seventy-three members of the abkom were

women, and by September 1952, only ten out of nillety-three were

females297 . In July 1951, the first raikom secretary of Orshinskii

raion, Belikova, pointed out that she was appointed to her leading

position orny after the Centra! Committee had started to exert pressure

to appoint more women in higher positions in the Party298.

In January 1943, 20% of the kCJikhoz chairs were women,

compatcj to 9% before June 1941299. Later in 1943, 2,229 out of 7,942

kolkhoz tiirectorships were held by women, or 28%300. This rise of

women ta managerial positions in the cauntryside was l'emarkably

restricted; at the same time in 1943, 1,042 of the 7,942 kolkhoz chairs

294Se.. Qçherlci, pp.554-557. It seems that, nt leasl in the peat industry, sorne women may
have had sorne respite from the heavy work through the import of sellSonal workers from the
Mordvi and Basbldr ASSR's, and from sorne other oblR5ts.
295Fainsod, How ,l'P' 2351236. Before the war some wornen were quicltly promoted Ils a
result of the decimntion of the Party raw in the purges.
296Pako, 147/1/554, 1.9.
297See Appendix III and Pako, 14715/283, 11.347-350.
298Pako, 1415/10, 1.82.
299Moscow, 17/431742, 1.10.
300Moscow, 17/441546, 1. 730b.
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were war invalids301. These men seemed to have been preferred to

women. The ~'Urvival of older prejudices against women were Iikely to

have been of influence here.

A rather telling example of men's attitude towards women is

embedded in the remarks in 1949 of an obkom member about the

behaviour of Party leaders' wives302. He grieved the fact that these

women were not involved in any kind of useful occupation, their

idleness rendering them philistines, wbo compromised their husbands.

He accused tbem of having become petty bourgeois, solely interested in

the maLerial perks and privileges of their busbands' post. He boped that:

...our responsible workers [will] put their spouses in [their]
place in such a way that they will not compromise them and that
they will be good helpers; that they will behave themselves in
the way that a communist's and important worker's wife
should. sos

It is obvious from these words tbat the idea of gender equality as

pied by Marx and Engels was not properly understood or accepted among

the oblast' elite, of which the speaker was a representative. Women bad

to avoid being petty bourgeois, but they were alSQ told how to comport

themselves fittingly. At the same time, among many married couples, it

was a mark of prestige when the husband was able ta keep his wife at

home. Even today, many Russian women would rather remain at home

than sweep streets, work at the conveyor belt, or even teach children,

S01Moscow, 171441546, 1. 73ob. The relative share of women among the kolkhoz chairs
was, al the same time, higher than in the USSR as a whole, where at the end of 1944, 11.8%
of aU chairs were occupied by women, the percentage of whom already decreasing to 8.1 %
by late 1945 (SOWl!lk&ja dereypja , ,. p.42 and pA7). A similar decrease was noticeabie in
olher responsible positions in lhe collective farms, sueb as brigadier. booklteeper, and head
of tbe Iivestock sector.
S02Pako, 147/4/1512, 1.27.
SOSlbid., 1.27.
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because of the low remuneration and orten demanding physical labour

involved304 . From the above complaint about their behaviour, it is c1ear

that wives of leading obkom members were able to stay al home. Tite

number of housewives (domo.k!JozùtikJj in the towns was tongue-Iashed

at other moments as weI!. In October 1953, a kolkhoz cltairman slated

that it was unfair thal country women, even if they Itad a number of

children or were quite old, had to perform heavy physical labour,

inasmuch as many women, sometimes educated as agricultural

specialists --for which the state had paid-- preferred to be

housewives, in some cases even without children305 .

In opposition to these male voices, one could cite the remarks of

the raion secretary of the Zavolzh'e raion of Kalinin, Astashina, in early

1949, at the seventh Party conference306. At this point, an effort was

made to pay more attention to the plight of women in the oblast'.

Judging from women's weak presence in the leadership during the

1950s, their equal status was subsequently more emphasised, but their

position in practice would not change fundamentally30? Astashina' s

304An expression of which can be round in the substantial popularity toelay of organizations
in Russia that tl')' to find Western, and in particular American, husbands for Russian
women. These women seem to think that they will be quite happy by "just" being a housewife
(see, for example, Francine du Plessix Gray, Soviet Wom en' Wallcing Lb!! Tightmp.e. New
York: Doubleday, 1989, pp. 7/8).
305Palto, 147/5/663, 1.115. The unpopularity of work in tbe countryside among
agricultural specialists is understandable when one considers the living circumstances of
some of them: see VIII.3. Already in 1950, Khrusbchev had complained about the
unwillingness of Many of the graduates of the Timiriazev Agricultural Academy ta work in
their profession (Fainsod, How ,p.474).
306Pako, 147/4/195, 11.420b./43. Astashina was appointed third secretary --that is
"secretary for cadres" -- of the Oktiabr' mion of Kalinin when it was formed at the end of
the war (PP 7671/Jan 3, 1945, p.2).
30?"ln the family the rôles of men and women cbanged oaly very slowly. The problem of the
double burden arase, wbicb laid the family on tbe sboulders of the women. A situation W8S

created, and continues to exist until Ibis day, in whicb the woman warks in the economy as
mucb as the man of tbe family; moreover sbe bas to do the fundamental part of domestic
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comments do show a certain awareness among women of the injustice

of the meagre represemation of women in positions of power, perhaps

evidence that the tradition of Perovskaia, Zasulich, Fibner, Krupskaia,

and Kollontai had not been forgotten by ail. Apparently, in early 1949

only three women were first raikom secretaries in the ob1ast'; none

were chair of a raiisp01kom; no obkom department was headed by a

woman; and there was no female secretary of the gorkom of Kalinin.

Bence, Astashina's comment:

1 will mention three figures for our raion. In our schools
work 131 teachers, 200 of whom are women. 49 people work as
doctors, 36 of them are women. Of secondary-educated medica1
personnel there are 151, 128 of whom are women. At the rai1road
passenger-car works, 40.6% of the work force is female. Of the
146 women who are part of the engineering and technical staff,
14 work in leading positions. This indicates that women are
seldom promoted to leading work.
The party's oblast' committee does not instruct the party's
raikoms to improve the work with women and to promote women
to leading work..
The report of comrade Vorontsov [who had given the report on the
situation of the oblast' and ils Party organization earlier at the
same meeting] is an example of the fact that the oblast'
committee pays poor attention to this problem, sioce he said
Iiterally two wonls about women. But in my opinion womeo in our
Kalinin ob1ast' are not the last spoke in the wheel. Women
are remembered on March 8 [International Women's Day, a

work, hal"llly faci1itated by time-saving household devices"(Gordon, Klopov, p.8S). Gordon
and Klopov have formulated a faulty opinion when they conclude that the basis has been laid
for women's Cull emaneipation in soci~ty as a resllit oC the Caet that, in Soviet times,
millions oC women were Iiberated Crom the old eonscraints that had Iimited them to an
existence ia the kitehea previously (Gordon, Klopov, p.8S). In pre-Soviet times, the great
majority oC the population Iived in the countryside: \Vomen were oCten as much involved in
the Carming as men. Even in the towns women worked in the Cactories beCore 1917.
Furthermore, the basis might have been laid Cor women's eqllality as a result oC their
participation in the production process in the USSR, bllt somehow this equality never came
about, in the s&me way that it did not beCore the October Revolution. Evidently, more is
necessary than Mere changes in economic position in order to acmeve women's social
equalilY·
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holiday in the USSR], and then forgotten again. On Mareil 8,
they are elected ta a presidium, a few women are mentioned who
have been promoted ta leading party work and are the best
production workers; after this, they are again forgonen for the
remainder of the year...
We have them [women who are capable to fulfill responsible
positions]. but no effort is undenaken for their benefit. They try
ta get rid of a woman who has been promoted ...
We a150 have other occasions of women who are kept at one and
the same position in the party organization for ten ta twelve
years and are never promoted further...
Thus at the party conference of the town of Kalinin, women
were entered onto the list of those who wanted ta speak; only one
did. At the beginning of this oblast' party conference, we have
elected the leading committees of the conference. Women were
not in the mandate commission, nor in the secretariat, nor in the
editorial committee. 30S

Astashina then explained that the Party should pay attention ta

the fact that women in higher positions had ta deal with peculiar

problems309 . They had the additional responsibility of rearing several

children --which was the case for a11 the female raion secretaries at

the time. Because of these extra burdens, their life was much more

complicated than that of men in similar posts.

Some of the more perceptive local leaders understood that this

widespread discrimination against women, be it conscious or not, was

self-defeating. Astashina's remarks seem ta have exerted some effect

because, in the course of 1949, the situation of women in the oblast'

was discussed at several levels. On July 17. 1949, a group of at least

sixteen leading female Party workers of the town of Kalinin met ta

30SPako, 147/4/195, U.420b.l43; at plenums and conferences, speakers had to snnounce
beforehsnd if lhey wsnled to make a speech; due to lime constrsints, there were always far
more people on the Iist than appeared before the delegates in the end; oflen those who were
deemed to be less important were nol aUowed to speak as a resull
309Pako, 147/4/195, 1.430b.
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exchange views on women' s position; Astashina was among them310 .

The complaints were similar to those already voiced at the Party

conference by Astashina, although some went into more detail.

Lebedeva lamented the early hour (rive o'dock in the afternoon) that

the day cares were c1osing. She found it unfair that no one seemed to

allow time for women to complete "female household tasks." She did

not even seem to be able to imagine that men could also do some of

tbese chores311. Voevodina presented a more radical perspective: she

wondered why it was that, after the war, so many women were

ba:tished to malte way for men; for women had proven tbemselves to be

equal to the task, indeed, 50 much 50 that they actually had served

better than many men in the same positions312 .

310pako, 147/4/1814, I.lff. The others were the vice-head of the obkom deparlment of
agitation and propaganda, Golikova: Kuznetsova, wbo was the vice-bead of the obkom
depaltment of Party, Trade Union, and Kom90mol organizations; Ginsburg, a raikom
secretary of the Tsentral'nyi raion; Volkova, a ra1kom secretary of the Novopromysblennyi
raion; Visbniakova, vice-chair of the raiispolkom of Tsentral 'nyi raion; Nemkova, the
secrelary of the Party buro of the weaving faotory; Makarova, the secretary of the Party
buro of a spinning factory; Bobrova, the Party secretary of the "Volodarskii" sewing
factory; Voevodina, the secretary of the Party committee of the couon-fibre kOA1bil1il~

Lebedeva and Chemysheva, Party secretaries of the Proletarskii raion; Tiugina, whose
occupation is unknown; and Gribova, !vanova, and Ushkova, inSirunotyof the obkom. One of
Golikova's tasts within the obkom ,\pparatus, at least in 1949, seems to have been to
mediate the situation of women, although she was officially a worker concemed with
agitation and propaganda (she reported, for insance, the inadequate number of kindergarten
in Vyshnii Volochek and Kalinin; Pako, 147/4/1814, 1.9-llob.).
311Pako, 147/4/1814, 1.3. Commenting on the femininity of these household tasks,
Nadezhda A. Smirnova, a former veterinarian, noticed that, besides her extremely
demanding job, she also had to look after her animais, private plot, and household. She
estimated that women worked about twice as much as men (testimony of Nadezhda A.
Smirnova in the survey). The "benefits" for women of the economic transformation under
Stalin ue underlined in the foUowing statement of Barbara Alpern Engel: "Since the 1930s,
women have shouldered the burden of fuU-lime, waged labor white continuing to do almos
ail housework without labor-saving devices" (Engel, p.319).
312Pako, 147/4/1814, 1.4. Bobrova agreed tbat men were promoted solely because of their
army mok, notwithsanding the faet that they often worked extremely poorly (Pako,
147/4/1814, 1.6).
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Astashina elaborated on her earlier criticisms313 . She noticed

that pregnant women were sometimes forced to work 'It night, and

made to carry loads of forty to fifty kilograms; as a result many bad to

abandon their work. Sbe also grieved tbe fact that women were coming

to her to seek help because their boyfriends had left lhem upon

discovering that they bad become prospective fathers. Bobrova had read

in tbe paper that a special women's department for work among women

had been created in the Ukraine314. This she thought to be a very good

idea, apparently unaware of the previously ubiquitous existence of

departmems of the Zoenordel in the USSR.

Women who had lost their husbands during the war, and who had

lost their homes through the German attack on and temporary

occupation of Kalinin, often experienced difficulties in securing a

decent apartment315 . Newly completed apartments were first given to

familles composed of men, women, and children, and not 50 quickly to

women alone with children. Thus Ginsburg, present at the discussion in

July 1949, had been already living for four years in one room with

another woman. The latter was not related to her, and Ginsburg was

said to be suffering in silence. Another woman apparently Iived with

eight people in an apartment of sixteen square meters. ln a different

record of 1949, some women were described as living in similar

313Pako, 14714'1814, 1.5.
314Pako, 147/4/1814, 1.6. See 1.5 and Heitlinger, pp.57-63, and p.109, for a discussion
of tbe creation and dissolution of tbe Z1JenofdeL lt bad been abolisbed in 1930 (Barbara
EvllllS Clements, "The Utopianism of the Zhenotdel." in: Siavic Reyjew, Volume 51, Number
3, FaU 1992, pp,485-496, p,495).
315Pako, 147/4/1814, 1.6.
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circumstances in Vyshnii Volochek316. Often they could not afford to

send their children to the expensive day cares.

Day cares were supposed ta Iiberate wornen from their traditional

rôles, allowing them to join the work force31? However, despite the

faet that the large majority of young mothers worked, the day-care

facilities in the seven largest towns in tbe oblast' were not very

extensive: tbere was room for between 7% and 20% of all children in

each town318. In rural areas very few day cares were avai1able319. Here

relatives took care of the children, althougb tbe rural eHte rnigbt have

had a nanny320.

ln any event. even in the larger towns many day cares were not

fully occupied in 1948321 . The reasons for this phenomenon can be first

sought in the fact that, in 1948, the day-care fees had been increased,

causing some women ta take their children out of the day-care centres.

ln addition, sorne children transferred to kindergartens; other chi1dren

316Ibid., 1.56.
31?Heillinger, p.I08 and p.114.
318Pnko, 147/4/1814, 1.26. Neither were they in the USSR Ils a whole, when less than
10'16 of 1111 children of the age group auended day cares (Gordon, Klopov, p.88).
319Pnko, 147/4/1814, 1.24. In each of 17 rural raions, there was at most one day-care
facility in 1949.
320Testimony of M.V. Kometova in the survey. She was the head of a rural soviet umil
1951, and her husband was perhaps an MVD employee at the time (from 1951-1954 she
Iived with her husband in Magadllll, who served there in the MVD). The head of production
and subsequent director of the porce1ain factory of Konnkovo, V.P. Sazhko, was able ta have a
housekeeper look after his IWO children in the period (testimony of V.P. Sazhko in the
survey). The household of A A. Morozova was in a similar position as the Sazhko family
(testimony of A.A. Morozova in the survey).The rank and file, such Ils V.P. Pimenova, were
he1ped by mothers or mothers-in-Iaw (lestimoR)' of V.P. Pimenova in the survey).
However, the testimony of the regular kolkhoznitsa M. V. Chesnokova, who gave birth ta eight
children between 1931 and 1951, indicates that at limes in the countryside really large
families also had a nanny (te!timony of M. V. Chesnokova in the survey).
321Pnko. 147/4/1814, 11.26127. At the end of 1948 in Kalinin, Vyshnii Volochek, Rzhev,
Bologee, Bezhetsk, Kimry, and Torzhok, the occupancy rate of available places in day-care
centres was 74.5'16.



•

•

652

were reared at home because their mother had stopped working. Of

course, many women preferred their children to be brought up by a

relative, in most cases by a grandmother322 .

On July 22, 1949, the obkom issued a resolution on the situation

of women and ordained some measures to improve women's fate in the

oblast'323. Aiter the resolution, several measures were raken at the

workplace to improve the labour conditions of women324 . Some shops in

the larger towns remained open in the evenings. The number of

consultation points for women was increased, because of which women

had more opportunity to visit a doctor for specifically female

questions and ailments. Factory workers could have medical checkups.

However, it seems that the rural raikoms were taking the obkom

resolution less seriously325. Several did not undertake any actions to

advance matters. Furthermore , nowhere in the oblast' had authorities

made a genuine effort by January 1950 to ensure the promotion of more

women to leading work. The female obkom instructor, who reported in

January 1950 to the obkom on the effect of the resolution of July 22,

1949, concluded that control of the execution of the resolution should

be continued, and that obkom instructors should step up their

supervision on these issues326 .

322As was the case with tho children of E.N. Ratnikova and her husband, who worked
respectively as a nurse and officer in th: army, and of the schoolteacher N.N. Golubew and
her husband (testimony of E.N. Ratnikova and N.N. Golubeva in the survey).
323Pako, 147/4/1977, 1.6: the resolution was called "0 sostOÙUJIi" i merll1d,
u/ucilsllemiitldJ mboty SI"t/i zOl!l1shdliJf.
324Pako, 147/4/1977, 11, 7/8.
3251hid., 1.9.
-~6
~ Ibid., 1.10.
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In 1950, more detailed reports on women's working situation

were made by urban and raion Party committees32? In general, most of

the measures designed to alleviate women's working conditions and

status were restricted by the productive exigencies of industry and

agriculture. Here and there, women with young children were relieved

fmm night shifts; more facilities for personal hygiene were created at

industrial enterprises, more medical checkups conducted. Female

workers were also attending lectures on menstruation, abortion

(always cast in a negative light) , cancer, and children's diseases. The

reports often tried to stress the successful fulfillment of tasks set by

socialist emulation, and singled out women who had conformed to

Stakhanovite work norms. However, most raikoms reported that women

were hardly promoted to leading positions. The records leave the

distinct impression that, particularly in rural areas, only tip service

was paid to the professed improvement of the position of womenS28 .

In September 1951, the male chair of the raiispolkom of Zubtsov

bemoaned the disappearance of all-female tractor brigades after the

warS29. He deemed this development to be counterproductive, since so

few men were left on the coUeetive farms, and since women had proven

themselves to be equal to the tasks involved as tractor drivers during

and directly after the war.

S2?lbid., 11.18-34.
S28As for examplc in the report of the Teblesbki raikom (palco, 147/4/1977, 11.34
34Sob. )
S29Palco, 14715111, 1.118. In the whole of the USSR the amount of women among tractor
drivers plummeted from SS% in 1943, 10 17.4% in 1946, and to S% on January 1, 1949
(Sgyetskoju deceynju , , p.120).
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In the countryside most women relied on the assistance of their

own or their husband's mother for taking care of small children330 .

When one lacked such relatives, the situation could become

extraordinarily difficult. In 1949, one such case of a woman with three

children came to the attention of the obkom331. The woman, Zhukova.

was ill and could not take care of her children. They went around

hungry, barefoot, and badly dressed. She possessed onIy one goat. Her

house had no windows, the stove had fallen apart, the floor had

collapsed in sorne places, and she had neither enough beds or bedding.

The oldest children did not attend school because they had no c10tbes 01'

shoes, and the youngest one had rickets. Rather strangely, the kolkhoz

executive seemed to have been not at all concerned about the situation

in which Zhukova lived.

The case of Zhukova is certainly not typical for the life of the

majority of the kolkhoz women, although very many had no choice but to

bring up their children on their own al'ter the war. It does show what

kind of abject poverty did exist in the oblast' at times al'ter the war.

The rather inhumane attitude of the leadership of the kolkhoz and the

kolkhozniks themselves towards their neighbour here is perhaps proof

of the dissolution of the social fabric of precollectivization times. It

can be proposed that in the past the village would have tried to support

the needy, such as Zhukova and her family. An explanation for the

indifferent behaviour of Zhukova's fellow villagers is not ventured in

330E.g. the te5limony of M.A. Sysoeva. Nadezbda A Smimova, Z.M. Vinogl'lldow, N.F.
A1ekseev --whose famil)' was not strietl)' rural, as bis wife was a weaver in Vysbnii
Voloebek-, A.S. Efremov, P.N. Bnsbilova, LV. Rntntaev, and A.F. Antonov in the surve)'.
M. M. Kozenltova-Pavlova bad no one to belp ber look after the ebildren, and thus took them
with ber wben sbe worked in the fields (testimon)' of M. M. Kozenkova in tbe survey).
3alpako, 14114/1814, 1.62.
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the report. It could be that the other villagers' burdens were enormous

as weil. Thus, ostensibly, out of sheer necessity the kolkhozniks had

decided to ignore her. After ail, someone who did not work on the

kolkhoz did not contribute to meeting the extremely high delivery

quotas. The income of the kolkhoz was dependent on the quotas. The

obligatory labour for the rrudodni, the cultivation of private plot, and

the care for personal canle, might have been so consuming, that none

had time to worry about poor Zhukova.

A rather strange incident demonstrates again the rather prudish

mentality prevailing in Stalin's Russia. In 1949, a male employee of the

raion procuracy of Udoml'ia accused a schoolteacher of having a lesbian

relationship with the school direetor332 . He claimed to have compelling

evidence for this. The prosecutor was of the opinion that the director

was a "hermaphrodite." According to him, she bad become the talk of

the town, and her behaviour had a pemicious influence on the scbool's

pupils. After the prosecutor had called in the schoolteacher for

questioning, the first raion secretary, the veteran Party worker

Glazunova, became very upset witb the prosecutor. She summoned him

to ber office and, according to the prosecutor, called him a scoundrel

(sr'oloclt) and a spineless creature (soplia~. He received a severe

reprimand from her. It is unc1ear how the affair ended for the

schooiteacher and the director. At least the prosecutor asked for a

332Pako, 147/411703, 1.103-104ob. Male homosexuality was outlawed in 1934 in the
Soviet Union, while lesbianism was never officia11y made itlegal (Heitlinger, p.21; also
Tatyana Mamonova (ed.), Women and Russia, Boston: Beacon Press, 1984, p.13S). Men who
were convicted for homosexuality got jail tenus, while women were sent ta psychiatrie
hospitals, according to Mamonova (Tatyana Mamonovll, Rusjan Women's Studieg; Esse.v..L.llll
Sexiw in Soviet Culture, London: Pergamon Press, 1989, p.131, and Mamonovl, Womeo
and Ryssja. p.13S). Mamooova's claim about the occurrence of lesbianism after the war is
highly plausible, as titis example perhaps shows (Mamonova, Women and Russja, p. 130).
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transfer after this incident. while G1azunova continued to 1ead the

rai on Party commirtee.

VIn.6 Education

The mediocre level of general education has already been no!iced

at several poims before333 . Only in September 1949, the sevell-yeat'

curriculum became obligatory; as can be seen from the tables, mos! of

the kolkhoz chairs in the 1940s only benefited from a primary

education. which usual1y meant four years, sometimes six years of

schooling334. Most of the elite of the oblast'. formed almost exclusively

by Party members. couId not boast of a superior educaLion335 . Howevet',

towards the end of Stalin' s life, the level of education was definitely

333Iu. Borisov indicated that just before the war still 20% of the totlll population of tlte
USSR was ilIiterate (lu. Borisov, "Stalin: Chelovek i Simvol.. .. , p.487). See nlso Tables 23.
24. 39, 41. 42. 44. 45, 46.
334See Table 23. See Pako. 147/4/1495. 1. 72ob. on the introduction of the soven-yeor
curriculum for the school year 1949-1950. On August 14. 1930, four yell1'9 of obligotory
primary education had been introduced (Kerblay, p.3531 G. Pomorants saw the key to the
unrivalled cruelty of Stalinist times in this "semi-education" of the masses. who no longer
were restroined by the norms and values of troditionol society when their existence was
uprooted aCter the revolutions of 1917. The masses had not yet been socialized adequately -
through sufficient education-- inte cultured citizens of modern industrilll society (G.
Pomerants, "0 roli oblika lichnosti v zhizni istoricheskogo kollektivo. Diskussionnoe
vystuplenie v institute filosofii, " in Qmni. 67(1968). pp.134-143, pp.137-140).
Pomeronts maintoins that Soviet society under Stalin was the result of this "Iack of culture"
and older traditions of boorishness and lackeying, which found their reots in the lime of the
Tatar yoke. Although Pomerants exaggerotes. the hysteric gatherings that called fOI' the death
of the accused at the show trials. or the enthusiostic cruelty in the collectivization of the
Party aetivists Seem to confirm the unsophisticated receptiveness wnong many Soviet
citizens towards the manipulative propaganda from above. In the same way. A.N. Sakharov
saw the essence of the events in StaHn' s Iifelime in the revenge exacted from the rich and
intelligent by the "half-cultured, philistine. poor. and even lowest people" for centuries of
oppression (A.N. Sakharov, "Revoliutsionnyi tetalitarizm ...." pp.63/64). The experience of
Nazi-Germany. however. proves that "[on] peut être instruit et totalement amoral"
(Kerblay. p.370).
335Compare the situation on January l, 1952, of the 1,467 leading workers, and the
education of the de1egates to the ninth oblast' Party conference with that of those in early
1945 (See Appendix III and Table 39).
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m ueh higher than in the immediate postwar period. Although it is

probably true that the quality of education deteriorated after the

Ocwber Revolution, the quantity of general education certainly

increased, albeit only after the 1920s336 . After 1929, hardly any

children did not receive at least the basic four y~ars of general

schooling.

However, in ttle oblast' in 1947, when 16,555 young males, born in

1929, underwent medical and apr1.tude test~ in order ta establish

whether ihey were fit for army service, forty-three still turned out ta

be i1iiterate, and 1,094 semiliterate, Le. having had no more than three

years of schooJ331. The war might have partially interfered with their

education. But in a subsequent report in the same record, the military

cc.nmissar of the oblast', Cherniak, concluded that the lack of literacy

among the 1928 levy had been predominantly caused by inadequate

control and supervision of school attendance and of the schoolwork of

those who did attend338. His observation may be close to the truth,

336See 'Tabies 44-46. Natal'ia A. Smirnova, born in 1913, never enjoyed any education and
remained illiterate .(testimony of Natal 'ia A. Smirnova in the survey). So did M. K.
Chesnokova, born in 1912 (testimony of M.K. Chesnokova in the survey). A.G. Murtsovkina
and F.K. Rontashova had two years of likht'z(lik,ù"lIS1iil lJez.,frtlmOfm:m: i.e. education for
iIliterate adults), although they wanted to have more education (testimony of A.G.
Murtsovkina and F.K. Romsshova in the survey). Gordon and Klopov indicate that in the
countryside at least in this respect collectivization might have had a beneficial effect
(Gordon, Klopov, p.91). It was much easier to control school atlendance through the
kolkhozy than before. The pess8l1try, much less interested after collectivization in optimal
production from socialized lands and catl1e, mal' have seen less necessity for their offspring
to aid in agricultllral work (Gordon, Klopov, p.92). Nevertheless, the amount of education
the population enjoyed was small: In 1939, 90'16 of the population, and in 1959, 64'16 of the
population had enjoyed merely primary education (Gordon, Klopov, p.97).
3311'ako, 1411411391, Il.3-5. 86 had only one grade, 293 two grades, and 715 three
grades. Thus 6.9'16 of young males born in 1929 did not receive the basic, obligatory,
education.
338Pako, 147/41391, 1.11.
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since quite a few of the semiliterates came from the eastern parts of

the oblast' that never submitted ta German occupation339 .

Not surprisingly, the incidence of illiteracy and semiliteracy was

more freq uent in the countryside than in the towns. Considering the

traditional lower attendance of girls at schools in the countryside, the

amount of semiliterates and illiterates among the oblast' youth in the

1940s might have been close ta 10% of the total340. Arollnd 1970 a

sociological survey was conducted in the countryside of Kalinin oblast'

under the auspices of lu.V. Arutiunian341 . lt appeared that in the

smal1est and medium-sized villages of the province, most members of

the agricultural labour force had enjoyed belween four ta five years of

education. In the larger villages the picture was slightly bener, for

most of the inhabitants had profited from more than six years of

schooling, although even there the average was still less than seven

years. Considering the average age of the labour force of Arutiunian's

respondents, which was in ail villages between forty and forry-seven,

it is clear how low the instructional level was of ~any who had grown

339Pako, 147/4/1391, 11.5. Besides. most of the boys of the 1929 levy should have been
already close to the completion of the fourth grade by Junc 1941. Eight iJliterales and
thirty-nine semi1iterates were from Nerl' raion (16% of ail conscripls of this raion); fivc
i11iterates and thirty-seven semiliterates from Sandovo raion (12%): one illilerate and
thirty-nine semiliterates from Sonkovo raion (16%): three iJliterates and forty-five
semiliterates from Krasnyi Kholm raion (15%); two illiterates and thirty·nine
semiliterates from Kashin raion (11 %); forty-four semiliterates from Tebleshki raion
(17%). 23% of ail conscripts of Kushalino raion was semiliterate (lhirty-sill out of 157)!
The formerly occupied raions of Rzhev and OIenino were the only western raions where the
number of semiliterates was substantial --taking inlo account the smaller populace of thesc
areas--, respectively forLy' three and tbirty-five, although only one illiterate Was counted
in Rzhev raion (6% of ail conscripts were either illiterate or semiliterate in Rzhev raion;
10% in Olenino raion). In the four raions of the town of Kalinin, lbe total was onc iIIiterate
and twenLy-one semiliterates, tbat is, a quite small proportion.
340See I.5 and 1.6 on the attendance of peasant girls at schools during the 1920s.
341Iu.V. Arutjunjan, La structure sociale de la population rumle de I.'U,R S,S. Traduction et
présentation Yves Perret-Gentil. Paris: I.S.M.B.A., 1979 (Cahiers [ S M E A, Economie. et
Socjétés 13, 1979) (Russian original, 1971), pp.206/207.
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up during the time of Stalin342. Obviously, a significant amount of the

better educated had left the villages and migrated to towns, but those

who stayed behind of the rural dwellers schooled in the 1930s and

1940s had benefited from four to six and a half years of education on

the whole.

However, the val ue of learning was certainl)' recognized in 1992

by almost ail of the rural respondents of the survey, even if they had

not enjoyed much of it themselves343 . Ob viousl)' , their appreciation of

education might have swelled since Stalinist cimes, but it is likely

that even in the 1940s and early 1950s their ideas were quite different

from those of their parents, if the latter had grown up before the

revol uti on344 .

Alread)' before the introduction of the obligatory seven-year

curriculum, man)' children were attending at least seven years of

342Ibid., p.207.
343"No aspect of Soviet society received more warm and spontaneous support than did the
system of Soviet education....Only the system of free medical care came close to it in
populanty" (AleK Inkeles, Raymond A Bauer, The Soviet Citizen DaUy. Ufe in a Totalitar;an
Society, Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Pres!., 1961, p.132).
A. F. Antonov had IWO years of general education and later took some courses in land
surveying. He lamented his lack of education, and tried ta do everything to have his chUdren
study (testimony of AF. Antonov in the survey). M.A Sysoeva, P.A. Kashinov, AZ.
Zhuravleva, T. I. Bol 'shalcova, and V. P. Pimenova similarly regretted their inadequate
education of on/y four years; so did P.N. Bashilova, who had three years of primary school,
and AK. Sumugina-Shepeleva, who had on/y two years of education (testimony of M.A
Sysoeva, P.A Kashinov, V.P. Pimenova, A.V. Zhuravleva, T.I. Bol'shakova, P.N. BashUova,
A K. Sumugina-Shepeleva in the survey). K.R. Fedorova enjoyed four years of primary
education plus one year of study at a school for rural youth, which she felt was inadequate
(testimony of K.R. Fedorova in the survey). N. N. Osipova-KozIova had three years of
primary education lInd regreued not havill8 been able to receive more education (testimony
of N.N. Osipova-KozIova in the survey). One of the few who did not regret his rather limited
education (of Iwo years) was AE. Vakhmisttov, who altendeci school arounJ 1920. H':
leamed to f<!ad, count, and write in those two years, whicb he felt was enough for him at the
time; there were few in his village who enjoyed more education (testimony of A.E.
Vakhmistrov in the survey). He WBS, of course, of a generation who grew up before
collectivization.
344See AIlrichter's description of the inimical attitude towards the schools of many of the
peasants in the 1920s (Altrichter, p.17l).
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school, althougb more sa in urban areas tban in rural localitie~-345. In

1949-1950 more than 30,000 pupils doubled a grade, i.e. more than 10%

of all school children346. In the countryside, particularly, many of the

children doubled gl"ades. Aiter the war the number of truant children

decreased: in the year 1946-1947, 3,548 children of school age did not

attend grades one to four; in 1947-1948,1,717347 . In certain cases,

schools had to aid children by giving them meals, shoes, and clothes.

The quality of tutelage is dlfficult to assess, but it is dear from the

sources that the children were instilled with a large q uanLity of

patriotism348 . One secondary-scho01 pupil in the remote district of

Lesnoe wrote in an essay:

We survived many scarClt1es and difficulties, many bitter
10sses and serious sacrifices. And we know: our future is not a
smooth road, but a pricldy and difficult path, but at the same
time we --the Soviet people-- do not fear any scarcities and
difficulties, and they do not stop us. Ali my strength and
knowledge l will give ta you, my Motherlandl And when it is
necessary, l will find the strength in myself ta give you my life
as weil! Ta give one's me to the Motherland, to the people: that is
the greatest happiness. 349

In rural locales the quality of education was often hampered by

shoddy maintenance of the school building350 . In 1948, it was noted

345Kiselev remarked, in his closiog speech before an obkom plenum in Oclober 1953, Ihat
the educalion in the towos was much beller than in the countryside, a reason for Many
agricultural specialists la seek employment in the towns and have their children educated
there (Pako, 147151663, 1.196).
346Pako, 14115/2, 1.32.
347Pako, 1411411126, 1.1.
3481bid., 1. 30b.
349Pako, 147/4/1126, 1.20b. The themes for these kind of essays were, for example,
"What is happiness?" "Does on.:' have to dream?" "My most beloved hero," or "A memorable
day in my life."
350And not only by that. V.P. Krylov nttended four grades of prim.ry school in the war yem
in Udoml'ia raion. At the lime he did not get eoough to eat, and nt schoollhere were no
notebooks, so thnt the pupils wrote on newspapers sometimes, between the printed lines
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that it was tOCl cohl in many scbools, and scbool furniture was

lacking351 . Glass was found in only one tbird of tbe windows,

blackboards were broken, and tbe Iighting (electrical or the far more

prevalent kerosene lamps) was insufficient. All of that led to rather

modest educative results and even tampered with children's physica!

development.

The village teachers in the countryside functioned as the

"transmission belt" of the culture of the outside world to the village

children352 . Nevertheless, their qualifications were noticeably lower

than tbose of urban teachers even in 1959 and 1960. Theil' isolation in

many rural areas and the lime they spent taking care of their persona!

plots hindered them from updating their slcills353 .

The most renowned seat of bigher learning W!\S the Pedagogiclil

Institute of Kalinin. However, the life of its facuJty ,..as not easy after

the war. According to the direetor of the institute, PoHanskii, about

sixtY lecturers were living in students' dormitories in communal

apartments (oôsirc/tez1JirJë)354. This housing was apparently so pOOl'

that many of the best teachers left the institute in 1950 and 1951,

because they had never seen "such a poor attitude towards scientific

cadres. "355 Polianskii compared the situation to that in Kursk and

Voronezh, where the teaching staff had received apartments long

(tcslimony of V.P. Krylov in the survey). Of cOllrse, after lite Will' metlers must have
improved somewhel.
351Pako, 1471411126, 1.I1.
352Kcrblay, p.355.
353Todorskii, !.rbetov, 11, p.5a.
354Pako, 14715110, 1.52.
355Ibid., 1.52.
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before356. ln 1946 and 1947, six apartmems had been promised to the

Pedagogical Institute, but five years later ::mly three had been provided.

One suspects, once more, that the oblast' govemment probably had

had to deal with a dearth of means. The housing situation of the

institute lecLUrers was simply not a priority. It is noteworthy that, in

1992, a professor of the State University of Tver', the successor to tbe

f'edagogical Institute, was living with his wife, a music schoolteacher

in Tver', and two childrell, in a two-room apartment of perhaps lwenly

Cive square meters. The walls and doors on the inside seemed to have

been made from a kind of carton. Not much improvement had been made

in the forty-odd years after Polianskii's complaints.

The education of many young people in the towns after the war

was meant to be enhanced by the system of industrial schools

(reme.!termye ucJlJ"jishc/u~ and factory (FZq schools, which taught

certain technical skills to be used in the factori~s. The effectiveness

of these institutions is questionable. It was reported in 1952, that:

... the labour production discipline of young workers, who
bave entered the FZO schools of the town of Kalinin, is
characterb;!!d by the foUowing facts: at No.7 of the light industry
system, in the Proletarskii raion of the town of Kalinin, in
1951 alone, fifty graduates quit thei~ jobs without authorization,
and in the first quarter of 1952, another thirteen out of the 116
~hat were in the program. These sixty-three people were
convicted by a people's judge. Here unauthorized departure of FZO
scbools' graduates out of the light i'ldustry training system was
54.3%.357

356Ibid., 1.53.
357Pako, 147/5/341, 1.67. In 1940, jail sentences were introduced for students of trade
schools, railroad colleges, and f.2"Oschools for violations of the school discipline and the
unauthorized depalture from the school (Gordon, KJopov, Foot::ote :'., p.127).
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CHAPTER IX: AFfERMATH

IX.l A New Mentality?

The trIIJ1Sition of Soviet society to a modem urban and industrial culture did

not occur in tbe years of tbe first Five Year Plans. [but] it took place two to tbree

decades later. 1

Communist principles•... if one looks at them in a simple
way. are tbe principles of a bigbly educated. honest. advanced
person. are tbe love for the sOloialist Motherland. friendship.
comradesbip, bumanity. bonesty, love for sor.ialist labour. and a
wbole number of great qualities, that are under.;,ood by eacb. An
education bringing forward tbese traits, these great qualities,
is the most important part of communist education...
But wby under socialism bave until now the survivals of
capitalism not yet been eliminated? When giving an answer to
this question. the agitator will explain that the survivais of tbe
past in the mind of the people could not immediately be
eliminated. because, in the first place. as was notice<! by comrade
Stalin. the mentality of tbe people lags beli~nd in its development
from their economic circumstances, and tbat's wby the survival
of bourgeois opinions bas remained in the heads of the people and
will remain, although in the economy capiWlism has already been
liquidated. Second, because "the capitalist encirclement still
exists. that tries ta enliven and support the survivais of
capitalism in tbe economy and in the minds of the people in the
USSR; against whicb we .Golsheviks need ta keep our powder
dry." (I.Stalin)...
The agitator notices that, ln its most extreme form, the
si.\rvivals of capitalism often appear in facts of loafing.
speculation, hooliganism, swindling, and the tbert of public
property. Furthermore one has to underline that Lenin wrote with
anger about cbeats and plunderers as weil as ~out those who
shirlc from worle, Ils about parasites, who were fed by capitalism,
and the main enemies of socialism. Why did Lenin call for a
merciless recJtonîng with I.hese enelo1ies of socialism? Because

'Gordon. Klopov. p.97.
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public property is the basis of a socialist, communisl system and
those who assault it are enemies of the people ...
There are still often moments when backward people reason as
fol1ows: "to work as little, and to earn as much as possible."
Those people forget that they do not work for capitalists and
landowilers, but for themselves, for their own toiling people...
In a discussion one should also not pass over surviv;lls of
capita1ism, which are coming to the fore in efforts of backward
kolkhozniks to engage in lheir own privale plal la lhe delnmenl
of the public, collective·.farm econolTI)'. The agilator needs ta
explain ta his audience that the happiness of the ko1k.hozniks does
not depend on the private plot, but on the growth and
strengthening of the public economy, and should underline lhis
with concrete facts and examples.
After that, ii. is necessary to turn the attention of the audience to
that most vivid survival, for.l1:;!d by religious prejudices and rites.
One of these rites is the celebration in the counlryside of
religious holidays. This custom causes large losse~ lo lhe
collective farms and the kolkhozniks themselves. If only one
hundred people "celebrate" for one day at the time of haying, lhen
that translates into the loss of an arnount of hay, enough ta feed
in tlte course of the wiJlter no less than thirt)' cows, and the loss
of one hundred people even for just one day on a religious holiday
at harvest lime leads ta the loss of no less than 600-800 pud of
grai n.
The agitator, together with his audience, needs te calculate
c1earh, economically, the lasses incurred by the celebration of
religious holidays, sa that the kollehoznik-Iisteners themsel ves
see the necessity ta abstain from these backward habils.
The agitatar needs ta underline thal communism is buill on
[social] science, and that religion is an enemy of science, thal
religious survivais hinder the building of communism. The
majority of soviet people have liberated themselves already
long aga from religious prejudices, and the tasle is ta malee ail
people understand their harm, and make them reject them. 2

2V. Zozulina, "Kak provesti besedu ha temu: '0 bor'be , perezhitkami kapitulizma v soznanii
Jiudei'," in Blokoot Agil.ot.2m, 1952, No.13, pp.27-38, pp.29, 32, 33, 34. 35, 36. This
seems to be the same Zozulina who barely escaped the purges in 1937 (see Appendix III and
111.2), which might explain her enthusiastic explanation of the capitalist encirelement and
the machinations of the enemy. Although she eluded the purges, her mind was trlll1!lformed.
The style is very simple and quite repetitive and reminds one of Stalin's "seminary" or
"canonicel" style. [t indicates the rather limited intellectuel capacities of the average
agitator for which the article was written.
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From admonishmenls such as Lhese --the date of this particular

piece is the summer of 1952--, :~ is obvious that the Communists even

just b~fore Stalin's deaLh were often less than content with the

mentality of the population, particularly in the countryside3. The

peasantry's resilienc~ in trying ta maintain certain elements of their

traditions was a source for consistelll Communist censure. Ta coulller

it, the regime flaunted collectivized agriculture as a superior

organization of agricultural production. Yet in 1948 Sadovnikov, vice

chair of the oblispolkom at the time, thus described the kolkhoz

"Dimitrov" of the raion of Novotorzhok:

The harvest yields in this kolkhoz are minimal, and
systematica11y the plan for the development of the sociaIL.'!
livestock is not fulfilled. In lhe course of the lasl si): years no
money lIas been paid, and in the course of the last four years
between 105 and 390 grams of grain per rrudodeo' have been
distribuled.
An inspection carried out here established that the main
causes for the backwardness of Lhis kolkhoz are the most crude
violations of the Statute for rural artels. The law on the use of
the land is criminally viol:<.ted. The squ<tJldering of hayfields takes
place. Ta the detriment of i:he kolkhoz, fifteen households that
are not members of the collective farm are maintaining
themselves by using pastures, hay- and woodlands for free. The
democratic basis of the direction of rural artels is brutall}'
violated. ln the fifteen years of the existence of the kolkhoz,
the chair has been changed seventeen times, moreover three
times in 1947 alone, and two of the directors were not members
of the kolkhoz. Those sorrowful leaders omy pulled apart the
kolkhoz property.
Unfortunately, similar kolkhoz)' also exist in ü:her raions. 4

3The edition of Blokno! Agitotora, which was published every two weeks from that point
onwnrds, was substantial: around 16,000 copies.
4Pako, 147/4/1095, 1. 690b.
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At the time of Khrushchev's tenure as first secretary of the

COITlmunist Party of the Soviet Union, two female anthropologists, L.A.

Anokhina and M.N. Shmeleva, decided ta research the lire of the

kolkhozniks in the Kalinin oblast's. They have left us with an

interesting depiction of country life as it tried to recover from the

trials and tribulations of the Stalin era. Their account is probably not

entirely exemplary for the situation of the countryside in the Kalinin

oblast', as they focussed on four raions on the eastern border,

traditionally more prosperous than the areas to the west of it

(particularly Bezhetsk raion)6. Thus, a more rosy picrore emerges from

their account than if they would have included some western areas in

their research. In the opinion of the al!thors:

The concrete material of the different chapters of the book
show graphically how, in the years of Soviet power, the old
disappeared out of all aspects of lire of the Kalinin countryside,
connected as it was with traditional tasks of the population. with
heavy, little productive, manual labolJr, with the patriarchal
foundations of the family, and how in the peasants' existence the
new was firmly established, a result of the building of socialism
and further changes .... 7

5Anokbina, Shmeleva, KJ11'turn .

6see also KetbJay's crilicism of their choice of these particuJar ruions (Bezhelsk, Kashin,
Krusnyi Kholm, and Ves'egollSk) (KerllJay, p.394).
7Anokhina, SbmeJeva, p.S. KerbJay anived at a quite different estimale of the cbange of the
countryside in Soviet times, and arglIed that the peasanlly's ethics had remained lll'llely
similar ta tbat of their ancestors (Kerlllay, p.268). Ile adds that they were very 'l'eU
capable of deceiving oUlsiders, of which Anokhina and SbmeJeva may serve as an exampJe
here: "Sans doute les progrès de l'instruction ont élargi considérablement le champ des
reprèsenta1iollS du paysan et son information politique, mais l'éthique qui inspire les
comportemenls quotidiens reste encore imprégnée d'acceptation d'un ordre naturel et
immuable qui l'aide à supporter avec courage les épreuves, de compassion pour les
déshéritéS, de suspicion envers tout ce qui est étnInger au vülage (ainsi le mariage hors des
relations connues) qui peut se muer en dissumulation" (Kerblay, p.268). A positive picture
of the changes in Soviet times of the north-eastern mon of Ves'egonsk, which resembles the
optimism of Anotbina and Sbme1eva, cao be f,JUIId in A Todorskii, lu. Arbatov, "Bol'shoo v
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Perbaps tbey bad sorne righL ta discern something of a positive

change in the collective farms of the Kalinin oblast'. However, as it has

been argued above, most of these glowing developments had only

occurred very recently in many of the kolkhozy, that is, after the deaul

of Stalin8 .

In the early 1960s, the f1ax hal'vest and first treatment of f1ax

stalks constituted li task performed predominantly by women, just as

before collectivization9 . Men were engaged in ploughing, sowing, and

IOllding of crops, but oniy sporadically dealt with the f1ax processing,

mainly in tbeir capacity as mechanics. The traditional gender specifie

labour division with respect to f1ax bad apparently survived until the

1960s.

As the obsncJlùl<1 village before it, many kolkbozy bad craftsmen

who provided auxiliary trades, essentia! for tbe life of tbe collective

mnlom." in: K9mmunist, 4. 1960, pp. 27-37 [from he"e Todorskii, Arbalov, 1], llI1d
Todorskii, A"blltov, II. Todorskii Md Arbatov had 10 admit, howeve,,, th.l~ the "prosperity"
bad been a developmenl whic11 was predominaotly due to the reforms of the "histo";c"
Seplember 1953 Central Committee Plenum (Todorskii, Arbatov, l, pp.31/32). The
numbers quoted in the first orticle, if they are true, show a staggel'ing incr~ase in the
agriculturnl production of the Ves'egonsk raion belween 1953 Md 1959. The harvest of
flax. potatces, and grain had more lban doubled, as weil as the production of milk Md the
snle of strong·horned cattle.
8Iu.V. Arutiunilll1 hioted at this in 1961, when he noticed a shnrp rise in demlll1d for sugar
and industrial products between 1950 Md 1957 in the countryside (ArutiuniM,
"Osobennosti .... " p.425). See IX.2 as well." ...[P]recisely in the 1930s and 1940s for the
first lime in the history of our country, the technical possibility orose to give not oruy
certlÙn purts of the population, but the large majorit>, of the people access to mass culture"
(Gordon, Klopoy, p.89). 1 agree lhal the technical possibility became available, but, in
proctice in Stalin's time, as was pointed out above, mMY rural dwellers --probably many
more than haU' of them-- were only superficiaUy acquainted with films. rodio, llI1d
newsp"pers, if lit ail. In facl, Klopov and Gordon admit a few pages later thal: "[in] general
the Soviet Union remained in the course of ail the 1930s and 1940s a country, in which the
rural population formed the mhjorilY (two thirds 01 the population at the end of the 19309
and three fifths at the end of the 1940s), dwelling in houses. in which more than half of
them had no e1ectric light, and an ovenvhelming part was not equipped with even the
simplest radio-receivers." (Gordon, Klopov. p.97). Compare Ils weil to Todorskii, Arblltov.
1 and Todorskii, Arbalov, II,
gAnokhina. Shmeleva, p.42.
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l'armer and fafm: there were hlacksmiths. woodwO'1(~"~. harness and

saddle maL-ers. and millerslO .

Sorne kolkhozniks perforrned additional work related ta the

natural environment of their farm: Jogging in woody areas and Iïshing

where there were lak( ,,11. Sorne special fish farms had actually heen

organized in the oblast'. probably already in the 1930s.

The building of houses, stables. and the like was still a task for the

kolkhozniks themselves around 196012. Sometimes brigades of

construction workers were formed in order to irnprove the coordination

of building. In recent years. "construction cadres" had relieved the

koJkhozy of the necessity to hire so-called S!J<lb;fs!JnikJ; who w~re

itinerant kolkhozniks or urban dwellers offering their at'tisanal

servicesl3 . Still in 1958, many kolkhozy were apparently 1ess than

successfu1 in forrning their own construction cadres and had hired

these semi-private entrepreneurs instead. The s!J;,b"sJmiki covered

their wuys by organizing their own coopera.tives. In the rniddle of the

1960s. many collective farrns were obliged ta rely on private

middlemen to provide them with spare parts and construction

10 Ibid.. p.53.
11 Ibid.. p.53.
12Ibid.. p.54.
13Ibid.• p.57. In 1951. the raikom secreta!')' Mozhaev. of Goritsy raion, complained about
the unauthorized departure of many rural artisans of his ruion. some of whom even joined
construction brigndes in the town of r.alinin (Pako. 147/5111. 1I.73n4). Tle tradition of
itinerant altisanship seemed to be impossible ta eradicate. In 1953 there were still enough
shl/ol/slJm'ki around ta merit criticism from a ko1tltoz chair (Pako, 141151663. J. 115).
One survey respondent. who lost a Iimb during the war in 1941. and wn.. thus officiuJly an
involid. went bock to work at a furniture faClory a.fter his retW"n from the front. Even wlth
his severe handicap, he managed ta do sorne carpent!')'. for which he oCten was paid with
vodka. Sl/Dtl.lçon, or food. Before the war he hod engaged in "S/1II0llS1Jkl2 work. He noted that
one worked from early in the morning until tate at night on these jobs. When he wus hired
by the state he worked no more than the legal norm --often eight hours (testimony of S. V.
Kudriashov in the survey). Compare as well to Leonid Ivan'.lv. "V rodnykh ...." p.180.
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materials, which were in short supply through the official distribution

neLwork of the staLe!4. The paucity of spare parts had exisLed since the

early days of collecti ve farming!5.

The busiest peri ad for the kolkhozniks continued ta he the period

from April untjJ November!6. Most agricultural tasks were divided along

gender tines, similar ta flax cullivation: ploughing, sowing, working

wiLh machines were male domains, whiJe women applied ferLilizer to

Lhe land, pul1ed flax, and so on. Om)' in haying and siloing did the sexes

work side hy side. One featllre of existence on the collective Carm was

somewhat understated in the ethnographers' reports: the general

sllstained absence of males in the countr)'side. l'bis deficiency had

emerged in the time of the large-scale oEkhodnichesEFo before 1917,

and was reinforced after 1929, and particularly after 1941. W omen had

been forced to assume many tasks that may have comprised the male

territor)' in former times.

In wintertime, workdays were limited to about six hours: the

main occupations consisted of the care for private and kolkhoz cattle,

sorne construction, fertiIizer shipments back to Carms, lumbering, and

seec sorting for tbe next spring sowing period!7. The person the worst

off was the proverbial milkmaid --milking was always done by a

woman-- who bad to rise at Cive in the morning, and was still occupied

with tbe caule at eight or nine at night, altbougb her work knew long

!4L 'd l "L' "'03eont VlUIOV, .tsom... , p.. .
!5Ibid., p.204.
16A1lOkhinn, Shmclevn, p. 57. At .pring sowing, haying, nnd harvesting activity reached its
pellk. As wus shown ubove, nt harvest time non-kolkhozniks were engaged in helping to
glulter CI'OpS.
17Anokhina, Shmelevn, p.60.
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interruptionsl8 . These interruptions were used by the l'/omen ta w'lsh,

cook, dean, and take care of the children, if the)' had an)'19. As before,

most of the milking >vas done manual1y in 1960.

Women l'lere basicaJ1y dealing with ail aspects of ,1Iùmal

husbandry on the kolkhoz, white men's only cODtl"ibution may have been

transporting fodder, removing dung, keeping a watch at night, ltnd

sometimes tending horses.

What l'las grown on the personal plot in 1960 l'las mainly

consumed by the family, and consequently remained the main source for

its nutl'ÎtÎon20 . Little in general l'las sold on the tOWIl mm'kets or vi a

state and cooperative procuremenr organizations. The burden of keeping

a pl'Îvate plot l'las especially heavy for families in which no older

people lived. In the spring and summertime, these families had la spend

several additional hours on their plot and with their animals, durillg

lunchtime and after the long workday on the kolkhoz.

The size of the village had not changed mucb since the 1920s, as

noted. Even the two amalgamation periods did not lead to the formation

of larger villages by the early 1960s. The average enlarged collective

farm at this time consisted of ten to twenty small villages, 10cated

within a cÎt'de with a radius of fifteen to lWenty kilometers21 .

18The length of the milkmaid's workdny wns confirmed in the survey b)' sorne of the
respondents, who Iond worked as such (e.g. testimon)' of N.V. Kurganovlt in the !JUrvey).
Kurganova becnme very embittered: "Is thnI a tife? We did not have n pltSSport, we did not
get vacation Ou,, whole life we wnlked in rubber boots, otherwise you would sink IIway at lhe
farm. Tbat is kHf0'll'( not life" (testimon)' of N. V. Kw'ganova in the surve)').
19A. V. Skobelevn asked the kolkhoz if she couId become a milkrnaid ofter lhe birth of her
children in the late 1940s. In spite of the hard work, the job hnd the ndvanlnge of ullowing
one to sta)' in the village, tending to the caule, without hnving to go toO fur away into the
fields as a member of a crop brigade (testimon)' of A. V. Skobeleva in the surve)').
20 Anokhinn, Shmeleva, p.76177.
21Anokhina, Shmeleva, p.80. According to Knrnsev, the first amalgamation led tO Il

weakening of the community ties among the pensants (Knrasev, pp. 3061307). He urgues
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Collectivization had resulted in a relocation of stables and barns away

l'rom the direct vieinity of house~-22. Even more tlml1 thirt)' years al'ter

the beginning of collectivization, the amenities and comforts of modern

life had reached the village onl)' ~"paringly. The roacls were almost ail

unpaved. and in the spring and aUlumn the connection between villages

was sometimes impeded through the fact that the roads turned into

mud23 . In 1952, the remotr! raion of Lesnoe had neither a pharmacy, nor

a bus connection with the railroad that was more than seventy

kllometers away24. Water came l'mm wells, hauJed by traditional

winches in most viUages, less often with a sweep25. Only very recently

had water fountains begun to appear. Most villages had artilïcial ponds.

which originaUy were created for fire-prevention purposes, and were

used as drinking water for the livestock26 . These ponds had previously

supplied the viUagers with potable water, as weJl as a source for

swimming and doing the Jaundry. However, untiJ more recent times, the

ponds were not kept very c1ean. One is hard put to identify the precise

period ta which the authors reCel', but it is likely that this lack of a

sense of hygiene was sûll common during the 19405 and early 19505.

By the early 19605, electricity had still not become llniversally

avaiJabJe in the cOllntryside (Lenin would have turned over in his

convincingly that, in sorne ways, until 1950 the collectivism of the obshehtillllived on in
the kolkhoz.
22Anokhina, Shrneleva, p.84.
23Ibid., p.84. No roads were paved in Lesnoe raion in 1952 (Pako, 147151283, 1.116).
Sec VIl\. 3 as weIl.
24Pako, 147151283, 1.116.
25Anokhina, Shmeleva, p.84.
26Ibid., p.85.
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grave)27. The firsL Lelevisions made Lheir appearance ln the middle cf

Lh e 1960s28 .

ln precolJectivization times, the countryside knew different

larger villages 10caLed aJang the major roads29 . Here Lhe church, a grain

barn, a public or merchants' building for the manufacture of butter, a

sllop, and somelimes a school or tavem, coul.d be found. The appearance

of these rural centres had changed since collectivization: in the 1930s

and 1940s Lwo-storey 110 uses were builL for the kolkhoz

administration30 . In such a house, the chair and bookkeeper would keep

their office, mail was received and sorted, and the kolkhoz radio was

localed. In summertime in some regions, day care was organized and

housed in this building. In more recent times separate post offices,

clubs, and banks had started to appear --probably only after Stalin's

death. In the period directly after collectivization, many kolkhoz

directions and rural soviets moved into the houses of dekulakized

peasants. The houses assurned a distinct physical appearance:

This kind of izbn looked externally distinct from the others
by ils larger size, signboard, pamphlets on the watls, the absence
of a courtyard , and the presence of tethers for the horses in front
of lhe window. 31

Another typical feature of the larger villages in the post

collectivization period was the "club," in which films were shawn,

27Ibid., p.87. See as weil Leonid Ivanov's description of the countryside in Udoml'ia rllion in
the carl)' 1960s (Leonid Ivanov, "V rodnykh... ,"). In 1962 only three of twenty-nine
kolkhozy of this raion had electricity (ibid., p.17S).
28L 'd l "L' "106COOl VWlOV, ltsom ... , p._ .
29 Anokhina, Shmeleva, p.88.
30lbid., pp. 88/89.
31 Ibid., p.89.
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lectures given, discussions and meetings held32 . Even in pre

Revolutionary times, the village school had m,lde its debut in the blrger

settlements; for a long while al'ter 1917, these primaI')' schools Wilil

their four-year curïiculum were generally located in an ordinary

peasant house, the communities lacking the means to huild separ.lte

school huildi ngs33 .

By 1960, the exterior of houses in the eastern regions of the

oblast' resembled their past appearance34 . Many --pel'llaps 35% la 40%

- of them had been built between 1900 and 191 r-s.

Although officiaUy life had become modernized in the 1960s, the

Soviet anthropologists who studied the countryside at this time had ta

admit that outwardly at least not much had changed36 . With respect ta

living space, the lot of the kolkhoznik had oruy improved because of the

smaller average size of the family. The roofed courlyard was still

ubiquitous, but had been whittled in size, for the peasant's personal

plot and cattle had been severely curtailed by the authorities3?

Compared to the 1920s, the peasants' houses were not vel'y different

internal1y38. The stave maintained ils customary central place, and the

number of rooms was roughly the same. Even the hallowed icon corner

32Anokhina, Shmelev:\, p.92. In October 1953, Obraztsov, head of lhe obkom otdel' of
culture (a post-SIalin creation) gave a rather deprecatory cstimate of these clubs:
"... seldom do you encounter an exhibition, which, in an inleresting and convincing way,
explains the methods of advanced kolkhozniks, who have attnined great results in crop
cultivation, in IiveslOck production, or of mechanizers of agriculture, etc. In many a village
one can listen to a lecture about any theme but an agricultural one" (pako, 147151663,
1.158).
33Anokhina, Shmeleva, p.93.
34 Ibid., p.98.
35Ibid., p.98.
36 Ibid. , p.119.
3?Ibid., p.122.
38Ibid., pp.122-124.
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was encountered frequently, yet in the early 1960s often accompanied

by portraits of the current political leaders39 . The ethnographers

noticed a plethora of artifacts --reproductions, statuettes, Little

boxes-- exhibited in the kolkhozniks' houses, which were in their eyes

of the most tasteless kitsch40 . One has to question the superior finesse

of the anthropologists, but their disgust reveals the persistent cultural

rift between countryside and city.

The sense of hygiene had improved in Soviet times, and was

especially strongly developed among young women4l . It goes without

saying that solely women managed the household. The extensive contact

with relatives in the towns had exerted a benefkial influence on the

awareness of both esthetics and hygiene42 . Dress had become

cOllsiderably more urban, and only older women went around in their

traditional sarafan, with waistband and headdress43. However. the

beginnings of such changes couId already be perceived during the pre

Soviet era. Around 1900, c10thes made at home from rIax canvas in the

southern areas of the gubernüa gave way to garments bought on the

market, white the flax production itself was completely sold on the

market by peasants44 . In the northern areas the customary sewing of

c10thes from flax for personal use continued for a longer while. Men's

fashion had become much more urbanized than that of the women45 .

Perhaps the traditional desire of the olidJodm'J:i to blend in with the

39 Ibid. , p.126.
40Ibid.. p. 128.
4llbid., pp.1291130.
42Ibid., p. 130.
43 Ibid. , p.132.
44Ibid., p.1321133.
45lbid., p.141.
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• townsfoIk p1ayed an important ro1e here. Apparently. the first item the

itinerant and seasonal workers had often bought from their first wages

was an urban costume.

The change in fashion became more pronounced after

collectivization, when everywhere the habit of domestic tailoring

began to disappear46. The typical country boots made of braided bark

(l01't1) survived longer. and were still being worn in the 1960s at

haying. harvesting, and so on. During the war, the shortage of c10th

forced people to return to fabricating domestic c10thes with wool.

Women even began to wear trousers, and chi1dren the c10thes of the

grownups, for there was nothing else available. Although materials

were not produced 10ca1ly any more, around 1960 women sewed --often

aided by a sewing machine--, producing a variety of garments,

especially dresses47.

In the early 1960s, the kolkhozniks were able to appreciate a

reasonahly varied diet, but this was a very recent deve1opment, a.~ is

obvious from the following remark:

A. heneficial influence on the diet of the rural population
W liS aiso ex.:::'!~;j by the increase of the monetary part of the
frododen: and the introduction of cash remuneration for the
ko1khozniks' labour. The prevalence of the pay of the tnldodlli by
payment in kind over that by money 1ed to an accumulation in the
kolkhoz' househo1ds of a surplus of grain, potatoes, horticu1tura1
crops, and even milk. These had to be sold in arder te acquire the
means for the purchase of other, similar1y essentia1 products.48

•
46lbid., p.146.
47lbid., pp.IS2/IS3.
481bid., pp. 1631164; or more appropril1ely, mos of tbis surplus wu reliaquisbed ta the
sllte as tues.
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In general, the composition of the kolkhoznik's meals seemet! to

have changet! less tban any other element of the material peasant

culture49 . The tenacity of traditional taste and habits was still strong

in tbis area, since elderly women often prepared the meals. On the

whole the diet in the countryside was still more coarse than in the

towns, because rural taste had not yet been accustomed to delicacies

available in urban areas by t 96(15o. How far the country folk had been

forced by the absence of any more sophisticated products in the village

store ta maintain a more traditional diet than their counterparts in the

towns was not described by Soviet ethnographers .in the 1960s. As tate

as t95l, there were frequent absences of essential goods, such as salt,

kerosene, sugar, flour, tinned food, and sa on, in Many of the country

shops51. Although the diet was deficient at times, healthcare had

improved, or, ta be more precise, the sense of hygiene and prophylactic

medical knowledge had dramatically progressed since the t 920s. Thus,

infant mortality hat! rapidly declined and the heaIth of the rural

populace in general had enhanced52 .

The size of the average ko1khoznik family had tapered to three or

four members by t 960 and, as before, MOSt familles consisted of two

generations53 . As a consequence of the war and earlier tributations,

many widows lived in the countryside, who by the early 1960s had

49Ibid., p.164. Compare to Kerblay, pp. 333-34 1.
50Anokhina, Shmeleva, p.167.
51Pako, 147/5/36, Il.120/121.
52Chapman, p.132. She adds thal the quaJity of healtheare itself was undoubtedly beuer in
the towns thon in the countryside (ibid.. pp. 136/137). The average Iife eKpectancy had also
dramatieally increased in the same period (ibid. p.131).
53Anokhina, Sbmeleva, Tablitsa 6, p. 184.
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reached the age of fony or olde1'54. By then. young married couples were

universally allowed ta leave the parental home upon their wedding:

nevertheless, iL was expected that at least one son should stay at home

ta assist his parents55.

Even after roughly forty-rive years of Soviet power, girls were

fretting over their dowry, although land could no longer be part of it56 .

The importance of the dowry had diminished in the 1930s and 1940~.s?

In those decades, there had been nothing ta save for a dot in the

countryside on the whole, but the custom began ta make a comeback in

the 1950s. In Khrushchev's time, marriage was conc1uded for romantic

reasons, and the husband and wife would often share the same level of

education and interests58 . Perhaps because of an enduring or renewed

popularity in the 1950s, by the early 1960s the traditional rural

wedding was the most prevalent way ta celebrate nuptials, despite the

rivalry of the so-called "Komsomol" wedding59 . Weddings were held

most frequently in wintertime, and the festivities spread out over

several days.

On the surface, the figures on legal responsibility within the

family indicate that patriarchal attitudes had changed60. ln practice,

men remained the head of a household almost everywhere, whenever

54 Ibid., p. 185.
55Ibid., pp. 186/187.
56Ibid., p.193.
51Anokhina, Shme1eva, p.224/225. The authol'9 maintllin thnt, in the 1920. and 1930.,
the level of mIlterial well-being was not high enough ta save much for a dowry, but
Altrichter points at a relatively high standard of living in the 1920s. It ha. been shawn
above how miserable the existence in the counllyside was under Stalin, sa thnt 1 have offered
a slightly adjusted chronology for this phenomeaon.
58Aaokhina, Shmeleva, p.192.
59lbid., pp.227-231.
60lbid., p.189.
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they were present. In the age group above forty, more women headed the

household, but younger kolkhozniks did not show themselves to be less

tradilional than lheir ancestors in lhe 1920s: in most families the

male of the couple was still considered to be the ruler6 t . Husbands had

somelimes taken over certain aspects of household work from thei!"

wives, such as hauJing water from the village pump, or chopping wood

for lhe slove, but lhe overwhelming bulk of it --cooking, cleaning, and

washing-- remained part of wamen's domain62 • This is no surprise, for

a simiiarly unequal division of tasks can be found in many Western

farmers' hauseholds taday.

By 1960, childhaod had become recagnized as a distinct period of

buman development, and parents spent mucb attention, time, and energy

on their children's educatian63 . Still, at a young age children were aften

introduced la certain tasks in the household and on the private plot. The

older ones were frequently obliged to take care of their younger sisters

and brothers.

ln the winter the wark load diminished as much in the 1960s as it

had in the 1920s64• The fate of women, hawever, was worse than that

of men, as the former were understoad ta complete regular household

tasks. Milkmaids and herders were allotted the worst position, since

they had ta tend the livestock early in the morning and again before

gaing ta bed. They hardly were able ta see a movie or visit with friends

or relatives. Around 1970, rural women, because of both their generally

lower level of education and their busier lives, read far fewer papers

61 Ibid., p. 189.
62Anokhinn, Shmelevn, p.191.
63Ibid.. pp.202-204.
64Ibid.. p.21l1212.
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and other literature, Iistened less to the radio, and watched less

movies and television than rural males65 . The 1000'.'er the skiUs of ;'n

agricultural worker, the more she or he would have to moonlight on the

private plot or with one's children66 . Once more, so it seems, womell

were at a disadvantage, having less genuine leisure time.

Even by 1960, the traditional rural holidays still survived a10ng

side official Soviet holidays67. Superstitious ceremonies cOllti nued to

be observed:

Sometimes when moving into a new house an old habit is
observed: to push a cat or a rooster into the room as ils first
inhabitant. On the whole, mainly the elderly remember the
significance of this magic act of the past, clearly intended to
ward off danger l'rom the people who lived there before, and the
majority of the kolkhozniks pereeives this tradition only as a
good joke.68

Of the traditional religious rites, espeeially the burial was

performed as before: the Psalter was l'ead and prayers were intoned by

older people69 . Sinee most of the time priests could or would not be

summoned ta assist with a burial, aIder women --so-ealled "single

nuns"(monasô.h~odjnokj~-- filled in. This was done "in exchange t'or

money," the Soviet source hastens to add in order to stress the vile

nature of the devout70 . The customs of remembering the dead in prayers

at the cemetery and taking a meal at the gravestone were practised,

65Arutjunjan, La Structure ,p.240, Tableau 51.
66Ibid., p.238, Tableau 49.
67Anokhina, Shmeleva, p.219.
68Ibid., pp.220/221.
69Ibid., p.221.
70Ibid. , footnote 22, p.221.
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but only by t:lderly women in th" authors' opinion?!. These researché'fS

contradict themselves ta a certain eXLent, as when they mention that,

although mest people did not observe the strict Orthodox rites anymore,

many helieved in the existence of a higher being or force who guides

humanily?2. Accordingly, Anokhina and Shmeleva warn against the

survi val of religion, and the harmful influence it could exert?3.

Interestingly enough, it seems that Old Believer communities bad been

more tenacious in preserving their beliefs after 1917 than the Russian

Orlhodox?4. In some cases, the Soviet authorities seemed to have

forsaken lheir battle to el'adicate every remnant of the Orthodox past

in the countryside: mas/eoitsa (Shrovetide), a traditonal Russian

holiday, bad been renamed the Holiday of the Russian Winter, and thus

continued to be celebrated75 .

One obkom member gave a fair estimate al the eighth Party

conference of the "survival" of certain religious and social habits in the

countryside:

Along with the general religious holidays, and thi.:re are
plenty on the old calendar, every village has its own patron
saint's day and that's why today in one kolkhoz they celebrate the
Feast of the Protection, in another Nikola, in the third Ekaterina,
Georgii and so on....Moreover they celebrate, as a rule, several
days on end. Thus, for example, in Olenino raion at the height of
the flax deliveries, in the kolkhoz "Pamiat' Il'icha'' in Pokrov,
comrade Kirpichnikov and 1 discovered that the whole kolkhoz

71Anakhina, Shmeleva, p.22\. lt is rather doubtful that anly elderly wamen at the time
were engaging in this, as today many Russians continue ta observe this tradition.
72Anakhina, Shmeleva, p.314.
73 Ibid.. p.314.
74Anokhina, Shmeleva, p.269. lt is unclear whether these communities managed ta endure
untiJ the 19605; it is. however, nat unlikely, sincc they had a tradition of survivalllt times
of persecution by the authorities.
75Anakhinll, Shmelevll, p.306.
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was carousing for six days on end. In the kolkhoz "Stalin" they
were on ùleir fourtll day, and so on. I\htny kolkhoz chairs :uld
secretaries of party organizations do not on1y nol resisl this, but
are fully involved in these survivaIs. Religious holidays are Ilot
just so:ne kind of abstract relic consigned to the past in the
minds of the people --they are a serious obstacle to kolkhoz
production. 76

In a formai sense, the holidays in Khrushchev's lime contained

some new elements. They would commence with a meeting of the

collective in which the results of professed socialist emul:HiLn were

announced, the best workers complimented, those who had received

orders or medals cited, and the leaders hailed?? Nevertheless, probably

just as much as before, the main celebrations were spent drinking.

dancing, eating, and the like.

Considering the fact that only about ten years prior people had

still been half-starving in the countryside and f1eeing by the thousands

because of the wretched situation, it was certain1y an exaggeratioll to

propose that "...already long ago the former isolation of the village and

the spiritual backwardness of the peasants have faded into the past. "78

76Pako, 147/5/2, 11.122/123.
??Anokhina, Shme1evu, p,308.
78AJtokhina, Shme1eva, p.345. Still, after Sta\in's denth the "smoldering resentment" of the
ko1khoznik, about which Fainsod comment., had probobly deminished, because of the
increase in prices paid for agricultural produce (Fainsod, How.... p.442). Some of
Khrushchev's reforms were not appreciated, such as the introduction of corn cultivution und
a second round of amalgamation, but under Brezhnev the petlS8llt would quietly begin to lead a
more decent existence, Part of that would be the tacit acceptance by the authoritie. of a
mensure of freedom for the peasant!')' to pursue private efforts to augment their income,
Graduall)' between 1953 and toda)', the very disadvantaged position of the Soviet peasant
improved, although the peasantry has yet to reach a level of agricultural produc~ion tbat
will guarantee the countries of the former Soviet Union a reliable basis for the nutrition of
their population. The chasm between town and countryside remained gaping enougb for Most
of the younger kolkhozniks to try to 1eave the collective fatm or Slate farm for urban
locatities under Brezhnev (Kerb1ay, pp.249/250).
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Despite social change and the improvement of the standard of

living, under Khrushchev agriculture operated unsatisfactorily79. Among

other things, mechanization was deemed ta be still insufficient in

1960, particularly electrification, the labour shor' age in the

countryside continued, and tao HtL1e attention was paid ta specific

local circumstances in planning. On January l, 1959, only 19% of all

kolkhozy in the oblast' had electricity80. Large tracts of kolkhoz lands

or~en were half under water; in 1961 it was estimated that perhaps

25% of a11 arable land bad turned into swamps81.

The level of mechanization in 1960 was almost 90% for grain

harvesting, and 100% for the ploughing in autumn and spring; it was

71.5% for flax sowing, but for pulHng flax only 30.5%, and for patata

planting and gathering only 13.4% and 8.4% respectively82. Several

aspects of agriculLlIl'al work were stiJl carried out manuaJly, for

instance the raking together of flax,

In flax cultivation, the harvest results remained markedly better

in the traditiolJ.al flax-growing areas of the east --in 1960 around 400

kiJograms pel' hectare on average--, than in the western part of the

oblast' --from 200 ta 250 kilograms on average pel' hectare83 ,

Had the existence of the average kolkhoznik come to approach the

life of the Soviet urban dweller in the early 1960s, as Marxism-

79T.eOlrol'nyi Rojon, p.531.

80 Ibid., p.535.
81 Ibid., p.536.
82T.eotrll!'nr-i Raioo, p.535. A 10ler .ource doe. not rully ogree with these numbers and
places them at a s1ighdy higher level for certain orens arouod this lime (Ko!jnjoskaja
oblast' za 50 let ,p.63).

83T,"otral'nyi Roioo, p.537.
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Leninism had predicted84 ? The continued migration from the

coulltr)'side after 1960, although perhaps partiall)' caused li)' increased

mechanization of farm work, seems to indicate otherwise. At le,lst in

the minds of many kolkhozniks, their lot was inferior to life in the

towns, notwithstanding the fact thal " ... Llte press, radio, cinl:'ma , mail,

telegraph, telephone connect any faraway village wilh lhe whole

country, bringLtg d'lily the latest news. "85

This impression is confirmed lIy Aruliunian' s research of the

lives of the rural dwellers in the Kalin..in oblast' around 1970.

Widespread di.ssatisfaction was expressed by Arutiunian' s respondellts

with both work and life in general in the counlryside86. More lhan half

of the unskilled manual labourers preferred to do other work. The

number of field labourers, livestock workers, ski lied manual workers,

mechanics and machinery operators, and white-collar workers in the

countryside of the Kalinin oblast' who desired to move lo the lowns

was almost twice as large as in Krasnodar krai, where agriculture was

flourishing in comparison87 . Only among the rural intelligentsia was

the proportion of those longing to settle in tOWIlS roughly equal for

both territories. This does not mean that this more educaled group was

84This was one of the promises that were supposed to materialise in a socialist society (sec
Kerblay, p.231 and pp. 273/274). Dji1as rcmorkcd about it in 1957: "lt was believed that
the differences between cities and villages, between iotelleetuol and physicol lobor, would
s10wly disappear; instead these differences have increased" (Djilas, The New Class, p.37).
Although definitely the life of the peasantry had acquired some traits that were signs of a
certain degree of urbanization of theie existence, at the same time urban life had "rurolized"
too, because of the euormous influx of peasants iuto the towns (see Gordon, Klopov, p.(33).
85An.okhina, Shmeleva, p.345. The attraction of the towns led to the descrtion of mlll1Y of the
villages in the Kalinin oblast after 1960 (Kerblay, p.249). In Brezhnev's time, 25% of
peasants' households consisted of one pcrson.
86Arutjunjan, Le Structure .. , Tableau 75, pp.3201321.
87 Ibid., p.345.
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satisfied with its existence in the countryside: between one in four and

one in three of them wanted to relocate in the towns.

The family rernained a stronghold of private life on which the

Soviet regirne had little encroached. It remained the most important

formative elernent in the socialization of the rural, as weil as the

urban, child. although less so in the latter' s case, because there were

more diverse influential forces outside the realm of the family in the

towns. According to Kerblay, the survivaJ of the family had been the

sole cause of the persistence of a redeerning moralit)' in Soviet

society, without which people would have turned into amoraJ

creatures:

Tant que celte fragile frontière [between the authorities
and the l'amily] restera inviolèe, nous pouvons espérer que la
bonté, la compassion, la tolérance, ces vaJeurs qui donnent il une
société des véritables caractéristiques humaines, ne s'éteindront
pas. 88

Pel'haps the case of Pavlik Mol'ozov proves Kerblay right: indeed,

when the authorities had tried to destroy even the sare haven of the

family, as they atlempted in the 1930s, chi/dren had at times turned

into unscru pulous monsters.

Therefore, in the final anaJysis, it may be argued that Soviet

collective Carmers remained quintessentiaUy peasants even by the

19605: the Cami!y household remained the central focus of their life;

their culture was decided!y distinct from urban Soviet culture; they

enjoyed Hule prestige or status within Soviet society; and the bulk of

their output was procured by the authoritiesS9. Similar to the existence

88Kerblo)'. p.371.
89Comporc to Jackson's definition (Jackson, p.273; see 1.5).
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of the precollectivization Russian peasant, the kolkhoznik's life was

fundamental1y determined by an unrelenting preoccupation with

agriculture. More than thirty years :Ifter the anset of collectivization,

Soviet Communism had not changed the esselllial qua lity of the

peasants' reality.

IX.2 The End

Stalin's cult probably reached its apogee, if one is ta judge l'rom

the evidence for the Kalinin oblast', at the Nineteenth Party Congress

and the period directly after it. A sign of this were what some of the

voters added in February 1953 ta their voting ballots of the elections

for the local soviets al that ûme90 . Il should be noticed that ail such

matter quoted here is from the raions of Kalinin town. This may give an

exaggerated picture of the enthusiasm felt for Statin. The wish of one

persan fôr "our father" ta live on for many years did not come lrue.

Another, one Drozdov, who apparently was unconcel'lled about the

~ecrecy of his ballot, wrote a poem on il, and signed his name

underneath:

February 22/1 vote for you/for the beloved maker/friend and
father Stalin
For friend and father Stalinlthe first l'ighter for peace/helmsman
of communism/loved by aH lhe world
Loved by ail the world/no other happiness for us/[than] STALIN
in our town's soviet/more happiness does not exist!

• 90PlIko, 147/51764, 11119-128.
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More happiness does not exist/children sing about Stalin
too/songs are sung everywhere on earth/Stalin hears aU in the
Kremlin
ln the Kremlin Stalin hears ali/he goes ta ail the lands/the people
with StalinisL labour/build the house of communism
They build the house of communism/it is seen by aU the
world/for the beloved leader/our people wiU always go!
On the Sunday in February/all come to the electionlthat will be
on a radiant day/and for our dearest Statin we will put in the
ballot. 91

Doggerel such as this may have inspired Aleksandr Zinoviev92 . The

ballots carried no political weight whatsoever, but they were used ta

complain about certain wrongs, and it appears that, although Stalin's

persona! pre~tige had reached an ail-time high in the Kalinin oblast',

the quality of Iife for many people was still far from satisfactory93.

Someone complained about the presence of a mere three public baths in

the whole of Katinin, with its population of 250,000! Others demanded

tbat the tax on childless women(!) be abolished. One voter was bold

enough ta point out that thousands were living in "insufferabJe

circumstances," which another one iUustrated by writing that she, a

91Pako, 147/5/764, 1.124. ln Russian it waxes much more joUy, as follows: "22 fl!vmlin,
golosuiu zn rt'biH. ZH liubimogo rViNtSll, tlnJgn Sm/iDII 0lS1I. Oruga Srnlillll orso, pl!r"o..lfo DI

mir bOttsll, kommunizmll rull!vogo. "SfflIU miru dOl'Ogogo. VSt'mu miru dorogo..lfO, scJ1IlSr'ill
Der u nllS tlru..lfo..eo. STAllN f' nllsbl!m gorsor·we, sc1Insl'ill bo/'s1Je ner DII n-ere! Sc1Jnsr~'"
bol'she ner nll sf't're, poiur 0 Sm/ine i der/, pl!sn' poiur nn r''Sei zemll!. Sm/iD slyshir r'sek1I v
Kr't'mll!. SinllH slysltir ,'Sekh ,'Kl't'I1Ile, J:1Jodil on po vSt'i zt'm/e, nlU'Od Sr4llHskim tnli/om.
Sll'Oit kommunizmn dom. SlrOir kOmmUDiZlt/Il dom, ,'Semu miru viden on. ZII liubùllo..lfO
'>rJzhi/in. nuh nnrod idel l'seglin! Vi/en' "TJskrenyi-feml/in, r~ pn'det DII ';rbof'll, e/o bui/er "
s"'erlyi i/I!n'. i zn SmltHII rodDo../fO my opuS/im biu/le/en:"
92Compare 10 A1eksandr Zinoviev, The Yawn;og Heighls. p.525 for example, or 10 the same
author's, Gomo sOYetikps MD; dom-moia cbuzbbina. Moskva: Proizvodstvenno-izdalel'skoe
gredpriiatie "KOR-INF", 1991, pp. 101/102.
3Pako, 147/5n64 , Il.121-128. Il did we coul'8ge and a certain independence of mind 10

wrile something crilical on the ballot. Courage, because, for instance, one ballol in the
PrOlelRrskii raion, whicb was deemed ta bave ami-Soviet remarks, bad been sent on 10 the
MGB. In Novopromysblennyi raion, tbe obkomburo was reported. 366 voters bad written
9Dmething on thair ballots. 352 of whom bad writlen sometbing positive. Only fourteen bad
dared 10 write 8 complaint or criticism on the sbeet. Nevertbeless, it does surprise one to a
certain extent that there were still people writing critical remarks on Ibeir voting forms.
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• widow, lived with her seven-yeac-old son and Cive others in a room of

fourteen square meters, and had to sleep on the noor. Still another

voter requested the construction of a water pump, and Many more

lambasted the absence of goods in the shops. One town dweller

addressed candidate Kise1ev directIy, asking him ta pay attention to the

poor condition of the kolkhozy in the oblast'. On one form a voter had

indicated his or her support for the abolition of serfdom in the

collective farms!

While one voter requested paving and illumination for a street in

town, another condemned the extra premium army officers received,

which he wanted abolished, for he felt that their wives could thus

afford to live as parasites and did not have to work. Here and there

people scribbled anti-Semitic remarks on their ballots, but not to the

extent that one can reaUy discern a wave of anti-Semitism having

taken hold of the oblast' on the basis of these ballots94•

Stalin's death was grieved by Many in the Kalinin oblast', judging

from the survey9s. Many cried, and Many were afraid of a future without

•

94ln tbe Zavolzbe raion, for example, four persons bad entered an anti-semitic remark on
their sbeet, the worst of whicb was the request to banisb aU Jews to Kolyma, wbich Dot only
is proof of an anti-Semitic attitude, bllt probably also of tnowledge about the plllticular
bardships suffered Dt the time in Kolyma (Puo, 14715/764, 1.127).
9SE.g. the testimony of G.V. Lubov, AA Kondtasbov. T.A Novilcow. M.A Golubew, V.1a
Semiacbtn, 0.1. Bykova, V.!. Gaganova, V.F. Atimova,(Pmy members themselves or their
spouses), AV. Skobelew, I.P. Metlin, AE. Va1tbmistrov, and E.V. Baranova in tbe survey.
Kondrasbov WlIS still an unrepentant Party man in the summer of 1992: in ditferent places
he criticized both "Perestroïka" and Kbrusbcbev, and. to a lesser extent. Brezbnev. who
used to hunt witb his entourage in the Zavidovo raion. Iastead of the Communist PlIIty, wbicb
had been put on trial for its role in the coup of August 1991 and for other accusations, he
wanted to see Gorbacbev on trial (testimony of A.A. KoJlllrasbov in the !lla'Vey). Not
surprlsiogly. Tiaglov, tao, bad Iittle Ipprecialion for some of Kbrusbcbev's policie., in
particular the sowing of corn, ordained in the later 19SOs (testimony of 1.1. Ti.,lov in the
survey). A.!. Ryzhakova wu in Moscow Dt the lime of Sta1i.lI'. bvrlal. and wu almo.
crusbed in the melée of m01ll'DerI wbo trled to attend it (testimony of AI. Ryzbakova in the
survey). L.P. Felkova went to MOICOW, wben sbe heard tbat Stalin was gravely i11: sbe did
DOt manage to see hint lay in state (testimony of L.P. Felkova in tbe survey).
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their beloved helmsman to Jead them96 . In the countryside the reaction

was often different from the towns, perhaps because Stalin seemed

96Teslimony of G.V. Lubov nnd V.G. Gnvrilov in the survey, for example; one disseming
le.timony wns thnt of Ninel' Sergeevna Smirnova, who hoped that the death of Stalin would
lead 10 fundamemal change. She rell1ized thot, roter Khru.hchev's ouster, her hopes had bccn
in vain. The renewed repression of opposing voicos under Brezhnev Was brought home very
clearly to her in 19n, when she was joined in the workplace, a print for children's
literature, by IwO dissidents who hnd been exiled to Kll1inin: Petr lanr and Viktor Krasin.
Smirnova, named roter Lenin, had seen both her parents arrested in 1937 in Leningrad, hnd
lived in an orphnnage for children of "enemies of lhe people," but was in the end able to
finish her studies at the polygraphic in~t;tule in Moscow in 1954, at the age of 32
(teslimony of N. S. Smimova in the survey). Her lack of enthusiasm for Stalin, to put it
mildly, is undcrstnndable. Similarily, A.N. Nikolaev said that he began to hate Stalin after
his father returned from the camps, nfter having served a ten-ycar term. He hoped for a
renewll1 of life ;n Russia, when Stalin dicd (testimony of A.N. Nikolaev in the survey). The
nostnlgia for the orderly times among many of the respondenls is rather curious (see
Appendix 1). It is not true that crime did not exist, as many maintained in the survey
(testimony of A.V. Skobeleva, E.A. Golubev, V.G. Gavrilov, N.A. Smirnov, N.V. Kurganova,
O.M. R;abovn, N.A. Akhov in the survey). Although it might be correct lhat the incidence of
theft perpelrated by feUow citizens was much less, one could argue that for the countryside
at least the officially sanctioncd Iheft by the stale of the agricultural production of the
peasants was far worse under $lalin than the "crime" of loday. Not many, however, had come
te this conclusion. The statement of N.V. Kurganova, that under Stalin old people were
respected, is also ralher suspect (testimony of N. V. Kurganova in the survey). One has to
qualify again, and presume thlll she meanS respeeted by their feUow citizens, and not by the
!lUte, for the governmenl did not find il necessary te provide a pension for the elderly in the
countryside, where Kurganova lived. The frustration with the confused situation today made
many of the respondents long for the days of certainty under $lalin. How strong the view of
life, which they had acquired under Sta/in, remained with some can perhaps be best
understood in Ihe lighl of the remarks of A. V. Zelentsev, a Metal worker and sometimes
welder of Vyshnii Volochek: "Thus roter the war 1 had to be treated in hospilal on several
occasions, ... all was free. And now even to receive a certificate [probably for a prescription]
in the polyclinic. l'ou have to pal' monel'. They need te shoot them aU!" (testimony of A. V.
Zelentsev in the survey). Zelentsev was never a Party member. D.A. VoUcogonov tried to
explain Slalin's popularity, which he altributed to Sta/in's skills as a politician, the
successful portrayal as an faultless leader by propaganda, and the religious-political
tradition of the Russian people (who a/ways had believed in a superhuman Tsar. the
representative of God on earth [a myth that was perhaps a consequence of the Byzantine
tradition of caesaropapism)), as weil as the general level of ignorance among the Soviet
people (Volkogonov, Kniga Il, chast' 2, pp.21/22 and p.3S). A. Portelli gives a thought
provoking interprelation for the aUegiance of Italion Commuaist Party memhers to their
leadership, which might apply to a certain extent, too, 10 the popularity of Stalin among the
CPSU-membership and the Soviet population, even if they had suffered as a result of his
policies: "The leadership plays, in uchronic tales, a role similar to that of Mediators in
Claude Lévi-Strauss's structural iaterpretation of myths: two-faced creatures that hold
together conflicting bUI equally necessary presuppositions. In this case, the contradiction 
-we, the makers of history, must he right, and l'et histery is 'Wt'ong-- is ellplained through
the agency of individuals who ore ..ülJ us and stand for us (in the patty, which they
rcpresenl) but are not of us (not members of the working class in terms of status, power,
education, language, life-style, and somelimes income: as Androsciani sal", we rent, tIIey
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more remote to the kolkhozniks97 . In addition, his name was probably

equated with the system that so ruthlessly exploited their labour.

Propaganda had made less of an impression on the kolkhozniks th:ln on

the town dwel1ers. In the villages, the bombardment with Communist

slogans was impaired by the absence of radios and newspapers, the

lower level of literacy, and the rareness of visits by ,'/gitprop

activists.

Approximately a week before Stalin's death the obkom met in full

session ta discuss the decisions of the Nineteenth Party Congress,

Stalin's speech at the Congress, Stalin's recently published "Economic

Problems of Socialism in the USSR," and the improvement of the Party's

supervision over the Komsomol98 . The outstanding careerist Baranov

was given the honour of opening the plenum. His vigilance would have

pleased Stalin:

We are obliged ta make sure that ideological work will not
be conducted absentmindedly and passively, but with principle,
and that il wiJ1 be directed at the merciless struggle with

own). The ambivalent, internal/external position of the leadership keeps it ail in the
famUy, and yet saves the family from guilt and blame. A1legiance to the party was not bosed
(as outside aitics often claimed) on a mythic faith in its infallibility, bUI rather on the
ability to shift its faitures to the sphere of myth." (PorteUi, The Pe!!tb=, p. 114). Uchronio
is a term used in science-fiction criticism meaning "...thot amozing theme in which the
author imagines what would have happened if a certnin historical event had not taken
place... ", or the representation of "...an alternative present, a sort of poroUe! universe in
wbicb the different unfolding of a historical event had radicaUy altered the universe as we
know it..." (Portelli, The Peath ,pp.99/100). Further: "The word itse!f is coincd ofter
"utopia," replacing the Greek topos (place)with cÂronos(time): utopia is n nowhere place,
uchronia a "nowhen" event" (Portelli, The Pe81h ,p.IOO).
97E.g. the testimony of P.N. Bashilova, who scolded Stalin and held bim responsible for the
terrible lUe she was living. Nevertheless, she seemed to have joined the kolltboz in 1929
'loluntarily (testimony of P.N. Bashilova in the survey). A. E. Malysheva remembered how
sbe sang: "Thank you Stalin, you made me a lady. and 1 am a horse, too. and a bull. a pensant
woman and a muzhik. "( "Spnslbo, Stl1llnu. Sdell1/lz Dtt.'J1jo borynlu. /11-1 Joml1": ùt·1 byi;
/n-I bllbo, J~otuzIJlk'. Sbe boped that bis death would bring the extraordinarily high taxes
ta an end (testimony of A.E. Malysheva).
98Pako, 147/5/659, 1.4.
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bourgeois ideology and its penetration into our ~ciences,

Iiterature, art, and at the overcoming of the remnants of
capitalism in the consciousness of the people, against loafers and
lazybones, squanderers of public property, against bureaucrats,
violators of state discipline and other sick phenomena in our lüe,
against persons fawning upon the corrupted, reactionary
bourgeois culture, the capitalist way of life, against nationalist
and cosmopolitan perversions, against apoliticality and lack of
ideas in Iiterature, art, and the sciences. To attain this, a11
ideological work will be dedicated to the education of the Soviet
people and, in particular, to that of the youtb, [so that it] will
become cultured and broadly educated, bright and firm, and, in the
spirit of the communist attitude to labour and public property , of
proletarian internationalism, and of dedication to tbe cause of
communism, will not shirlc its responsibilities. 99

In April 1953, at the next obkom plenum, Kiselev spoke about a

mood of decadence prevailing among certain groups of young people in

Vysbnii Volochek, which had led to the suicides of students and young

workers, including some Communists among the latter100. At this

meeting six weeks after Stalin's death, in general little could be

sensed of the recent changing of the guard in Moscow. The Party

organization of the militsüa of Bezhetsk was criticized in the opening

speech for accepting a man into their ranks, who had been excluded in

1937 for his lies with counterrevolutionary elements, and who had

spent the entire war in German POW campsl0l.

The obkomburo showed itself to be thoroughly out of tune when,

immediately after the demise of the Generalissimus, it tried to rename

tbe Novopromysblennyi raion of Kalinin as the "Stalin raion"102. This

proposai was soon quietly shelved.

99Ibid., 1. 7.
100Pako, 147/5/660, 1.93.
101Ibid., 11.\0111.
102Pako, 147/5/673, 1.47.
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In Kalinin oblast', too. the partial amnesty for criminal convicts

led to an increase in the level of crime in the oblast' 103. Gerasimenko,

state prosecutor for the Kalinin oblast'. and Shkurin, the head of the

oblast' militsiia, were fired for their insufficient activity with

respect to fighting this rise of crime. MVD chief Grebchenko noticed.

before the enlarged obkom plenum of July 1953, that the crime rate

increased from month to month, acquiring a massive character,

particularly in rural localitiesl04. Whether this was solely the

consequence of the amnesty for criminal convicts was not explained by

the MVD boss. Another speaker at the same meeting. a factary director,

did describe the emergence of a mood of fear among his workers to go

alone ta work at night. because some of them had been repeatedly

muggedlOS.

In July 1953, an enlarged full session of the obkom convened ta

diseuss the recent fall of Beria l06. The discussion reveals that

certainly at this moment the Party was still very much under the

influence of the established paranoia about infiltration of enemies into

its ranks l07. However, the first mild criticism emerged here about

exaggerated attention ta the role of "heroes" in history teaching and in

the dissemination of Marxism-Leninism, and a "cult of the

103Pako. 147/5/662, 1.11. FOI' tbis decree. see V.F. Nekrasov. "Final (Po mllterialam
sudebnogo protsessa)." in: Beria' Kooets kar'ery. Moskva: Politizdat. 1991. pp,381·415.
ppA04-406.
104Pako, 147/5/662, 1.80.
lOSlbid.. 1.86.
I06Pako. 147/5/662. ll.5-96. Apart from tbe obkom membersbip. the candidates and
members of the lIorkom of Kalinin were preseDt. and 746 other Pwtyulip.
I07Baranov compll'ed Beria to Trotsky and Zinoviev, and lIOticed th. the Party's bistGly
wu ratber full of "advellturist" I1tempts of enemies on the Party and tlle 5cMet people
(Pako. 147/5/662. 1.21).
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• personality. "108 Beria, the meeting was told, had been a foreign agent

from the Lime he started his political career in Bak:u109. According to

the version the Kalinin elite heard, he had used the MVD for anti-Soviet

activities against the Party and the government. and was responsible

for the destruction of the intimate friendship of Molotov and

Voroshilov with Stalin. Kiselev informed the audience that Stalin's

wish to augment the material incentives for the kolkhozniks, by way of

increasing procurement priees of potatoes and vegetables. had been

repeatedly sabotaged by Beria. Beria had surreptitiously maintained

contacts with the Yugoslav bandits Tito and Rankovic, as well.

Kiselev repeated Malenkov's demand for the genuine observance of

a collective leadership within the Party at all levels of its

hierarchyllO. The Party, according to Kise1ev, had lost control over the

security organs' activities and did not know what they were involved in

locaUy. The MVD had operated in certain areas almost fully

independently from the Party: for example. in Kesova Gara raion, it had

started ta shadow the raikom secretaries. and organized a campaign of

anonymous letters which slandered local Party workers ltl . MVD

employees were accused of the standard abuse of engaging in drinking

bouts lt2 . The Cirst Party secretary blamed the raikoms for allowing the

•

108In the speech of the head of the Pedagogica1 Institute, Polianskii (puo. 147151662,
II. 33/34).
109Pako. 147151662. 11.6-8.
It0Ibid.. 1. 9-11.
IIIHowever, as the gorkom secretary of Vyshnii Voloçhek. MatVeev, remarked, the
obkomburo itself appointed and dismissed the 10ca11eaders of raion and town departmell1S of
the MVD without involving or el[plaining ta the rai- and gorkoms abolit the reasons for these
lIctions (P8ko, 147151662. 1.29).
112Almost anyone who had fallen OIIt of graee in the 1945-1953 period 'l'as accused or this
(Voroatsov. Mezit, ete.).
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abuses of the MVD, but he must have realized that this accusation was

rather disingenuous, particularly after his description of the situation

in Kesova Gara raion.

From the subsequent reactions ta Kiselev's introductory speech .Il

the plenum, it is c1eal' that many of the participants did not want ta

dwell tao much on the past abuses of the MVD113. Instead they

described a few cases of laxity of the security organs with respect ta

crime after Stalin's death. This perhaps could then be attributed ta the

perfidious influence of the power·hungry imperialist agent at the head

of the organs in Moscow. It would, at least for the lime being.

conveniently divelt attention ta the question of who had heen Heria's

promotor in the pasto The desire ta maintain things as they were can

also be discemed in the attempts ta put Beria in the category of other

enemies of the people, such as Trotsky. Bukharin, and Zinoviev114.

In July 1953, the problems in induSlry in the oblast' were

incLuded in the discussions on the evil machinations of Beria and sorne

of his followers in the security organs. More tban one thid of the

enterprises in Iight, food, cooperative, local, and fuel industry

systematical1y did not fulfi11 the state plans115. The rhytbm of

production in many enterprises was uneven, and the labour productivity,

the quality of goods, and the savings on production costs l'emained

below the eSlablished norms. Labour discipline, waste of fuel and

electricity, and stoppages continued to plague industty. As was usual in

1130ne exemple is the speech of the new MVD chief (Pako,147151662, 11.78-80), another
the remarks of factory director Alekhin (Palto, 147151662, 1.86). In this way, they
foresbadowed the Brezbnevite silence about Stalin's crimes.
114By Baranov (Palto, 147151662, 1.21) and Polianskii (Palto, 147/51662, 1.32) for
exemple.
115Pako, 147151662, 1.12.
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this period, construction and the repair of housing and public buildings

experienced problems in complying with the plans. ln Vyshnii Volochek,

the textile industry was irregularly supplied with fuel and electricity,

and wages ta workers were paid after long delays116. In order ta get an

ir1ea of the deprivations besetting urban dwellers, it is useful ta point

out that two years later, in 1955, a town resident in tbe oblast'

received on tbe average 500 grams of meat per momb, and scarcities

occurred of butter, potatoes, and eggsll? It migbt very well be tbat

this worrisome state of affairs, in fact, still meant an improvement

over the choked supply in Staiinist years.

ln October 1953, tbe obkom sat down to discuss the results of the

recently held Central Committee plenum on agriculture118 . Kiselev was

still not beyond quoting Stalin in his opening report119. He then went on

ta dissect the sorrowful state of agriculture in the postwar Kalinin

oblast'. This situation, of course, had to a large extent been eaused by

the agrieultural policies of the Moseow leadership. especially with

respect to the low priees for agrieultur-.d produee and taxation of

private plOlS. Kiselev sketehed the outstanding dilemmas in farming:

If in 1946 the kolkhozniks owned 175,700 eows of their
own, then on January 1, 1953, they had only 108,800 heads, that
is 38% less, and the number of kolkhoz households without eows
increased from 84,800 ta 136,300, which translates into 53.4%

116[bid., 1.31.
l1?Pako, 147/6/8, 1. 123.
118['ako , 147151663, lo4ff.
119Pako, 147151663, 11.9·11. Altbough Kiselev did not dure to malle the obvious
conneetion explicit in his speech. The level of investment by tbe state in agriculture rose by
41'16 in 1954 compared to the previous year (lu. V. Arutiunian, "Osobennosti ... ", p.396). In
the years 1951-1953, the capital investments in agriculture were around one fifth of the
amount of capital investments in industry, while in the period 1954-1958 tbey amounted
te around one third of those in industry.
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of their total number. In the same period the number of hogs,
personally owned by the kolkho2'.l1iks, fel! almost twice, ~Uld of
sheep almost three times.

Particularly strong was the decrease of private livestock in
the raions of Vyshnii Volochek, Kushalino, Zavidovo, Bologoe,
Neri', and Kalinin; moreover in the Kalilùn and Zavidovo raions,
75% of the kolkhozniks do not have cows.

These violations of the principle of the just balance
between the socialist and persona! interests of the kolkhoziliks
has become a main cause of the fall in number of kolkhoz
households and of able-bodied kolkhozniks in many collective
farms. Of course, if a kolkhoznik does not receive sufficielll
income for the rrudodni and his personal interest in the private
plot is also decreased, then he will find the easy way out ··-he
leaves for the town and finds work in [industrial] production.
This is especially characteristic for our oblast', where in the last
four years the quantity of kolkhoz households fell by 10.7%, and
the kolkhoz population by 23.4%, with the number of able-bodied
kolkho2'.l1iks dropping by 29.5%.
One of the basic causes of the serious backwardness of a number
of sectors of agriculture of vital importance is the fully
inadequate use of the powerful technology that we have in
agriculture. That does very much apply to us. In a majority (JI' the
MTS of our oblast' the performance of tractors and combines pel'
shift is still very low; large stoppages of machinery occur; during
the important periods of the agricultural year the time necessary
to acquit of agricultural tasks [thus] increases. This leads to
losses in the end, and an incomplete harvest of cropsl20.

ln order to rectify mauers, the prices paid in the procure ment

system for caule and fowl had been multiplied 5.5 times, for potatoes

2.5 times, for vegetables by an average of 25% to 40%, and for milk and

meat twicel21 . The obligatory deliveries to the state of livestock

produce for kolkhozniks, workers, and employees with a plot had been

"significantly" decreased, as weil as the norms for the delivery by

120pako, 147/51663, 1.11 .
121Pako, 147/51663, 1.13; a/50 V.V. Zhuravlev(ed.), XX S'nd, " p.109.
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• collective farms of potatoes and vegetables l22. In this way. kolkhozy in

their entirety and individual kolkhozniks had been given the possibility

to keep more of their production. They could vend it for higher prices to

the state. consumers' organizations, or at the kolkhoz markets.

Between 1950 and 1953. the absolute number had decreased of all

livestock, except horses, while the annual output of cows' milk, sheeps'

wool, and chickens' eggs had plummeted drasticallyl23. Up ta September

1953, the number of cows had dropped further l24. The cause of the fall

in Iivestock numbers was determined by Kiselev as a lack of

supervision by the responsible authorities, poor work by agricuiturai

specialists. and a bored attitude of kolkhoz chairsl2S. This brought

about an extremely high level of infertility among cows. ewes. and

sows in recent years. as weIl as a steep mortality of sucklingsl26.

Whoever was guilty. nature or man, there was a chronic shortage of

fodder for the animais. Kiselev proposed, in October 1953, intensified

campaigns for drainage and cleaning of potential meadows and

•

122Pako. 147/5/663, 1.13. This "signific8Jlt" is not further specified. Most of the taxation
of the private plot had been by way of obligatOlY de1ivery to the stste of part of the produce
(meat, miJk, eggs) that plot and Iivestock yielded (as was noticed by M. M. Kozenkova
Pavlova: testimony of M.M. Kozenkova~Pavlova in the survey). On the taxation of the plot
and animais. see Fainsod. How"" ppAS4/455.
123Pako. 147/5/663. 1.18. See Tables 16 and 17. In 1949. one cow produced on average
annually 1,139 litres of millt: one sheep 1.640 grams of wool: and one chicken forty-six
eggs. In 1952. these numbers were respective1y 890 litres: 1.300 grams: and twenty
eight ens.
124Pako. 147/5/663, 1.18. More cows died in the first eight months of 19S3 than in the
same period of 1952 (Palto. 147/5/663. 1.20).
12SPako. 147/5/663, 1.19.
1261n 1949. per 100 cows 89 calves bad been born: in 1950. 80: in 1951, 68: in 1952,
71: and in 8 months of 1953. 68: for sows and pillets these I1IImbers were 1.368 in 1949;
1,000 in 1950: 737 in 19S1: 830 in 1952: and for 8 months of 1953 713: for sbeep and
llunbs 164 in 1949: 130 in 1950: 99 in 1951; 118 in 1952, and for 8 montbs of 1953,
80. In the yeus 1951 and 19S2 the kolkbozy lost every filtb calf, every soth piglet, and
every tbird lamb that wu bora.
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hayfieJds; corn (maize) had already been brought ta his attention as Il

possible fodder cropl27. Other causes of the decrease of the herds were

noted by Kiselev as well. inc\uding a paucity of cattle barns and

stables, habitually mentioned in the postwar period. and the vending of

caule for internai kolkhoz needs (in other words ta feed the

kolkhozniks or ta let them earn a little by the sale)128.

Meanwhile. the sovkhozy had managed slightly better, but their

profitability had been hindered by the high production costs of meat and

woo1129. The state farms have been almost invisible in the previous

account. and for good reason: there were merely forty-four sovkhozy by

1953 in the oblast'130. They owned about 2% of ail bovines, 1.7% of aU

cows. 14% of all pigs, 0% of sheep. and 1.7% of al! horses in the

oblast' 131. One of them. the "Molotov" sovkhoz of the Torzhok raion , thllt

was supposedly a phenomenal suecess. was the subject of a book

published in 1952132. Besides their role as agrieultural producers, the

few sovkhozy had a very specifie task from the beginning of

eollectivization. They were supposed to serve as a shining example of

socialist agrieultural production for the kolkhozyl33. As was notieed in

the 1970s by a Soviet publication, a large amount of material on

advaneed farms was published around 1950. in an effort to stimulate

127Pako, 147/5/663, 11.20-22. The inb'oduetion of both com and sugar boots was a
fallure in the Kalinin oblast' (Leonid Ivanov. "V rodnykh...." p.191: Leonid Ivanov.
"Snova... ," pp.202/203).
128More than 20~ of lhe total amoUllt of live5tock (exç1udina horses or fowl) was
"çoosumed" by lhe colleçtive flll'mers in 1952 (Palto, 147/5/663. 1.20).
129pako. 147/5/663, 1.29.
13llNarodooc Kbozjaj3lyo. , p.54.
131When çomplll'ing lhe numbers of Narollape Kbozjaj3lyo . p.55 and Pako, 147/5/663,
1.17.
132B.A. Trudoliubov. Soytboz jmeni Molotova. Moskva. 1952.
133TrudoHubov. p.3.
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agricultural productionl34 . The book on the "Molotov" sovkhoz was

apparentJy part of this avalanche of propagalldistic materiaJ. As even

the Soviet historians of the 1970s had ta admit, these works did not

show the complexities of the reconstruction peri ad , and described the

agricuJtural situation by basing themselves on the achievements of a

few successful farmsl35 . One suspects that the Stakhanov method of

exagger<ltion might have been operating as weil.

Notwithstanding belter remulleration, the socialist Iivestock in

the oblast' was still mired in a pitiful state by 1956136. According ta

the first secretaI.'}' of the obkom, Goriachev, the number of sheep in the

oblast' had fallen by almost 50% between 1951 and 1956137. Bovines

and pigs were also not as plentiful as desired l38 . Many kolkhozy

engaged in the unaulhorized slaughlering of animais for their own

fêtes. The solution ta the problems in animal husbandry was sought, as

usual, in a more intensive and competent supervision over the sector by

the Party's representatives in the raions and on the collective farmsl39 .

The procurement prices for fJax had already been upgraded before

Stalin's deathl40 . This had led to better results in 1952 than in 1951,

134S t· d . 5gvets IS M J!revOlO",. p. .
135Soyelsko,jn derçvujn, . p.7.
136Puko. 147/6/8. l. 123. ln 1962, Leonid Ivnnov noticed that many collective farms
experienced shortages of fodder for tbeir Iivestock (Leonid Ivanov, "V rodnykh ... ," p.186).
137He slllted tbat the Tver' guberniia. in 1916, had 1,700,000 sheep; in 1937,
1.900,000; and on Januery 1. 1951, 545.000 hends of sheep were counted on the
collective ferms; in 1953, 500.000; and on January 1. 1956. 280,000 (Pako, 147/6/8,
1.123).
138Pnko, 147/6/8. Il.1231124.
139Ibid., Il.124-127. Br 1962, kolkhoz directors continued to complain about the
oppressive regulntions for their production plans by bigher authorities (Leonid Ivanov, "V
rodn)'kh .... " p. 189). The regime persisted in 100king at personat initiative with suspicion.
140ln 1949 (Soyetskajo dereyn;a .... p.270), and again on April 12. 1952 (Pako.
147151283, 1.249). The latter inerease was by wllY of a resolution of the USSR Council of
Ministers. titled "0 men/kir po pod'emu Il1or..odsrvu': It seems that the authorities reaJized
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but the flax }'ields were still smaller than in 1948 and 1949141 . Kiselev

noticed in October 1953 man}' different imperliments hampering a

superior result in flax cultivation. Sorne of them were undaubtedl}' due

ta the carelessness of kolkhoz chairs and kalkhazniks, others perhaps

ta a lack of expertise. to the coincidence of the labour in f1ax

cultivatian and harvesting with other agricultural tasks. and to the

lack of fal'm hands for the labour-intensive cultivation of flax l42 .

that the kolkhozniks would Iry ta avoid fla:!: cullivation as much os possible. if they would he
paid as Httle for it as for grain. Because it was non·edible. the crop as such had less appeld
than grain. Part of the latter could at least be used for personal consumption. be it legul or
not.
141Pako. 14715/663. 1. 30. The yield per hectare of flax fibre was in 1948 and 1949 on
average between 235 and 237 kilogrums. and in 1952. ont)' 219 kilo·s. while the yield of
flax seed had decreased three limes in 1952 in comparison with 1948 (compare la TobIe
16. The averages for 1948 and 1949 in Ihe table are slightly higher. which probably hns to
do with the fact that Ihe crop was measured "slanding in the field."). Perhaps thi. is more
proaf for the higher competence of Vorontsov when compared ta thot of his immediote
successors. The best results were in Bezhelsk raion in 1952. where 375 kilo per hectare
had been collected, while in Orsha and Molodai Tud raion the yields were less than 100 kilo's
per hectare (Pako. 14715/663. \.31). The raion of Bezhelsk had by far outstripped the
neighbouring raions of Kesova Gara. Krasnyi Kholm, and Kashin. On the whole, il scems that
flax )'ields were low in the western raions (Emel'ianovo. Olenino. Turginova. Vysako. and
Molodoi Tud for example). which probably was caused by the shortage of worle hands in these
areas. This particularly took ils toll on flax harvesting. which was done predominantly by
hand. In other western raions flax was sown far below Ihe plan ot spring sawing (Rzhev,
Pogoreloe, Kirov, Md Lukovnikovo raions) (Pako, 14715/663. \.32). The average yield of
flax seeds in Udoml'ia and Vyshnii Volochek raions in the enrly 1960s hovered around 200
kilograms per hectare. which was similar ta the yields of 1947-1949 for the whole of the
oblast', but better thM the average yields for the entire oblast' of 1950 and 1951 (Lconid
Ivanov, "V rodnylth ... ," p.196: compare la Table 16).
142Flax was often planted tao lote in spring, because the extent of ploughing in the uutumo
had apparently been insufficient (Pako, 14715/663, \.33134). Problems wcre noticed
with poor quality of seeds, the lack of use of available seed drills, and ioadequate use of
ferti1izers. Lllck of weeding was another detrimental foctor for f1ax yields. Furthermore,
flax was often harvested tao lote or the harvesting lasted tao long, and 89 a resalt the f1ax
was pulled during a protracted periad. This led ta a delay of treshing and laying out of the
flax, and the loss of harvested planis due ta rotling. Rotting also occurred when the flux WlL'l

left tao long in the field. or when it was not sufficiently quickly treated after barvesting.
Flax cullivation remained a badly operating branch of agriculture unlil 1954. when
procurement prices for the crop went up by 70% (Tsptca1o)'Î Rajon, p.219; for a
description of the problems of flax cultivation, see also Leonid Ivanov, "V rodnylth ... ,"
p.196).
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Grain growing had reached a grave state in 1953. The yields of

oats, rye, and barley were low, and wheat was little cultivatedl43 .

Here, because of late reaping, much of the harvest was 10st, in the

same way as with f1ax I44 .

Similar ta cereaIs and f1ax, the yields of potatoes and vegerables

had waned in the early 1950s145. The patata and vegetable harvests

were significantly lower in 1950, 1951, and 1952, than in 1940146. In

1952, the patata yield pel' hectare reached orny 66% of the 1940 level.

The deliveries ta the state of vegetables and potatoes had

simultaneously decreased, although proportionally less than the total

harvest of the cropsl47. In October 1953, it was noticed that the low

procurement pli ces , the exigent level of deliveries assigned to the

Itolkhozy in raions surrounding towns, and the higher delivery norms for

advanced collective farms had caused the kolkhozy to lose interest in

increasing production of these crops. The recent increase of

143Pnko, 147/5/663, 1.37, Winler rye WIlS in 1962 slill Ihe predominant crop in the
north of Ihe oblast' (Leonid Ivanov, "V rodnykh... ," p.190),
144Pnko, 147/5/663, !.38, This also shows how false the method was of measuring the
hnrvest, while the crops were still standing in the field, which was practised under Stalin.
The prospective harvesl was always much higher Ihan the actual harvest, and the state
deliveries assigned were consequenlly often far too high fOl" the collective farms (see
Soy,,!skajo Dereyoja . pp.233/234).
145Pako, 147/5/663, 1.40.
146Pnko, 147/';/663, 1.41. In 1952, a slighlly better year for potalo growing Ihan Ihe
previous IWO years. the lolal pototo harvest of the oblost' amounted to 59.2'16 of the result in
1940. ln the four raions of Kalinin. Vyshnii Volochek. Bezhetsk. and Rzhev, the vegetoble
harvest wos between 13,8 (Rzhev raion) 10 54.8'16 (Kalinin raion) of the 1940 leve!. These
raions had a large share in the cultivotion of potoloes and vegetables, due 10 their proximity
te lowns, which had 0 high demand for such crops,
147Pnko, 147/5/663, 11.42/43. In 1940, 21.5% of the oblast' potnte horvest was
delivered to the stale; in 1950, 23%; in 1951, 26%; and in 1952, 22%. For vegetables
lIle proportion for 1940 is unknown, becnuse the total vegetab1e harvest in 1940 seemed ta
be unknown, but the deliveries ta the state in 1940 had been less thon in 1950 and 1951. In
1950. 49'16 of the total vegetoble harvest was procured by the stote. in 1951, 79% and in
1952, 96'16[1].
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procurement prices, the lowering of delivery norms, and certain other

benefits that had been awarded ta kolkhoz)' especiall)' involved in

growing these crops, were all designed to provide a stimulus for the

amplified cultivation of potatoes and vegetables. The hlck of incentive

was thought ta have been key ta the prolonged periad of patata

harvesting and resultant substantial lossl48.

It is interesting ta notice that the raikom secretary of Kimry

raion in Dctober 1953 pointed out tl1at a decline of halvest yields at

least for l,;ereals and potatoes had begun already aCter 1937, in which

year tlte results had been better ~:Ian in 1940149 .

In 1950, the level of mechanization of farm labour had hardI)'

exceeded that of 1940: only 23.5% of ploughing, sowing, harvesting,

threshing (of flax), haying, and siloing was done by the MTSI50. Here, at

least, some improvement was made in 1951 and 1952, when the level

of mechanization rose ta 35.9% and 43.2%, respective!y. In most of the

western raions, where the paucity of labour was the most pronounced,

the level was higher than the provincial averagel51 . Neverthelcss, as

Kiselev remarked in his conc!uding speech in October 1953, the time

148Pako, 147151663, 11.45/46.
149Pako, 147/51663, 1.137. He did not explain why it WIlS that, in 1937, lhe resull.s were
50 much better, particularly with respect to grain (in 1937, on average 1,300 kilograms
of grain; in 1940, 1,050; in 1952, 620 per hectare), tban in 1940. Perhaps tbe cause can
be seen in tbe somewhat larger number of non-collectivized farmsteads in 1937, but il
seems more likely that the relative abundance of work bands in comparison with the post
1945 period may have been the main reason. It remains a matter of pure speculation how
much the Great Purge caused the drop between 1937 and 1940. It could be that the Purge
induced in fact the exceptionally good harvest of 1937, since everyone was working as hard
as possible in order to avoid any suspicion of shirking from one's tasks and thus become
subject 10 the terrible sanctions applied in that year. As weil, it is not to be discounted that
the secretary simply lied about the good prewar harvests.
150Pako, 147/51663, 1.49. See VIII.3 as wei!.
151Pako, 147/5/663, 1.50; that is, in the Vysoko, ZUblSOV, Lukovnikovo, Molodoi Tud,
Olenino, and Rzhev raions.
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when the collective farm could do without horses was sLill far offl52 .

Meanwhile, the MTS were struggling to keep their tractor operators: in

the early 19505, more than 6,000 of them abandoned the stations and

many found employment in industry and constructionl53 . An ambitious

three-year plan was announced in October 1953, for the construction of

garages, repair shops, storages, public baths (none of the MTS had these

in 1953!), and houses on the MTSI54. It is Iikely that this plan was to

be, as with most Soviet plans, far from effectuated. This explains wh;

the MTS were finaHy abolished in 1958155. Many of the 101 stations had

a staff which was only minimally qualified: twenty-seven directors had

less than seven years of general education, fifty-eight of the main

engineers had only been trained by way of special courses, a stim 37%

of the head agronomists had profited from higher educationl56 .

ln the autumn of 1953, only 256 out of 1,913 kolkhozy were

supplied with electricity, and only twenty-nine of the fony-three

sovkhozyI5? The education of kolkhoz chairs remained deficient,

partially because there was only a small pool from which to choose

theml58. As before, many of the kolkhoz lands were utilized for

purposes other than the socialized agriculture for which they had been

intendedl59 . The practice of dispatching plenipotentiaries into the

countryside, for which Vorolltsov in 1949 had been criticized, was still

152Pako, 147151663, 1.194.
1531bid., 1.51.
154Pako, 147151663, 1.54. One is rather startled by the primitive situation in which the
stations still seemed to have been in 1953.
155Zel·.....' Ob.hchestyenno ,., p.226; Zhuravlev, XX .'ezd KpSS.,., pp.125/l26.
156r ,ko. '.4715/663, 1.56.
157Ibi';., 1.54155.

158Ibid.. 1.59.
IS9Ibid., 1.63.
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common among many raikomsl60 . These plenipotentiaries had broad

authority to coax the kolkhozy ta deliver their obligatory assignments

on schedule. Kiselev had to admit in 1953 that they often lacked

adequate qualifications and expertise to advise and assist the

collective farm staff ta improve their output. Il seems sare lO conclude

that their methods to have the delivery plan fulfilled were mainty

th ose of threats and bullying.

Il is beyond doubt that the reforms of September and October

1953 led to an enhancement of the kolkhozniks' work altitude, as was

apparently dil"ectly noticeablel61 . I-lowever, the farming results

continued to dismay the Kalinin Party orgalùzation. although the

remuneration of the kolkhozniks steadily upgraded in the succeeding

years l62 . Meanwhile, more restrictions were imposed on the private

plot for certain categories of rural and urban dwellers l63 . The

kolkhozniks who worked the legal minimum of rrudodni in 1956 became

160Ibid., 1.65166. The dispatch of plenipotenliaries was crticized in a Soviet publication of
1978 as a hindrance to the developmenl of "democracy" in Ihe countryside in the immediale
postwar perlod (Zelenin, Obshchestyeooo"" p.13).
161Pako, 14715/663,1.\18. See 0150 Zhuravlev, XX s'ezd ,p.lIO. They 0150 undoubledly
improved the material well-being of the kollthozy, as Abramov describe. (Abmmoy, pp.67
69). ln 1958, the kolkhozes' income came as before mainly from f1ax (49'16 of the tOluJ),
and strong homed cattle --particularly dairy fnrming-- (31'16) sales (Tsenlral'ny.i Raioo,
p.534). However, in 1955, afler Ihe increase of procurement priees lifter Slalin's dealh,
the total income of aU of the ko\khozy of Ihe oblasl' was 3.4 time. as high as in 1950 (Sec
Table 12). This, while the number of kolkhoz households had decreased in these rive yelU'!l
by 33,900 (See Table 12)!
162A1though the value of the frtIdodeo'was much higher in 1954 and 1955 (sec above), the
yield per hectare of grain, the milk production per cow (1,305 litres in 1955), and the
production of meal in Torzhok mion were far below plan (Pako, 147/6/8, 1.80). It seems
that the succe.s of a collective farm. even in the 19605, was determined by the availability
of farm hand.: Ihe larger Ihe labour force, the better the re.ults (Leonid Ivanov, "V
rodnykh ... ," p.192).
163In 1956, the elderly and single-persan hou.eholds were enlitled 10 no more than 0.25
hectares, rural employees and blue-collar workers 10 a plot of 0.10 to 0.15 hectares, and
teachers 10 0.25 hectares (Pako, 147/6/8, 1. 88).
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eligible for a two-week vacation paid according ta the average of one's

pay in rrudor/n)64. Pregnant women at the same time were entitled ta a

two-month leave. Yet in 1956, horse ploughs were distributed to the

collecti ve farms, which indicates the persistence of a 10w levei of

mechanizationl65 . As a result of the continuation of the "cultural

backwardness" (absence of electricity, goods, more sophisticated

forms of entertainment) of the collective farms, the Jow and irregular

wages --that remained dependent on farming results in the final

analysis--, and the exceptionaJ length of the workday in the

countryside compared to that in the towns, the youth continued ta move

ta urban areas in the 1960s166 .

The first more serious attempt ta expose Stalin's orchestration

of the many crimes committed against the Soviet population took place

in 1956. when Khrushchev took the initiative at the Twentieth Party

Congress ta deliver a speech on "the cult of the personality"16? Several

analysts in the West have pointed to the rather dangerous consequences

for the regime that were inherent in the delivery of this speechl6S .

Khrushchev tried ta convince his audience that the mistakes started

with the murder of Kirov and that Stalin's crimes had been unabJe ta

164Pako, 147/6/8, 1. 88.
165Ibid., 1.122.
166Lconid Ivanov, "V rodnykh... ," p.200: and Leonid Ivanov, "Litsam .... " pp.208/209.
p.215, p.217 and p.221.
16?The lead up to this speech and its rather half-baked contents are discussed in a recent
publication: Zhuravlev XX s'ezd . " in particulaI' pp. 37-46.
16SE.g. Djilas: "Feeling itself sufficiently strong to destroy t!le cult of its creator, or the
creator of 111e system --Stalin-- it simultlUleously gave the death blow to its own ideal
basi,' (Djilas, The Nrw....Qa.5:l.. p.161); Malia: "...partial recognition of the troth onIy
undermined the system" (Malia, p.90); Odom: "According ta totalitarianism's intemal logic.
the dictator has to sostain a blood}' domestic struggle ta keep power highly centralized-- or
ro n'sI: Jerrinç III.. system dt'City Md er-'l!Arwt1Jy callnpse[Odom', italics]" (Odom, p.102).
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shake the firm socialist basis of the Soviet state. Although he perhaps

managed to persuade himself and sorne of his li~leners that this had

been the case, it is obvious l'rom the immediate reactions to the speech

in the Kalinin oblast' that the faith of several dedicated Communists

and Party sympathizers was shaken to its foundations. ln Rologoe, on

April 8, 1956, "hooligans" foreshadowed the events of the post-August

1991 USSR by damaging the sculpture of Statin in one of the LOwn's

public gardens169 .

The speech was read in full or in part to a fairly large audience:

in Bologoe, for instance, 011 April 11, 1956, 159 of the 166 primary

Party organizations listened to a reading of the speech, with a

combined audience of 2,337 of the 3,108 Party members and

candidates1?0. Another 5,500 non-Party members in the town and

surrounding raion were also treated to a reading of the speech.

The questions that arose after the readillg in the locatities of the

Kalinin oblast' show both the perplexity among sorne of the !istellers,

and the perception of others that Khrushchev's position about the

beginning of Sta1in's crimes in December 1934 was untenable. Others

wondered why Khrushchev and his colleagues had allowed the crimes to

happen. Sorne uttered the usual cornplaints about the inadeq uate housing

situation, the high priees, and the absence of goods in the shops1?1.

Here are sorne of the questions raised about the cause of the "cult" and

its manifestation:

169Pako, 147/5/662, 1.3.
1?OPako. 147/6/50, 11.1-3. The town of Bologoe had about 22,000 inhabitants ut the time
(see Table 3).
1?1Pako, 147/6/50, 11.6, 8, 36.
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... What was the aim of the investigations, of the execution
of the old Bolsheviks and even of regular partyless people in
1937, because after aH at the time the NKVD organs were led by
Ezhov, and not by Beria?

... How do matters stand with the names of towns,
enterprises, institutions, and kolkhozy which have been named
:ifter Stalin?

...Why did the members of the Presidium of the Central
Commiuee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Umon not stand
up and talk about Stalin's mistakes at the Nineteenth Party
Congress?

...What happened to Ezhov?

... Why did ooly Postyshev have the courage to stand up
openly?

...Why does comrade Malenkov remain in the leadership?

...How are the documents preserved about comrades Kedrov,
Eikhe, and others? [Something that the Western researcher of
today stiU wouId like to find out.]

... Will Stalin remain in the Mausoleum?

...Was Stalin really near Rzhev Lin the war]?

... How many wives did Stalin have and who were they?

...Why did comrade Khrushchev state, in his conversation
with Tito, that "we will not allow the debunking of Stalin," and a
short white later he cornes out with a report which debunks
Stalin? Where is the logic here?

...Why expose this all to the people, better only to have the
Central Committee members know it, as now they will say
abroad that we do not have unitY in the party, no collectivity,
what is aU this supposed to show?

...Why did Molotov, knowing the true "face" of Stalin, cry at
hi s funeral?

...Why was it difficult for the members of the Politburo to
speak out against the cult of the personality of Stalin before
Stalin's death? After aIl, a communist should not he afraid .

...Will it he justified to consider Stalin an enemy of the
people?

...Did Stalin exaggerate in respect to the collective farm
system?

... What was Stalin's attitude towards Jews?
'"Who turned Stalin into a superman?112

1121bid., Il.1-3, 6, 8, 18/19. The question on the continued presence of Malenkov among
the Party leaders indicates that perhaps Khrushchev's 5Uccess in the politien! struggle with
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These questions wp.re still rather timid in comparison with somt'

of the conclusions others made after listenillg to tbe speech. ln Kalilli n

at the discussions after the reading of the speech, sorne of the

Communists and non-Communists drew the "wrongful" conclusion by

accusing tbe complete Central Committee of involvement in the

"cult. "173 One teacher told his colleagues that one should not believe in

Soviet power. Another persan came to the defense of Stalin by accusillg

Stalin' 5 comrades in arms of participation in and responsibility for the

mistakes made during the "cult." 174 He added to this, rather

perceptively, that Khrushchev and Bulganin were also engaging in a

"cult" of their own, if one was treated in the cinema to an account of

their trips to India, Burma, and Afghanistan.

Il would still be a long while before the Russians were allowed to

become acquainted with the real extent of Slalin's crimes, the

involvement of his cronies, and the political blunders commined

between 1929 and 1953. When finally a genuine effort was made in the

Soviet Union to come to terms with its hislory, the system created

under Lenin and Stalin, and the Party that had been its guiding light,

both collapsed almost immediately.

Perhaps the remarks of the ninety-six year old P.A. Samarova, a

former weaver of the kombinat "Proletarka", who had begun her work at

this factory in 1908, when it was still known as the Morozov factory,

provide a fitting illustration of the fatalistic attitude acquired by

many Russians as a result of all the upheavals:

the other Stalinist leaders was aided br the speech, which was a possible motive lor its
delivery.
173Ibid., 1.19.
174Ibid., 1.39.
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1 began my life still under the tsar-littte father. They say,
that liCe was better then. But l say: for a working person it was
also hard to live then. When my husband died [in 1932], good
people fed us as if we were orphans. There were more goad people
then.

1 saw the tsar, he came to Tver': reddish, in a soldiers'
gray coat, silent. Vnder the tsar, life for a working persan was
bad. l remember our factory owners: Ivan Abramovich Morozov and
his strict mother Varvara Alekseevna: she was an almsgiver and
buill a workers' club.

1 had ta work both under this, and under the other system.
Now they start to build sorne sort of third kind of life. 1?5

1?5Testimony of P.A Samlltova in the survey: N.A Zabelin also saw the Tsar in Tver' in
1915 (teslimony of N.A Zabelin in the survey). Atmy officer V.la. Semiachko echoed these
feelings when he quo.ed his grandfather K.N. Semiachko on the difference between Imperial
Russia and the USSR: "Rascals and drunks were neither strong men under the tsar, nor
under the Bolsheviks. No one will be equal nor can be so" (testimony of V. la. Semiachko in
the survey). Another person who could compare was AG. Murtsovkina (1903), who felt that
in 1917 serfdom had been reintroduced. She worked as a "girl Friday", doing odd jobs, much
of which was loading and ualoading of heavy cargoes, brought by the boats that orrived a10ng
the Volga, for instance. She was of the opinion that everything had been belter under the Tsar
(testimony of A.S. Murtsovtina in the survey). The nostalgia of some people for Stalin's
period is surprising. It might indicate the enduring success of the propaganda of the lime
with sorne, as in the case of E.V. Baranova, who plainly repeated in the summer of 1992
what used to he written in the paper, said on the radio, and in meetings under Stalin: "When
remembering ml' life, especially in the period from 1945 to 1953, 1 am of the opiaion that
then the socialist system was heneficial and satisfactol}' and Iife improved with ev8l)' day"
(teslimony of E.V. Baranova in the survey). Baranova had never been a Porty member.
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CONCLUSION

A very disturbing picture of Soviet life under Stalin emerges

from the analysis of the archival material and the many respondents'

answers to the survey's questions. Not unexpectedly, there seems no

reason ta challenge the extremely negative image of the Soviet society

between 1929 and 1953 presented by Western specialists (Robert

Conquest and Merle Fainsod, in particular), by Soviet dissidents (Roy

Medvedev and Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn), and, in recent years, by Soviet

historians such as V.P. Danilov, LM. Volkov, A.M. Samsonov, and V.S.

Lel'chuk. The first two groups had much less freedom to gather

iclormation than the present author enjoyed during 1991 and 1992.

Nevertheless, they arrived at an accurate depiction of certain aspects

of the horror that was life under Stalin.

Stalin unleashed an extraordinary slew of measures designed ta

confine or destroy national traditions, and Russians were particularly

affected. CollectivizatioJt was succeeded by the repressions of the

second half of the 1930s, followed by the hardships of the Second

World War and the scarcities of the postwar period. Yet the Russian

kolkhoznik remained essentially a peasant, and the fate of the Russian

faetory worker under Stalin had not improved over that of his forebears

under the Tsars. In an economic sense, Communist achievements were

negligible, although their curtailing of freedom (social, economic,

political) dwarfed the comparatively superficial control of the DlII'Od by

tsarist bureaucracy.

It appears paradoxical that the Communists' attempted

destruction of Russiall traditional culture was unable to eradicate



•

•

710

quintessential "remnants of the past." The Russian attitude towards

property or the family did not change in any radical way: the peasantry

dedicated itself to the cultivation of the private plots; the workers

were interested in higher wages, enhanced benefits, and more decent

housing. Education was seen as a means to abandon the squalor of life

on the collective farm or in the factories. The workers and peasants, in

the name of whom the Communists ruled, tried to escape their

supposedly superior existence.

After the failed Ve/ikll Pere/am of the First Five Year Plan,

Communists resigned themselves to tolerating some engrained Russian

traditions. Owing te threatening economic chaos, they were forced to

acknowledge, for example, that it was impossible ta eradicate private

property and the instinct fOI" personal gain: hence the survival of

private plots, hence the enticement offered to the Stakhanovites.

Officially. Soviet citizens were infused with a strong sense of

"socialist responsibility." In practice, the Russians made a very c1ear

delineation between public and private property. The first was largely

neglected, the second remained utterly precious to them. Despite the

tl-adilion of the village commune, the Russian peasanl held on to his

own possessions with tenacity.

How did this affect the time honoured redistribution of land

within the viLLage? Il transpires that the Russian peasants were not so

much attached to the ownership of a particular plot of land, for the

consolidation of rural strips during the 1920s was not met with any

perceptible resistance: from the peasant point of view, it was

important that each was entitled ta the use of an amount of land
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consistent with their personal household needs. This 1:tnd was

cultivated by the combined efforts of the household members.

The Communists showed that they had failed to understand tllis

essential quality of the existence of the Russian peasantry when they

embarked on the path of ali-out coJlectivization. Stalin and the

Communists were under the impression that land or caltle were

considered communal property within the villag~, perhaps partially

basing themselves on an erroneous reading of the traditions of the mir.

A relatively smooth and speedy transition was expected from private to

collective farming. Collective farming, howewr, only gained

acceptance over a long period of time, and has never achieved the poillt

at which the private plot could be abandoned.

Nevertheless, traditional Russian life endured enormous changes

in recent history. Sorne of these cha.nges, hawever, resulted from

developments which had commenced long before 1917.

When industrialization first began in the Tver' guberniia dudng

the 1850s and Emancipation allowed the peasantry a degree of free

movement, traditiona. Russian society gradually started ta

disintegrate as a result. The province's environment was not very

conducive to agriculture because of geogr.tphical location, pOOl' sail

conditions, and frequently overabundant rainfall. Befare 1929, the

countryside, home ta the vast majority of the population, was

overpapulated. For that reason many peasants were forced ta take up

employment on the side, sorne permanently abandoning farming.

Meanwhile, natwithstanding the adverse conditions, most of the

peasantry continued ta till the sail.
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llntil 1929, peasant altitudes remained predominantLy "pre

modern": they d1d not dect farming out of a motive for profit, but were

interested in safegua~ding a level of existence sufficient to answer

their basic needs. The idea of producing a surplus which could be sold

,Jff on the market seemed largeLy alien to them.

Therefore, Stolypin's reforms introduced in 1906, that offered

caritalist incentives to the peasantry, did not have much of an effect in

l'ver' guberniia. In the 1917-1910 period, peasants were able to

supplement their holdings with the lands of the formerly propertied

groups in the countryside. For the peasants, this WOlS the fulfillrnent of

a Long-awaited aspiration, as opposed to the consolidation of their

pLots or the individualization of their farrns Olt which Stolypin's

reforms had aimed.

The initial enthusiasrn for the New Regime in November 1917 th Olt

the Decree on Land had generated quiclcly evaporated. Grain

confiscations Led finally to peasants' revolts and the assassination of

the authorities' representatives. as in Vyshnii Volochek uezd, forcing

the BoLshevik regime to reverse ils policy and enabling the peasants to

resurne momentarily the rouli nes of life before 1914.

Meanwhile in the towns, industriai production had decreased

during the Civil War. The induslrial labour force dwindled as a

consequence of factor)' worlcers' service in the Red Army or of their

return to the ancestral village. while the spread of fatal epidernics

diminished the urban population even further.

1'0 a large extent. the advent of NEP meant a return to the pre

Wortd War 1 situation. An uneasy symbiosis developed in the 1910s

between traditional life in the countryside (where 85% of the
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population lived) and the ideologized culture of the New Regime, its

influence mai ni)' Iimited ta the tOWJlS. The contacts between town and

country assumed an almost exclusively economic qU:lIity. Recause of

the cautious polic}' of NEP, a certain level of prosperity in the

countryside was achieved, and gradual1y even industr)' began ta surrass

the pre-1914 leve1. As before 1914, sorne peasants joined the work

force in the towns because a decent livelihood in agriculture was

denied to sorne as a result of overpopulation.

In 1929 and 1930, the Bo1sheviks launched a full-sca1e altack on

the peasants' culture and spirit, as well as on what remained of factory

workers' independence. PCa3<ints and workers were mobilized in the

Velikii Pere/am in a manner which harked back ta the period of War

Communism1. This time, the regime's motive for social transformation

was not ta gain a victory in war: rapid ecollomic growlh was deemed

necessary in order to withstand imperialist attack, which was ever

imminent.

At the same time, the authorities' patience had run out with the

virtually non-Bolshevized way of life led by the body of society. The

assault on traditional society appealed ta certain people, sorne of

whom saw a chance for a grandiose revenge for past wrongs inflicted

by former exploiters. The latter, however, had become figments of myth

rather than sociological reality. Their non-existence caused much

suffering. The richer peasanrs, for example, were generally innocent of

any so-called exploitation of the poor and landless peasants, as is

exemplified by the fate of Mironov. Urban zealots participated in the

1" ...the First Five-Year Plan--wbicb created a permanent, instituLionalized War
Communism" (Malia, p.89),
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offensive, believing in the possible creation of a better world of

socialism or commullism through the application of ruthless methods.

The regime's power over its subjects grew exceptionally. This

probably fueled the activists' conviction about the righteousness of

tbei!" actions during col1ectivization. For them, life became distinctly

better and gayer around the time of the Seventeenth Party Congress of

1934. The activists initially reaped benefits awarded by the regime for

faithfully executing measures ordained from above.

Meanwhile, society sbulUled cultural non-conformism of any kind,

socialist realism being substituted for the experimental efforts of the

19205. The values and customs that became the norm among the new

elite were those of the dilettante, Stalin providing the most

oULStanding example. The imposition of this culture was a success

among the new elite, for its members were general1y Iitde educated,

usually whol1y unsophisticated, and quite intolerant of dissenting

behaviour. Zhdanov, Pospelov, Kalinin at the top of the hierarchy,

Boitsov, Vorontsov, Parfenov and others at the provincial level --ail of

whom had Iived for long stretches of time in Tver' guberniia/Kalinin

oblast'·, were prototypes of this society of parvenus.

The regime paused briefly in t 934 in order to assess the effects

of the transformation and to account for the obvious failure of the

First rive Year Plan. In Tver' guberniia, col1ectivization and

industtialization had provoked a precipitous drop in agricultural

productivity and an ancillary stagnation of the level of industrial

output. The peasantry struggled desperately to escape the countryside.

This exodus was checked by the introduction of the passport regime in

late 1932. Five years later, the abominable agricultural situation would
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be graphically described during the Great Purge br Mishnaevskii in

partial self-accusation. His intention probably was 10 admit to the

shortcomings honestly. thus preempting accusations of covering up the

real situation, but this did not save him from ,IITest.

Stalin cum suis decided that success was crippled due to a

failure 10 discipline people rigorously during the initial assaull, and at

least from early 1935 onwards the central leadership ordered ,1 freshly

intensified attack on the population. Boitsov' numbers of 1938 on

arrests made in rural areas from 1935 ta 1937 offer telling proof of

this new offensi ve. The culmination came in 1937-1938, when it W,IS

made dear that everyone was liable for arrest if suspected of

independent ideas or tainted by disreputable background or connections.

The attrition t'ate within the Party was astounding during 1937 and

1938. As a result of the Great Purge, in the Party's obkom of Decemher

1938, virtually no one remained from the group of leaders elected to

the obkom in June 1937. The NKVD had repeatedly hauled off throngs of

obkom members who had served briefly in the provincial leadership

during the eighteen months since June 1937. The cruel accusation of

Mikhailov, who had allegedly heen preparing for a "feudal revoit," is but

one example of the cynici.sm of Stalin's henchmen and of the Great

Leader himself, a cruelty which found its dearest expression through

the Ezho Fs1lc1lifJ;f .

Arrests comprised a standard feature throughout the 1930s,

judging by the evidence on the Kalinin oblast'. The apprehension of

victims during 1937 and 1938 stood out in relief, because society's

more vocal proponents, the Communist elite, were prime targets as

weIl. Psychologically, the EzhoT:sirc1lim, was a triumph for the regime.
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After the war, those years served as a grim reminder to anyone wbo

briefly entertained critical ideas about the leadersbip and its

watchdogs, the MGB-MVD. The tbreat of arrest was always present in

the collective conscience2.

Before the war, it is likely that tbe vast number of victims (those

imprisoned, exiled, sent to labour camps, or executed outright) in the

Tver' province were a result of tbe collectivization in the 1929-1933

period, followed by those of tbe years 1937 and 1938, but even in tbe

period between J934 and 1937 thousands were arrested.

Tentatively, for lack of conclusive evidence --demographic and

otberwise--, it might be proposed tbat tbe greatest number of

"Unnatura! Deaths" (around 300,000 out of a population of

approximately two million) sustained by the Kalinin oblast' between

1929 and 1953 was formed by those who perished during tbe Second

World War3. The continuous redrawing of administrative boundaries of

tbe Tver' province, tbe partia! 10ss of Party archives during their

evacuation to Tiumen, the lack of a reliable census between 1926 and

1959, as well as tbe perpetua! emigration of people from the territory

of the oblast' -guberniia, render it impossible to furnish definitive

numbers on the relative influence of collectivization, purges,

2Compare to the more specifie effect on Soviet society of the existence of the Gulag
Archipelago in the opinion of Solzhenit.'yn (Solzhenitsyn, The Gulll~. 1I1-IV, pp.632-653).
Zubkova's facile conclusions about the population's mood during the postwar period in two
recent articles are hardly worth consideration, since they are extremely simplistic and
seem to be based ·'n common-sense inferences about human behaviour in general, hindsight,
and a Iimited and eclectic use of sources, which are not accounted for by references
(ZubltovR, "ObshchesLVeMaia ... (1945-1946)," p. 14; and Zubkova, "Obshchestvennaia...
(1948-1952)," p.88).
SThc war was responsible for casualties in the Kalinin oblast' whose number might have
surpasscd that of the whole of Great Britain (260,000) in World War II (see Walter
Laqueur, Eyrope 'ince Hiller' Tbe Rebjrth of Eurape. Revised edilion, Harmondsworth,
Middlesex: Penguin Books, 1984 (3), p.15).
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migration, famine, and war on the province's enormous human loss after

1918. It can only be hoped that full access to essential archives in

Russia will produce more reliable numbers on the extenl of the

slaughter.

For now, Zemskov's, Rittersporn's, Tsaplin's, Sokolov's,

Krivosheev's, Volkogonov's, Poliakov's, and others' estimates for the

number of inmates in the GULag and the resultant deaths of the purges,

collectivization, or the war. remain doubtful. Ali of these writers base

their calculations on a limited amount of sources (lhose of the TsGAOR

or TsGANKH, the Smolensk archive, selective readings of Party and

miütary archives), which are not conclusive. Theil' reckonings do not

explain satisfactorily the demographic losses; moreover, lheir

arithmetic is sometimes faulty, leading to enormous discrepancies

among their results. Finally, it is not impossible that some eSlimates

published during the last four years were deliberately k:ept low for

political l'easons4. Most articles on the subject seem to have been

conceived before the attempted coup of August 1991, and many of the

writers might have been interested in protecting the reputation of the

Communist Party and the wartime General Staff of the Army, or even in

protecting themselves against a possible Communist backlash.

Perhaps the only way one can arrive at a reasonable estimate of

victims would be by comparing regional case studies (such as this one)

and KGS and other central archives in Russia, although quandaries might

be encountered similar to those experienced by the present writer.

4Conversely, it may be that certain crimes perpetmled by the Communist regime are or
will be exaggerated. Recent events in Moscow could lead 10 a tilting of the balance tewards the
other extreme: Ihe Yeltsin govemment mar attempt te enhance ils prestige in Russia br
portraying the Communists as even worse villains that they actua/lr were.
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During the war, the regime managed brilliantly to invoke a brand

of nationalism which was dubbed Soviet patriotism. The Nazi attaek led

to a temporary r/JpprocfJemenl between vJ;fsl' and D;irod It probably

constituted the regime's most glorious moment in aH those years in

which it had incessantly exploited the ghoulish image of "enemies"

preying on and eneirc1ing the USSR. Indeed, in 1941 actual deadly foes

had materialized. Although the destruction wrea1ced was enormous in

the Kalinin oblast', it was deliberately exaggerated after the war in

order to explain the province's plodding reeovery.

In the eyes of Communist leaders, the Soviet system had proven

its worth during the war by defeating the Nazis. The prewar liquidation

of the alleged "potential fifth column" in 1937 and 1938 was now

presented as a far-sighted poliey. It was not explained, however, why

considerable numbers of Soviet citizens had passiwly observed the

arrivai of Nazi troops, and why even some Communists had actively

collaborated with the "Hitlerites." After the war, oppression was

reestablished by the regime.

The provincial leadership was foreed to attempt to remedy the

postwar state of ruin within the system's limitations. Of course, the

thought of economie or political alternatives was strictly prohibited.

No creative solutions to problems be1eaguering the oblast' during the

postwar reconstruction perlod eould have been proposed. Boitsov and

his successors were not even able to imagine an alternative outside the

rigid structure of Stalin's organization of society. This was a

consequence of that peculiar, blindly obedient mentality that had been

forged within the Bolshevik Party since the October Revolution itself.

The only methods applied to generate successes were those of coercion,
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threats, propaganda, and agitation, which not only frightened the

average Soviet citizen, but the Local leadership as weil. In Boitsov's

"victory speech" of January 1945, he seerns above ail to be afraid of

appearing compLacent. The terrible repressions of the L930s were a

vivid memory for everyone, whether they were the first secl'et<lry of

the province, such as Boitsov, the chair of the raion executive

cornmittee of the soviet, such as Iarnshchikov, or a simple toiler, such

as many of the survey participants.

The resources allocated to the Kalinin Party organization by

Moscow were extremely Iimited, hence the continued econornic failul'e,

that became sharply manifest after 1949. The largest share of

responsibility for this failure should be assigned to the Leadership of

the Communist Party in Moscow and Stalin himself.

Collectivization had failed miserably, and the amalgamation of

1950 further aggravated the poverty and resentment of the peasantry.

The authorities' interference by ordering the merger of the small

collective farms was probably the main cause for the abysrnal

agricultural performance from 1950 to 1953. The adverse consequences

of amalgamation are obvious when the cornpar-dtively positive result.~

of 1948 and 1949 are contrasted ta those of the subsequent years.

In September 1946, February 1947, June 1947, and June 1948, the

Central Committee and Soviet government decreed a slew of

predominantly coercive measures to improve Soviet agriculture, which

did not exert much positive effect in the Kalinin oblast'. From 1948 to

1952, they reacted by issuing a series of specific resolutions on the

Kalinin oblast' which also failed ta ameliorate farming. Two first
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secretaries of the provincial Party organization were sacrificed within

two years, but matters only worsened.

The paradigm of the raion of Molokovo in 1947 demonstrates the

mania for perpetually (and ineffectually) replacing kolkhoz chairs. The

repeated inspections of milk-fat contents were another futile measure

of the authorities.

Private farming survived against aH odds: the kolkhozniks

exc1uded by the collective farms struggled on their own minimal plots:

more emphatically, the kolkhozniks reaped an enormous share of total

agricultural production from their private plots and livestock.

Collective farming languished because the imposition of an

organizational system was fundamentally alien to the tillers of the

soil; as weil, the authorities deliberately neglected the welfare of the

kolkhozniks. The much heralded mechanization of agriculture failed to

materialize: the land was predominantly cultivated with the help of

manual equipment. horses, and oxen. Specialization into the two

sectors of agricultural production for which the lands of the province

were best suited, flax and dairy farming, did not occur. Against aU

odds, every kolkhoz cultivated cereals on a large scale.

The kolkhozniks were obliged to deliver exorbitant quotas of

crops grown within the socialized sector of their farm, for which they

were allotted a picayune remuneration mainly in kind (less than SOO

grams a day per person in 1951 !). In addition, substantial amounts of

produce from their personal plots and few private animais, tbat they

had been allowed to retain under the Usr.;w of 1935, were paid as

"taxes." As if this were not enougb, the forced purchase of obligations

for state loans further shaved the kolkhozniks' income. The squalor of
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• kolkhoz life incited a massive flight from the collective farms during

the early 1950s.

The centralized distribution system proved to be unmanagable in

practice, and regular widespread privations ensued. The second town of

the province, Vyshnii Volochek, experienced a relentless series of

shortages of goods, and may serve as an example. In late 1945, there

was often no bread in the town; in the early 1950s, bread queues were

ubiquitous and other goods were scarce; even by 1955, the average

resident only consumed 500 grams of meat per month!

Life in the towns knew many hardships: people were housed in

abominable quarters, with no more than five square meters of space pel'

persan on the average. Roads and bridges were dilapidated, water

supply deficient, sewers decrepit.

The sobering industrial t'esults, similar to those of agriculture,

were precipitated by a dearth of investment: machinery had become

obsolete, skill was rare, management rarely competent, thanks to

insufficient education, paltry remuneration, and the throttling of

creative thinking. Wages were so anemic that the families of many

factory workers could not survive even on the double income earned by

husband and wife. Sorne were lucky enough to have a private plot at

their disposai, others worked on their days off, or tried to augment

their income by seUing domestic crafts. The boldest ones resorted to

theft and embezzlement.

The size of the labour force. drastical1y reduced in the war, was

far too small to execute a suecessful eeonomic revival after the war.

The leadership attempted to deploy prisoners of war and Soviet

• conviets, but foreed labour was hardly efficient. Despite Vorontsov's or
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Konovalov's complaints, the contingents were gradually decreased by

the MVD so that the Iimited contribution of coercive labour was cut

down even further. However, it is cenainly remarkable that the Party

and government of the Kalinin oblast' had immediately after the war

tens of thousands of POW's and zeks at their disposai, to work on

diverse construction projects, in industrial production, and even in

agriculture. In March 1948, fifteen camps still operated on provincial

territory, in which 10,000 Soviet convicts languished.

In the postwar Kalinin oblast', there is far more proof of a rigid

dichotomy between v/ilsr' and O<irod in their inte...actions, than of a

harmonious integration occurring between the two as a result of the

opportunities created for social climbing. Only a few million dedicated

Communists were necessary to rule Russia under Stalin, who were

still considerably more numerous than the quarter million Bolsheviks

who reigned Russia in the early days under Lenin5.

Prewar society was reconstructed after the war, and the chasm

separating r1;/sr' and .narod was reimposed. Any independent mood,

which had sometimes been fostered by the disorganization during the

war, was suppressed after 1945 by means of ideological offensives and

sporadic political arrests which kept the memory of the horrors of the

1930s alive6. Everyone was expected to do their dutY and to forsake

their human rights in expectation of the millenium.

SLenin --when he ah'eady had deeided that the Boisheviks should lake power-- wrote in late
September-early Detober 1917: "Yet we are told that the 240,000 members of the
Boishevik Party will not be able 10 govern Russia, govern her in the interests of the poor
and agamst the rieh" ("Can the Boisheviks Retain Slste Power?" in: V.l. Lenin. Colleeted
~, Vol.26 (September 1917-February 1918), Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1972,
pp.87-136, p.!I!).
~Cel1ainly, Ihe human eapacity to overlook, ignore. or forget eerlain unpleasant phenomena
is immense (see Turchin, inertlliia St[Qkba, p.21). Sorne Russians might not have notieed or
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Neverthel ess, an undereurrent of defiance eontinued 10 exisl .

Youth began to grow restless towards Ihe end of SI:din's lif.. , a mood

which was expressed by their inordinate presence in the courts. Sorne

of this rebellious ripple ',as provoked by the Ilaws in the s)'stt!m

itself, particularly by its economic poliey that failed ta provide

adequately for the Soviet people. The remuneration for the labour of

factory workers, employees, and peasants was so dismally 10w that

people engaged in "i11egal" economic activities in order ta avoid

stat-vation. 51Mb;ls/lOikr,' artisans, and kolkhoz markets substituted as

much as possible whenever the system could not provide the requÎt'ed

goods and services.

Out of neeessity, private enterprise had ta be tolerated for the

same reason. Yet, sometimes the authorities embodied their

displeasure with these activities by arresting the participants. As a

re5Olt, the provincial courts convicted more than 25,000 people in

füteen months during 1949 and 1950. The number is quite high, but

does not l'ven inc1ude everyone who was sentenced in this period,

particularly those fingered for purely political crimes. They were

handled by OSO and Military Tribunals. Doubtless sorne stood trial in the

"normal" courts on accusations of political crimes as weil, while sorne

accusations of economic crime handled by the oblast' courts were

similar ta those of sabotage and wrecking sa weil known from certain

show trials of the late 1920s and 1930s. On the whole, the number of

not wlIRted to notice or remember the omnipresent activities of the NKVD. It is not
impossible thlit , in the countryside aCter collectivization, sorne did not experience any acL~

of oppression br the authorities, except for prosecution for what would be considered
crimes l'ven in the contemporary Western world. And the Great Purge --owing to the highly
biased and sparse information about ilS proceedings-- may have been interpreted, as
official propaganda proclaimed, as a just retaliation against eulpable troublemakers.
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postwar arrests did not surpass those during the 1930s, but it is likely

that approximately one in every twenty inhabitants of the Kalinin

oblast' stood trial between 1945 and 1953.

The scarcities created a situation from which less scrupulous or

more daring individuals attempted to make a profit, not only through

the sale of domestical1y produced goods (by use of a sewing machine or

the careful tending of an apple tree), but also by outright crime.

Particulal'ly in the distribution organs, employees tried to cheat the

authorities and vend produets on the side, which led to waves of

arrests, as was the case with employees of the milk procurement

organs in 1948. The bigher provincial authorities were sometimes

powel'less to combat this, for these transgressions eluded their view,

which was impeded by a large and cumbersome bureaucracy. Moreover,

some individuals within the elite tacidy aUowed these activities or

even became involved in them; this was perhaps the case with the

director of the railroad-car plant, Rumiantsev, and his intimate set of

collaborators, or with those who used their foreknowledge of the

currency reform of 1947 to skim off a fat profit.

h is impossible to prove conclusively, but, as this study

suggests, the roots of the corruption at all levels of society,

patticularly during Brezhnev's time, can already be unearthed in

Stalin's last years. At this time, despite the heavy penalties, many

found more or less iUegal methods to augment their pitiful wages. A

few individuals were apprehended, but the narod must have felt

intuitively that the authorities could ill afford a new "Great Purge"
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because of the tremendous population lasses of the 1930s and lhe war7.

Therefore, many ran the risk of arrest, a dangerous gamhle, as the

frequency of arrests in 19<19 and 1950 indicale.

Inevitably, economic performance improved markedly by offering

people material benefits, and relaxing sorne of the hard-Ii Ile ideology

emanating from Moscow or Kalinin. Raikom secretary Mezit of Kaliazin

seems ta have been aware of this when he offered the kolkhozniks

vodka for their "volumary" entrance illto the amalgamated farms in his

raion in 1950. The Russians' concem seems to have generalJy focussed

on tbeir personal lives, and less sa with the construclion of sorne kilHl

of ephemeral Utopia which had been promised to them continuously

sinee 19 178.

Propaganda utterly faHed to mold Communist, rational, atheislic,

modern people out of the inhabitants of the Kalinin oblast' during

Stalin's lifetime. The regime lacked the technological means for a

genuine "total" control of society, even dudng the grim latter half of

the 1930s. Therefore, "remnants of capitalism" c1ung tenaciously:

religious practices were being observed, and, in certai n instances, the

traditional solidarity of the villagers held out againsl the authorities,

even though the village had now become a collective farm. Religion had

been under attack since October 1917, but the regime proved incapable

of extinguishing piety and venerable customs. Hallowed tradition

outshone coercion and propaganda in many respects. The Russians'

7Conquest argues thal lhe Yezhovshchina was stopped for exactly lhese strictly demographic
reasons (Conquest, The Greo! Terror. pp.433-43S).
8Compare with Mehnert's observotion: "... lhe concrele desires of the Soviet people ore
concer.lled .Ilot with 0 distant post or a dislonl future, but with lhe realities and experience of
the present" (Mehnert, The AnlWlJDY~, p.26S). Of course, lhal oaly proves that Russians,
Ukrainians, etc., are in no way differenl from other human beings.
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ingrained gender relations were modified, but at an unhasting pace; the

same can be said about their diel. The youth was more absorbed in

gul'J',;1lJ1! than in propaganda; the elderly women preferred the evening

gossip in front of their izb;/or apartment bllilding ta the lecture by the

;{.tlirprop activist. The villages lacked the resources to transform into

modern settlements with ail the comforts and amenities of twentieth-

century urban life al their disposition. StiJl in the 1960s, they closely

resembled the villages of the 1920s. During the 1940s and 1950s, the

Russians celebrated in Ihe same way Iheir anceSlors had. The fêtes

were occasions during which the gray drabness of Soviet daily life was

temporarily forgouen.

Poor communications and primitive infrastructure made the

autilorilies resign ta a measure of control over the peasants' quotidian

life that was weaker than Ihat over the urban inhabitants. The level of

literacy was lower in the countryside, fewer newspapers were read,

and radio and elecrricilY were often not available, even by 1953. When

the collective farm managed to discharge the obligations of

procurement plans, its kolkhozniks were left alone ta a large extent.

The private plots were cultivated with intensity, leavlng the Russians

wilh hardly any time to try ta keep abreast of events in the world

oUlside the village.

The Iimited tolerance of local initiative allowed since the

beginning of the war probably dwindled towards 1950, when people Iike

Ru miantsev , local-boy-made-good Vorontsov and his clan, and Mezit

were removed. As a result, the economic performance of the early

1950s, in induslry (particularly the textile factories) and in

• agriculture in generaJ, fiagged abysmally in the Kaünin oblast'.
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Konovalov was quickly removed, making room for Kiselev, who w"s

possi bly initially even more of a hard-li ner than his predecessol', "5 "

l'esult of Kiselev's "education" in the Central Committee apparatus.

Saon, however, perhaps on instigation from "bave, Kiselev

discovel'ed that matters could not cOlltinue as befol'e, specifically in

agriculture. It was clear by 1953 that zealous observance of

ideological conformity and severe discipline had not yielded bright~r

economic results. The alternative, of a renewed avalanche of "rrests

similar to that of 1936-1938 (maybe considered by Stalin c1ul'ing the

last year of his life), was an impossible one for the Kalinin oblast', for

the population losses sustained during the 1930s and the war had not

been compensated by 1953. Far from it, in fact, because the

population's size had remained roughly the same in the eight years

since the war. The deprivations of the wal' and postwar period, as weil

as the extreme tribu te exacted from the population, afflicted the

health of many and caused a very low natality. Healthcare in general

was only very gradually amending.

The Russians were also stl'uggling to recover from the terrible

psychological impact of the experience of the yeal's 1929 ta 1945.

Dekulakization, migration, purges, and the war had reduced the number

of inhabitants of the Kalinin oblast' by possibly as mucb as one third in

the course of these years. Poverty after 1945 was as vast as in the

1930s, which was expressed in the very small natural growth rate of

the population after the W3.r. The Germans could be paraded as the

culprits of the hardships after 1945, but, for many of chose who could

remember NEP, the sacrifices of the 1930s must have seemed

incomprehensible. Indeed, by March 1953 --twenty-five years after the
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announcement of the First rive Year Plan and ten years after the Nazi

retreat from the Kalinin oblast' --, liule progress was discernible in

corn parison to the 1920s.

Proportionally, the intelligentsia ostensibly comprised the social

group that suffered the most after the war from the renewed political

repression. Due to the Z/](/;/Oo r.:rllcllriuf, they were under intense scrutiny

after the middle of 1946. Furthermore, the regime did not care about

the material situation of those who remained outside the Party. Many

members of the intelligentsia were paid as titde as or 1ess than

factory workers, and lived in sordid circumstances; such was the case

in the Kalinin province with the teaching staff of the Pedagogical

Institute, agricultural specialists, and rural teachers. "Intelligent" was

a grand label for many of those who were supposed ta belong ta the

ilUellectual elite. No more than a few dozen inhabitants of the Kalinin

oblast' might have enjoyed an education approximating contemporary

North American university undergraduate standards. The general level

of schooling was extremely base: the reader should perhaps try ta

imagine how his or her outlook on life would be as an adult after a mere

four years of grade school. The majority of the inhabitants of the

Kalinin oblast' muddled through with such seant tutelage, and the

alleged intellectual elite often fared with only a litde bener.

ln official Soviet terms, the "New Class" formed part of the

Soviet intelligentsia. The nomenk/;lIurnye were the only ones who could

savour a certain Level of prosperity after the war. Nevertheless, their

activities were examined just as minutely as the rest of the

intelligentsia; many of the Party elite were victimized if they did not

meet the high ideological standards demanded of a Communist.
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However, the dismissal of members of the elite from positions of

power was more often a consequence of other flaws. For instance, a

local leader's removal could be prompted by the inferior economic

performance in his territory. There were also rather arbitrary grounds

for dismissal: for example, one could faU victim to the system's need

for an occasional scapegoat: membership to the wrong "clan" resulted

in one's ostracization; and if disliked by too many people in influential

positions, harassment might arise for no specifie reason at all. In these

cases, ideological motives played a minor role. It may be that most

dismissals for genuinely ideological reasons stemmed from the work of

MGB watchdogs.

The position of women after the war was far from enviable, and

in practice did not correspond to the position of socio-economic

equality with males that had been intended by the legal liberation of

women frllm maie dominance in 1918. It may be that, disproportionally,

women had escaped the earlier annihilation and suffering of the male

population between 1929 and 1945. However, it does appear that after

the war women were worse off than most of the men (except for those

who lingered in the GULag). Women performed most of the unskilled and

semi-skiUed labour of the most plebian jobs, working as milkmaids,

rank-and-file collective farmers, weavers, and spinners. Additionally,

they had to rear their children and manage the household. Often this

was due to the absence of a male, killed during or before the war, in the

household, but a husband's presence did little to alleviate the weight of

her double or triple burden.

The reader might have been struck by a seemingly excessive

stress on the fate of the peasantry in the above accouRt. After all, the
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Soviet Union c1aimed ta be a "workers" 5tate, where the party of the

industrial proletariat, the Communist Party, held political power. Yet,

demographic indicators justify sustained attention ta the life of the

country dwellers, who formed the majority of the population of Kalinin

oblast' even in 1953. Until now, Western specialists have delved little

into the life of the kolkhozniks under Stalin. This is a rather glaring

lacuna for, as Lel'chuk has pointed out, only in the 1960s can one begin

to cali the USSR an industrialized COUl1try9. The life of the factory

workers, particularly aCter the war, deserves more study, but it would

probably be more revealing ta focus on a more industria11y developed

area which shouldered a more substantial share oC heavy industry than

Kalinin oblast'10.

At times, the cult of Stalin may appear ta the reader to have been

of minor importance in the postwar Kalinin province. ln the archivai

sources, its presence often remains simply implicit. Nevertheless, the

veneration for Stalin reached its apogee aCter the war, as is witnessed

gV.S. Lel'chuk, "lndustrializatsiio... ," p.354. Compare as weH to Pipes' aiticism of the
"rcvisionists," in which he notices the same omission in many works publishcd by this
movement (Pipes, "1917... ," p.77).
10Since August 1991, Western re.earchers bave more opportunities to investigate the fate
of the faetol")' workers after the war. It can be hoped that a similar avalanche of publications
on the subjcct of the postwar induSlrial labour force will appear in the coming years as
those that in recent years bave appeared on factol")' workers between 1917 and 1941
(Ward's Ru!§jo'. Cotlon Wocker. i. only one example). Similarly, the destruction of the
environment has been Iitde explored in the dissertation. Environmental problems were not
recognized as .ucb under Stalin. As Il consequence, one cao find but only sparse information
on the condition of nature in the records. Perhap. the malaria plague resulting from the
opening of the Afoskor'Skoe A/orecan be approached as an environmental problem created by
human beings. Tbe prohibition on the unrestricted felling of trees was a measure aîmed nt
protecting nature. But it "as not so mucb the environment in tbe Kalinin oblast' under
Stalin that suffered: there were hardly any polluting cars, few extremely contaminating
factories, Iitde chemical fertilizers, and 50 on. The buman beings who lived in the province
were sacrificed inSlead.
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• by the reactions to his death described by Many survey respondents. as

wetl as the obkom's effort to name an urban district after him.

One of the crucial elements of the Russians' acceptance of the

indiscriminate ruthlessness of Stalinist poticies might indeed have

been linked to the people's inability to compare their contemporary

situation with tife in a "better" society, which had existed in the past,

or which existed synchronously in other countriesll . Apart from that,

some Russians appreciated the few "achievements" of the sociatist

state: guaranteed employment, universal education, official gender

equality. paid holidays. free Medical care, and pensions for some. In

Stalin's time, Most of these social rights were only available for what

still was a minority of the population in Kalinin oblast': the urban

inhabitants. In the countryside, only a few members of the Party's elite

enjoyed them. It is hard ta discover Many such "positive" elements of

Communist rule after the war in the Kalinin oblast'. Undoubtedly. the

incessant grooming of Soviet patriotism in the postwar period was

another one. The spectre of the "enemy" was jealously preserved, and

the USA and the West assumed the role of Hitler Germany. The

chimerica1 threat from the outside May have provided a stimulus to

persuade people ta sacrifice their health and well-being for the

defense of the Motherland, possibly in combination with the promise of

a "radiant future" of socialism and communism.

•

Underneath the "happy few" of the higher Party authorities,

society was largely composed of individuals who more or less shared

an equal status. In this sense, Soviet society under Stalin might have

lIo'History, especia1ly of its own --the Communist-- period, does DOt exist" (Djilas, IJm.
New Clus, p.136).
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appealed to sorne. There was a sense of social justice, since in fact no

one possessed legal rights, all were poor, and everyone had to work to

the point of ULter physical exhaustion. At least there were few to envy,

moreover because the lofrier Party members managed to conceal most

of the privileges they relished so skillfully.

Towards 1953, economic development in the Kalinin oblast' had

come to a standstill. The possibilities for further ecollomic growth

without major changes of policy seemed to bave been virtually

exhausted, because of an almost complete erosion of the Russians'

earlier se1fless support for the Communists' policies (the only

exception to this perhaps being the often unfaltering faith in Stalin

himself). Stalin's death was timely, if it is true that he had decided

once more on a renewed round of purges of the magnitude of the

EZÔOFyl!c1tim/. His decease opened the door for the introduction of

genuinely positive reforms. The beneficial effect of the reforms of

Malenkov and Khrushchev was expressed in renewed economic growth in

the Kalinin oblast'; concomitantly the standard of living of its

population improved.

One puzzle, obviously, has not been resolved in the above account.

Since it is one of the very first on the history of a Soviet province

under Stalin, it is too early to classify the events in Tver' province as

emblematic for the Soviet Union's or Russian histOl)' in this period. Yet,

demographic, economic, and miHtary criteria, as weil as the

universal1y similar structure of Soviet internai government, suggest

that this chronic1e is in many respects typical of most Russian

provinces .
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TABLE 1: The geographlcal slze of lhe Tver gubernllalKaUnln oblas!' ln lhe 20lh cenlury

(Based on KAJlnJnmla oblas!' la 50 !el y t'Krakh Sta!l.tlcltulllUIwDlk. Mo.kva: Izelatel'.lvo 'SIa!l.t1ka',

1967)

Vear 1000. of

km2

1913 64,6

1921 63.7

1928 63.4

1935 106.0

1945 65.8 ln 1944, 21 ralon. and the town or Vellkle Lukl were separated and 91ven ta

Vellkle Lukl oblaS!' and 3 ralon. ta P.kov obla.!'

•

1956 66.0 ln 1956, the rural soviet or Aleksandrov.kll and the seUlemenl Bol'.hala

Volga were tran.ferred ta Mo.cow oblaS!'

1958 83.1 ln 1957, upon the dl.solUllon or Vellkle Lukl obla.t', the ralon. or Belyl,

Zharkovo, Il'ln.kll, Lenln.kll, Nelldovo, Okllab(, Pena, Serezhln.ldl,

Toropets, and the lown or Nelldovo became part or the Kallnln obla.!'

1960 84.3 ln 1958, lhe Plo.ko.h.ldl ralon or Pskov oblaS!' was lransferred ta Kallnln

oblast'; the worker. seUlement lvan'kovo became complelely a part or

Moscow oblas!'

1967 84.2



734

• T"'BLE 2: The popula.lon of Tve" gtbemlla and Kallnln (Tver') oblas.' .

(Based onJ~al.llb1..za.Q-'UiL'H$aIdl, p.12; Kruvedch...kll..MIM, p.4; Chl.linno.!' na'ilinlla .oluznlkh

lUP.lbJlk.PIL~klm-l12Bktnllam1raklDam na 1 Ianvada 1991 g, Statlsllche.ldl .bomlk. Mo.kva:

Inlormat.lonno-lzdatel'.kll lsentr Go.komslata SSS R, 1991, p.4 and pp.221-225; Ocherkl , pp.530/531;

and Pako, 147/4163, 1.132 and 1.135)

tolal ln 1,000' urban lotal rural total %urban %rural

1926 (Cen.u. 0117112 2668.0 324.7 2343.3 12 88

1926)

or·1926 borders-~ 2241.9 282.0 1959.9 13 87

1939 (Cen.u. 0117/12 2489.2 609.2 1879.4 24 78

1939) ..

1939"'" 2169.8 585.5 1584.3 27 73

3/1 1946'" 1611.3 488.8 1122.5 30 70

1959 (Cen.u. 01 1806.8 787.4 1019.4 44 56

1511 1959r...1

1991 (Jan 1r .... 1676.2 1203.2 473.0 71.8 28.2

': The number, 01 the pltlllcation 'Kallnln oblasl' .. :do not correspond to the numbers 01 Vershln.ldl and

ZololaAlv, or the 'Kraevedche,ldl atla.' and we have 10 a"ume .hat the Iormer numbers aAllor the obla.!'

ln Il. Iarger Incarnation of 1967 (Ver.hln.IdUZolotaAlv, pp.12113; KraiVidche,1d1 alla., pA; see below).

": The.. numbers aAl hlghly doubllul, a. the total Al,ull ollhl. Cen.u. lor lhe wholi 01 the USS R wa,

secrel a"he lime the book wa. wrltten, ln whlch the.. numbers aAl to be round ; agaln, we do not know

whlch borders have bMn used; Iul1hermoAl, theAl wa' no Cen.u. on December 12, 1939, but one ln eady

1939 (_ Conquesl, IbL.GmUQJI2[, p.487; and V.Z. Droblzhev, lu..... Poliakov, 'Islorlche,kala

demogralila-vazhnoe napravlenle nauchnykh l''lidovanll,' ln: IV.S. Lel'chuk(ed.)),~

•
lThe capnal KaUnln had at thl, point 2&1,000 Inhabltant' (33% 01 ail town dwellers), Vyshnll VOlochek
llll,400; Rzhev 49,000 or 42,000; Klmry 41,200; Torzhok 34,900; BoJogoe 30,300; B8zhet,k 27,000;
O.ta.hkov 19,500; Ka.hln 1&,200; Konakovo-'he Inundated Kuznetsovo-13,500; Kuvshlnovo 13,500;
Kallazln 11,100; Llkha••vl' 9,500; Kta,nomal'1d18,OOO; Ve,'egon.k 7,000; _ rsenlral'ny! Ralon,
pp.541,550, 555, 558, 563, 564, 567, 569, 571,573,577,580,583,584.



• I1:IniIlI1aLl!!tHd. Mo.kva: Polhlzdat. 1988, pp.461-480, p.470; lu..... Pollakoy el al.. ·Polyeka..... 111),

p,49).

''': .... glyen by I.P. Bohsoy to Voznesen.kll and ........ KuznelSOY ln May 1946; lhe reduction ln comparlson

whh lhe abcye numberslor 1939 1. brought about, because Ihe lormer Included the conlemporary

population 01 the lerrllorle. thal were added ln 1957 and 1958. ~ŒL. mention. the .ame numbers .

.... : The.e must be nurnberslor the oblast' temtory 01 alter 1958; lor lhe USSR ln 1959, 48% 01 the

populallon WB' urban and 52% rural ( Ryan, Prentlce, Table 2.1, p,17).

••••• : Whhln the borders 011991, encompasslng the town 01 Tye(, con.I'llng 01 the urban ralon. 01

lavolzh'e, Mo.kov.kll, Proletarskll and T.entral'nyl and the worlcers .ettlement Sakharovo; the town. 01

Bezhet.k, Bologoe, Vyshnll Volochek, Kashln, Klmry, Konakevo, Nelldovo, Osta.hkov, Rzhev, Torzhol<,

and Udomlla; ...ndreapol', Bezhet.1<, Belyl, Bologoe, Ve.'egon.1<, Vyshnll VolocMk, Zharlcoyo,

lapadnodvlna, ZlJltsov, Kallnln, Kallazln, Kashln, Kesovogora, Klmry, Konakovo, Kra.nyl Kholm,

Kuv.hlnovo, Le.noe, Llkho.lavl, Maksatlkha, Molokovo, Nelldovo, Olenlno, Osla.hkov, Peno, Rame.hkl,

Rzhev, Sandovo, Sellzharovo, Sonkovo, Splrovo, Starllsa, Torzhol<, Toropet., Udomlla, and Flrovo ralon•.

T"'BLE 3: The town population the larger town. In the Kallnln oblas!' ln the 18th century.

100h cenlury, and ln 1926, ..rly 1958, 1959, and on January l, 1991 (Ba.ed on Vershln.kll

and Zolotarev, Nase!tnle, pp.8/9; Tantral'ny! BaJon, pp.541,SSO, 555, 558, 563, 564, 567, 569,571,573,

577,580,583,584; Vershfn.kll, ~,pp.l0, 11,12,28,29,35,41,42,43,50,52,61,64,81,92,94,95,

103; Chl.!tnno.l' nast!tnlla .olyznlkh resplJlllk DO gorod.klm post!tnllam 1!Jlonam na 1 Ianyarla 1991

g,Slati.tlche.k!! .bornlk, Mo.kva, 1991, pp,221·225; ~d!l99 Khozlalstyo"" p,6)

735

1926 1956 1959 1991

(e.l.)

Kallnln 108,400 240,000 261,000 455,300

Vy.hnll 1780: 1825: 1917:

Volochek 2,000 7,200 17,800 32,000 60,000 66,400 84,800

•
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• TABLE 3 1926 1956 1959 1991

(e.l.)

Rzllev 1783: 1825: 1858: 49,000 or

7,200 9,100 18,500 32,800 42,000 42,000 70,900

Klmry 1891 : 1897: 1917:

6,000 9,800 13,600 18,500 40,000 41,200 62,000

Torzhok 1880: 1917:

16,200 12,800 14,400 32,000 34,900 50,500

Bologoe 22,000 30,300 35,700

Bezhel.k 1783: 1825: 1858: 1897:

3,100 2,700 5,100 11,000 12,800 25,000 27,000 30,500

OSlashkov 12,900 19,500 27,000

Ka.hln 1783: 1825: 1858: 1897: 1917:

3,500 4,500 7,500 7,500 9,300 7,800 16,200 21,200

Konakovo 3,800 13,500 43,000

l'uv.hlnovo 4,100 13,500 12,300

Kallazln 5,000 11,100 15,800

L1kho.lavl' 3,000 9,500 13,400

Kra.nomal.kll 8,000 6,900

Zubl.ov 1783: 1825: 1858: 1897:

1,100 1,200 3,300 2,900 3,300 7,900

Sla~l'a 1780.: 1861 : 1897: 1908: (1936):

3,400 5,100 6,300 6,500 6,500 9,300

Ve,'egon,k 4,000 7,000 9,700

•



• TABLE 4: The populallon 01 Tve,' oblas!' on January " 1991 2 (Based on l::bIJl~nllRltnllll

Mo.kva: Informat.lonno-lzdalel'.kll tsent, Go.komslata SSSR. 1991, pp.221-225)

737

Tve( obla.!'

Tve( llownsovlet)

01 whlch: Tve( town

Townralon.:

tolal(ln 1,000.)

1676.2

459.5

455.3

urban(ln 1.000')

1203.2

459.5

455.3

rurailln 1,000')

473.0

-lavolzhe

·Mo.kov.kll

·Prolelarskll

-T.enlral'nyl

w.•. Sakharov03

Bezhetsk

Bologoe

Vy.hnll Volochek

Ka.hln

Klmry

Konakovo

Nelldovo

O.tashkov

129.9 129.9

132.5 132.5

124.6 124.6

68.3 68.3

4.2 4.2

30.5 30.5

35.7 35.7

64.6 64.6

21.2 21.2

62.0 62.0

43.0 43.0

30.0 30.0

27.0 27.0

•

2PapuiaUon 01 USSR on January " 1991,290,077,000 (68% urban) and 01 lhe RSFSR 148,643,000 (74%
urban); ... Soluz!lY' lISPltlllkl O.novnyt .konomlche.kIe 1SQI'lal'nl" pokazattll. Mo.kva:
Inlormatslonno-lzdat.I'.klltsent, Go.komstala SSSR, 1991, p.44. The population 01 the Tv.( oblaSl grew
.lIghtly betw..n IgQO and 11191, by 2,500, thanks to an ImmlgraUon 01 8,000 people; the naturalglllwth 01
th. population wa. actually negaUv.: -5,500(188: Go.kom$t SSSB, Chl.lennosl',~
d,lzhln" 1mlgral.11a na."nlla , 19909, l$lIstlchl.kll blyll.ltn')" Mo.kva: Info,mat.lonno Izdal.I'.kll
tsentr, 1991, pp.22123). Allthl g,owth wal du. to an Increase 01 thl urban population by 5,900: 5,200
comlng from migration, and 1,100 through natural growth, whll. 400 Inhabitant. were IoSlto the towna and
we,e addecl to thl countryslde ln thl obIlSl', due to lt,rllorialladmlnlSlraUv. change•. The countrysld. saw
bath a natural and a mlgratory decINle 01 2,800 and 1,000, ,.specUvely.
3w•I .= wOrkers' seUlement
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• TABLE 4 10tal(ln 1000.) urban(ln 1,000.) rurailln 1,000')

Azllev 70.9 70.9

Torzhok 50.5 50.5

Udomlla 32.4 32.4

Andreapol'ralon 17.8 9.7 8.1

town 01 Andreapol' 9.7 9.7

Bezhel.k ralon 18.7 18.7

Belyl raion 10.1 5.3 4.8

lown 01 Belyl 5.5 5.3

Bologoe raion 32.7 20.5 12.2

w.s. Berezalka 2.8 2.8

w. s. Vypolzovo 13.7 13.7

w.s. Kuzhenklno 4.0 4.0

Ves'egonsk ralon 19.8 9.7 10.1

town 01 Ves'egonsk 9.7 9.7

Vyshnevoiotsk ralon 34.7 6.9 27.8

w.s. Krasnomalskll 6.9 6.9

Zhar1<ovo ralon 10.3 6.5 3.8

w.s. Zhar1<ovskll 6.5 6.5

Zapadodylna raion 24.2 14.3 9.9

Zapadnala DYlna IW. 11.5 11.5

w.s Slarala Tompa 2.8 2.8

Zubtsoy ralon 22.2 7.9 14.3

Zubtsoy town 7.9 7.9

Kallnln raion 58.1 7.2 50.9

w.s. Vasll'ey. Mokh 3.5 3.5

• w.s.Orsha 2.7 2.7
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• TABLE 4 101al(ln 1000') uman rural

w.•. Sukhoverkovo 1.0 1.0

Kallazln ralon 27.6 15.8 11.8

lown of Kallazln 15.8 15.8

Ka.hln ralon 15.9 15.9

Ke.ovogorsk. ralon 10.3 4.3 6.0

w.•. Kesova Gora 4.3 4.3

Klmry ralon 18.1 3.6 14.5

w.•• Baly! Gorodok 3.6 3.6

Konakovo ralon 54.9 34.6 20.3

w.•. Izopllt 5.3 5.3

w.•. Kozlovo 4.4 4.4

w.•• Novolavldovo 8.9 8.9

w••. Radchenko 2.6 2.6

w.,. Redklno 13.4 13.4

Kra.nokholm ralon 18.9 8.0 10.9

IW. 01 Kra.ny! KhI. 8.0 8.0

Kuv.hlnovo ralon 20.4 12.3 8.1

IW. 01. Kuv.hlnovo 12.3 12.3

Le.noe ralon 8.1 8.1

L1kho.lavl' ralon 33.8 19.0 14.8

IW. of Llkho.lavl' 13.4 13.4

w.•. Kala.hnlkovo 5.6 5.6

Maksatlkha ralon 24.4 10.3 14.1

w••• Maksatlkha 10.3 10.3

Molokovo ralon 8.9 2.8 6.1

• w.•. Molokovo 2.8 2.8
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• TABLE 4 10lal(In 1000.) urbanUn 1.000') rural(ln 1,000')

Nelldovo ralon Il.8 11.8

Olenlno ralon 18.9 5.9 13.0

w.•. Olenlno 5.9 5.9

Peno ralon 10.2 6.2 4.0

w.•. Peno 6.2 6.2

Rame.hkll ralon 18.1 4.5 13.6

w.•. Rame.hkll 4.5 4.5

Rzhev ralon 17.5 17.5

Sandovo ralon 12.4 4.6 7.8

w.•. Sandovo 4.6 4.6

Sellzharovo ralon 18.1 9.3 8.8

w.•. Sellzharovo 7.8 7.8

w.•. Sell.hche 1.5 1.5

Sonkoyo ralon 13.6 6.1 7.5

w.•. Sonkoyo 6.1 6.1

Splroyo ralon 15.3 6.8 8.5

w.•. Splroyo 6.8 6.8

Slarilsa ralon 29.0 9.3 19.7

Iw. 01 Starllsa 9.3 9.3

Torzhok ralon 27.4 27.4

Tompel. ralon 31.1 17.5 13.6

Iw. 01 Toropets 17.5 17.5

Udomlia ralon 12.3 12.3

•



• TABLE 4 total(ln 1000') urban(ln 1,000') rural(ln 1,000')

Flrovo ra Ion 14.4 7.0 7.4

w.•. Vellkooktlabr 3.0 3.0

w.•. Trud 0.7 0.7

w.•. Flrovo 3.3 3.3

TABLE 5: Nalural population movement ln the Kallnln oblast' Irom 1940 la 194' (I.e., the

death. a. a consequence 01 act. 01 war are not taken Into accOUnl). Based on PAKO, 1471411549, 1.67.

1: average amount 01 blrth. per 1,000 Inhabltant.; Il: average number 01 death. par 1,000 Inhabllanl.; III:

average number 01 chlldren who dled 01 every 100 barn

Vear Il III

1940 24.4 21.1 22.1

1942 16.5 35.2 28.4

1943 7.6 27.0 17.9

1944 10.1 21.0 12.8

1945 12,5 15.2 9.9

1946 20.2 14.5 8.8

1947 21.4 17.0 13.8

1948 19.4 13.1 9.0

NB: The number.lar 1941 were not glven ln the account. In 1950, lor the whole Soviet Union, the blrthrate

par 1,000 population wa. 26.7, and the death rate 9.7; ln 1953, Ihese numLer. were resp. 25.1 and 9.1

(Ryan, l'renllce, Table 4.1, p.38).

•

741
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• TABLE 6: Blrlh., dealh., marrlage., and divorce. In Ihe Kallnln obla.l' lrom 1944 la

1948 (Source.: Pako, 14713/2748, 1.15, 46146ob., 57/570b" 1OSob., 2221220b" 289/289ob.; Pako,

14713/2749, 11.92/92ob., 1360b.l137, Il.2301231, Il.2531254; Pako 14714/66, Il.2-3,83-84,94-95,183-184,

198-200; Pako 147/4167, Il. 1-2, 36-38, 49-51, 154-156, 157-159, 191-193, 219-221; PAKO 147/411132 82-

83,126-127; Pako 147/411133 5-7, 44-45, 53-55).

Month Blnh. Deaths Dealh.ol Marrlages Divorces

chlldren up

101 year

11-1943 966 2,951 107 439 69

12·1943 1,014 3,420 115 476 88

01-1944 1,303 3,715 139 559 91

02-1944 1,132 3,619 269 625 111

03-1944 1,290 3,544 168 539 110

04-1944 1,098 3,236 140 540 94

05-1944 1,060 3,008 144 624 105

06·1944 1,238 2,255 108 494 87

07-1944 1,514 2,064 135 582 104

08-1944 1,640 2,198 173 510

09-1944 1,473 2,036 195 492

10-1944 1,386 2,146 116 436

11·1944 1,365(1,373') 2,033(2,194') 137 592

12-1944 1,398 2,507 130 604

01-1945 1,759 2,483 178 738

02-1945 1,565 2,605 175 640

03·1945 1,818 2,980 215 777 2

04-1945 1,519 2,378 194 444 3

• 05-1945 1,485 2,115 155 653 6
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• TABLE 6 Blrth. Dealh. >1 Vea, Marrlages Divorces

05-1945 1,574 1,818 115 709 3

07·1945 1,854 1,538 111 774 3

08·1945 1,783 1,456 136 958 8

09-1945 1,602 1,417 133 1,257 7

10-1945 1,746 1,591 109 1,315 5

11·1945 1,530 1,747 122 1,869 9

12·1945 1,649 2,034 162 1,868 13

01·1946 2,065 2,161 210 2,330 5

02·1946 1,891 2,288 204 2,315 3

03·1946 2,069 2,687 250 1,641 16

04-1946 1,950 2,043 192 1,494 16

05-1946 2,108 1,912 138 1,588 18

05-1946 2,287 1,453 139 1,645 Il

07·1946 2,678 1,553 239 1,647 17

08·1946 3,811 1,705 305 1,861 20

09-1946 3,602 1,646 295 1,617 17

10-1946 3,740 1,872 274 1,659 9

11·1946 3,308 1,920 257 2,133 19

05-1947 2,928 2,142 366 1,301 14

07·1947 3,028 2,399 492 1,112 18

08·1947 2,928 2,354 532 1,269 29

09-1947 2,820 2,051 399 l,lOS 17

11·1947'" 2,354 1,890 274 1,958 15

05-1948 1,968 1,852 252 1,343 35

05-1948 2,260 1,501 165 1,313 36

• 07·1948 2,751 1,426 206 1,193 34
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• TABLE 6 Blrth. Death. >1 Year Marrlages Divorce•

08-1948 3,058 1,497 214 1,319 25

09-1948 3,032 1,333 195 1,148 35

11-1948" 2,980 1,455 166 1,852 59

"; ( ... ) accordlng to Pako, 1471312748, l15,

"": Unrortunately, 1wa. unable to locale the numbers for Oetober 1947 and Oetober 1948.

TABLE 7: Cas.s 01 epldemlc dlseases ln th. Kallnln obla.t' ln 1940, 1947, and 1948

(Based on Pako, 1471411549, 1.61).

1940 1947 1948

Typholdlenteric fever (brlushnol

I/~ 1,098 485 572

Dysenlery 8,840 1,167 2,133

Sponed fever (typhus; sypflOll~ 204 1,089 339

Measles 11,074 7,364 10,996

Scariet fever 2,025 3,059 7,331

Dlphtherla 2,884 354 552

Malaria 16,976 10,533 8,267

•



• TABLE 8: The relurn of demoblliled .oldlers 10 Ihe Kallnln oblaS!' aher lhe Second World

War (Ba.ed on a report glyen by obla.t' army comml.sar Chernlak to P.S. Voronl.oy on March 17, 1948:

see Pako 147/411391, 1.2).

74.'i

Tolal demoblllzed unlll April 1947 of the USSR Armed Force.

Blrth year of 1925 demoblilled ln 1948

Total demoblllled of USSR Armed Force.

of whlch: -thase who seryed ln the ground Iorce.

-those wha seryed ln the nayy

-demoblllzed becau.e of lllne••

-born ln 1896 or belore

-unlll for service, but III for phy.lcal worl<

93,000

731

93,731

77,722

473

246

7,837

303

•

·women 7,150

Out of the demobillzed were sent to urban area. 32,915'

and to rural place. 61,536'

': The total of these IWo group. comblned 1. 720 more than the total number of demoblllled glyen aboYe.

NB: another report, of January 1948, Irom the Kallnln obkom to the Central Commhtee malntaln. that 95,565

soldlers and NCO'. and 12,500 olfk:ers had arrlyed ln the oblast (Pako, 147/411125, 1.77). Thl. report 1. le••

detalled and glye. the Impre••lon of belng le•• trusIWorthy than the one on whlch the aboye numbers are

based.



746

• TABLE 9: The local sovle.s of 'he Kallnln oblas" aner 'he elec'Ions of Oecember 1950-

January 1951 (Based on Pako, 14715/36, pp,19-21).

No. al deputles % olwomen % 01 non-Parly No. 01 voters

Oblas!' soviet 142 31.7 27.5 1,078,256

Larger town soviets 920 43.5 40.8 275,541

Kallnln districts' soviets 368 49.2 45.9 141,529

Raton sov"'ts 1,433 35.5 31.6 802,084

Rural soviets 12,085 40.6 61.4 683,741

Smaller town soviets 326 39.3 37.7 54,295

Workers' settlements'

soviets 624 41.5 44.2 54,250

•
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• TABLE 10: The agriculture of Ihe followlng ralon. was heavlly damaged durtng lhe

German occupallon accordlng la a communlcallon tram Ihe head of lhe obla.1'

agrlcullural depanmenl (Oblzd" Karellnov, la lhe obkom .ekretarlal (PAKO, 14713/1966, 1.

61, Tabl~sa 1); Ihe .ltuallon ln July 1946 ln compartson (Pako, 14713/1966, Il.39/390b.):

No, of kolkhozy hearth. able-bodled workers

1940 1945 7146 1940 1945 7146 1940 1945
RAION

Molodol

Tud 271 175 186 7,715 3,838 4,323 12,125 3,604

Olenlno 270 171 180 10,836 7,736 7,834 18,776 6,735

Pogorel'oe 165 129 129 7,502 4,949 4,797 12,723 5,203

Zublsov 233 168 168 6,556 3,380 3,462 9,270 3,009

Rzhey rai 364 226 232 12,817 8,116 7,733 22,756 11,331

Vysoko 158 116 118 5,859 5,099 5,267 12,356 4,705

Emel'lanoYo 153 121 121 4,873 4,108 3,680 7,545 3,900

Klroy 261 257 258 9,854 8,669 8,654 20,277 7,929

Lukoynlk-

DYO 201 171 171 7,203 6,431 6,352 12,942 6,345

O.lashkoy 202 167 161 6,558 4,714 5,415 11,520 5,192

Slaritsa 270 220 222 9,846 9,274 9,212 17,471 10,839

TurginoYO 117 93 94 3,362 2,837 2,992 7,298 2,796

'ii'II!lIll!lD 2,665 2,014 2,040 92,981 69,718 69,721 165,329 71,588
(75%) (43%)

TABLE 11: The 10•• of caltle durtng Ihe war and lhe I8covery of lhe herd. of lhe soclall.1 ••clor of
the kolkhozy of 15 ralon., that had undergone German occupation, by January l, 11147 (Based on
Pako, 147/4/921, 1.88)

1/1/41 111/42 1/1147 % of' 47 compa-
red 10 '41

horses 82,700 5,000 14,300 17.4
strong horned caille 108,300 400 93,400 86,2
of whlch CDWS 40,100 300 20,100 50.0
plgs 19,900 11,500 57,7
of whlch sow. 3,600 4,200 117.0
sheep 94,900 100 81,800 86.2
of whlch ewes 47,900 55,500 116.2

•
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• TABLE 12: The kolkhozy of the Kallnln obla.t' (Based on: Narodnoe KhQlJai~ p.57)

Vear 1940 1950 1953 1955

Ali kolkhozy 9,016 2,010 1,919 1,978

Household. 282,600 254,200 227,900 220,300

Tolallrudotfnl 155,800,000 128,100,000 107,900,000 115,900,000

lolal Income

kolkhozy ln ntlle. 219,700,000 430,000,000 437,200,000 1,443,300,000

of whlch:

-for sale or crop. 78,600,000 252,100,000 212,500,000 1,119,300,000

-of lhal belng for

naK crop. 198,900,000 184,200,000 1,074,200,000

-for .ale of

IIveSlock produce 81,900,000 119,000,000 172,500,000 272,900,000

•
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• TABLE 13: The numbe. 01 kolkhoZ)' and kolkhoz househokl. In the ralon. 01 the Kallnln

obla.t' on JUly l, 1946 (Accardlng to Paka, 147/3/1966,11.39/3900.)

No. al kolkhozy d,olY(hausehald.)

Bezhel.k 320 10,469

Balogoe 148 4,826

Brusoyo 152 5,629

Vy.aka 118 5,267

Vy.hnll Valachek 157 5,093

Garltsy 132 5,171

Emel'lanova 121 3,680

E.enavlchl 116 3,823

Zavldava 52 2,480

Zubl.av 168 3,462

Kallnln ralon 140 6,025

Kallazln 219 7,064

Kamen 112 4,261

Ka.hln 296 10,699

Kesova Gara 146 6,640

Klmry 230 8,688

Klrava 258 8,654

Kazlavo 90 2,686

Kanakava 59 2,558

Kra.nyl Kholm 191 7,654

Ku.hallno 81 3,509

Lesnoe 115 4,318

Llkha.lavl' 175 5,109

• LUkovnlkovo 171 6,352
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• TABLE 13 No. 01 kolkhozy dvoty (households)

Maksallkha 168 7,342

Mednoe 106 4.074

Moloclol Tud 186 4,323

Molokovo 205 8.653

Nerl' 112 6,542

Novokarel' 104 3,039

Novolorzhok 203 8,358

Ovlnlshche 176 7,716

Olenlno 180 7,834

Orsha 67 2,691

OSlashkov 161 5,415

Pogoreloe 129 4,797

Rameshkl 147 6,995

Rzhev ralon 232 7,733

Sandovo 209 10,844

Sonkovo 163 6,361

Splrovo 54 1,966

Slarllsa 222 9,212

Tebleshl 87 5,110

Turglnovo 94 2,992

Udoml'Ia 202 6,229

Flrovo 75 2,673

Kolkhozy 01 Kallnln town: 9 327

Tolal: 7,058 Kolkhozy w~h 265,341 households, ln 46 ralons. This

number mlghl have been sllghlly Inftaled, as the head ollhe orgfnM/fIktor departmenl ollhe obkom, Pelrov•

• staled thal6,1l42 kolkhozy were counled allhe end 011946 (Pako. 147/3/1966, 1. 450b.).
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• TABLE 14: The number of households ln Ihe kolkhozy 01 Ihe Kallnln oblasl' belween 1941

and 1953 (In 1,000'; on January 1 01 each year) (Based on Pako 147151906, Il.1 and 2 and 11).

1941 1947 1949 1950 1951 1952 1953

no.01 hous.

holds 275.9 260.3 264.0 260.1 254.2 243.3 235.2

populallon ln

lhem 999.0 784.4 847.5 825.5 768.6 696.3

01 whom able to

work 408.8 325.9 382,5 368.9 332.6 296.9

01 lhem :-male 185.6 98.1 125.4 122.4 104.8 90.3

-lemale 309.2 227.8 257.1 248.5 227.8 206.7

able-bodled ...4 25.1 25.1 20.4 24.2

adult....5 137.9 138.4 138.0 138.3

teenagers 90.9 69,4 67.8 86.1 63.4 63.2

chlldren unlll 12

259.3 252.1 234.6 197.9

NB: ln 1940, w"hln lhe 1944-1957 borders, lhere were 9,016 collec1lve farm.(two 01 whlch were fi.h farm.;

ln 1950, afier lhe Ilrst amalgamation, there were 2,010; ln 1953, 1,919: and ln 1955, 1,978 (See NillQdnQJ!

Kb2IIII.~, p,57), By the end 011955, the number 01 hou.ehold.ln the collec1lve farm. had lurther

droppe<! to 220,300 (ibid.).

ln 1940, there were 38 sovkhozy ln the obla.t -1944-1957 border.-, wllh a lolal 01 5,300 workers and

employees; ln 1950, there were 49 sovkhozy, wlth a total 018,500 workers and employee.; ln 1953, there

were 44 sovkhozy w"h a total 018,700 workers and employee. (See: Narodnoe Kho.llaJlIï2...., p.54).

• 4 , and living ln kolkhozy, bU! worklng ln org. and enlerp.
B , not capable to work and old age<! people
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• TABLE 15: The lultlIImenl 01 lhe agrlcultural procuremenl plan ln 1945 and 1946

(prellmlnary) on Odober 10 01 each year, accordlng 10 a report Irom lhe vice-

plenlpolenllary of Ihe Mlnl"ry of Procurement" Mlronov, 10 I.P. 801l,ov (Basad on Pako,

14713/2759,1.229.) lIal.t's1'roduced by olher (non'kol- or oovkhoz, preoumably) agrlcuttural producers as

parl 01 the total. Bu"er production, accordlng to Ihlo report, had almo", melllS plan targelln OCtober 1946

(95.7%).

Product 1945 % 01'45 plan 1946 % 01'46 plan

lulfliled lulfliled

Grain (tono) 71,461 (4,6IJIJ) 86.9% 53,411 (B,1J62) 57.7%

Potatoeo (tono) 25,228 23.7% 50,369 42.5%

VegetableO (tono) 6,399 31.7% 7,587 37.7%

FIaK (tono) 173 0.6% 979 3.4%

FlaKoeed (lono) 4,492 35.7% 7,320 57.3%

Mllk (tono) 65,006 (2,411) 82.7% 89,191 71.7%

Meat (lono) 8,934 (I?) 73.1% 10,489 72.9%

Eggs- ln 1,0000 14,092 (4,961) 75.3% 13,023 (1,64S) 60.8%

Wooi-in 100 kgo 2,010 (:J) 94.4% 1,768 84.0%

Hay (tono) 58,923 (26,4IJIJ) 77.1% 66,814 (B,24S) 91.2%

Raw Ieather:

-otrong; placeo 33,540 79.4% 50,036 166.7%

-medium; pleeeo 21,113 79.9%

-oheep; placeo 46,753 58.3% 71,186 56.4%

1'19; p leeeo 2,564 63.5% 12,399 22.1%

•



• TABLE 16: Agriculture ln the Kallnln oblast'; harvest and IIveslock production resulls ln

Ihe perlod 1947-1951 (Based on Pako, 147151906, 1.9)

The average production Dt agricullural crops 01 1 hectalll Dt sown allia: ln 1OOs 01 kllograms

1947 1948 1949 1950 1951

Cereals

(approx,) 7.9 9.4 8.8 6.6 6.5

Flax: -tlbres 1.61 2.46 2.55 1.98 1.61

-seeds 2.12 2.61 2.26 1.31 1.62

POlaloes 74.4 108.1 71.3 65.6 64.8
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The production Dt soclallzed IIvestock

1947 1948 1949 1950 1951

Annual mllk production Dt 1 toddered cow (1IIres) 875 1,124 1,140 956 851

Wooi shom Dt 1 sheep ln Ihe beglnnlng Dt each year

(kg.) 1,440 1,700 1,540 1,145 1,070

Eggs, laid by 1 hen, annually 34 48 46 37 27



• TABLE 17: Total number 01 caIlle (In thousands) ln the Tver' gubemlla and the Kallnln

oblasl'; Ihe borde.. here are lho.e 01 lhe ·.maller' obla.t 01 approxlmalely 63,000-65,500 .quare

kllomete.. (Basad on Pako, 147/5/663,1.17; lhe numhe.. lor 1928 are corroborai&<:! by Allrlchler'.ln Table

X, for 1916 lhey are hlgher than Allrlchler'. IAllrlchler, Tabelle X, p.2D91.)

strong homed or whlch cows hog. .heep and horse.

caille goal.

111 1916 765.3 405.8 77.6 '183.4 366.8

11111928 990.8 529.7 187.4 1543.6 480.~

11111941 582.9 342.5 198.3 744.7 249.0

111/1945 629.5 266.6 113.9 815.3 106.7

1/111950 76ï.4 356.7 338.0 997.2 140.7

1/111953 577.1 317.8 289.3 761 Cl 168.3
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TABLE 18: Caille ln personal use among the kolkhoznlks 01 the Kallnln oblast'; on January

Ist 01 each ysar; ln 1,000s (Basad on Pako, 147/5/906, 1.1 and 11; Pako, 14714/921, 1.88ob.; and flmto.lln2!

Khozlalstyo, pM.)

1941 1946' 1947 1950 1951 1952 1953

Total households 275.9 260.3 260.1 254.2 243.3 235.2

SIlOng homed caltlellotal 190.6 233.4 215.0 233.3 170.1 155.2 123.5

of whlch cows 174.6 167.2 175.4 169.6 140.1 137.0 108.8

Hogs 90.5 26.7 22.8 108.2 55.8 57.1 76.6

Sheep 406.1 302.3 234.1 300.2 132.6 115.1 97.6

Goals 14.3 42.6 88.6 82.6 97.6 115.0

': Accordlng 10 flmrodnoe KhozlalslYo. p.44; Pako, 147/4/811 glyes numbers thal are sllghlly lower (0-5%) than

these.
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• TABLE 19: Number DI lIyestock DI Ihe public herds DI the kolkhozy -not ln personal ownershlp

DI the kolkhoznlks-- ln the Kallnln oblas" ln t,OOOs of animai. (Pako, 147/312679, 1.10)

Animai 111141 111145 % of growth % DI plan Iu~

compare<! 10 flIImenl for

11111941 1944

Strong horned caille 352.3 350,0 102,1% 'slcl 105,8%

of whlch cows 137.2 88,9 64.7% 101.2%

Sheep &goa's 276.9 353.1 127.6% 106.8%

of whlch ewes 126.9 191.9 150.1% 108.7%

Hogs 60.2 65.7 109.0% 102.1%

DI whlch sows 11.9 21.0 176.6% 112.3%

TABLE 20: Kolkhoz lIyestock on January 1st DI 1941, 1942, 1945, 1946, and 1947 (Based

on Pako, 1471312679, 1.10, 147/4/528, 1.60b., 147141921, 1.88; and ~n.Q.lLKhozlAl~, pM.)

111141 1/1142 111145 111146 111147

Horses 230,800 114,400 101,519 99,133

DI whlch Ioals 10,713

Strong-homed

caUle 352,300 91,400 350,000 346,362 333,873

DI whlch cows 137,200 41,200 88,900 107,073 101,424

of whlch oxen 45,364 47,084

Sheep & goa's 276,900· 89,400- 353,100 340,983 310,349

DI whlch ewes &

goal. 126,900· 49,000- 191,900 215,023 211,284

Hogs 60,200 16,100 65,700 64,910 62,690

of whlch .ows 11,900 5,900 21,000 23,331 24,302

• .: Perl!aps sheep only,
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• TABLE 21: Expendhure 01 caille 01 lhe soclallzed larm animais 01 Ihe kolkhozy 01 Kallnln

oblas!' ln one year (19461 IBased on Pako, 14714/921, 1.89 and 1.111.)

Horses Slrong- Pigs Sheep

homed

caUle

DIed(pa.t; 12,211 31,278 21,422 88,155

Sold 1,845 16,844 122,713 39,214

Slaughtered 1,472 48,341 14,316 78,917

Part of state meal dellyerles 48,108 3,827 17,472

Part or olher slale dellyertes 2,999 333 2,342

Issued & sold 10 kolkhoznlks 3,995 24,628 6,878

Issued & glyen 10 kolkhoznlks as part of

payment addltlonal labour 1,752 2,670 4,657

Killed by 'plunderers'( khlshchnll4 1,903 2,398 14,534

Olher expendlture 509 1,903 1,318 5,905

TOTAL 17,993 157,692 191,047 258,128

•
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• TABLE 22: The relative distribution 01 kolkhoz Income, ln klnd and ln money, ln the years

1949-1951 (Based on Pako. 147/5/906. 1.10)

A: the distribution 01 the kolkhoz revenue ln klnd (by %).

grain grain grain potat. potat potat hay hay hay

1949 1950 1951 1949 1950 1951 1949 1950 1951

Obllgatory

slate dellverles 11.5 12.6 9.0 16.3 17.7 19.2 5.2 5.3 5.3

Payment ln klnd

Ior wo", perl by

MTS 13.9 13.1 16.1 0.1 0.2 0.2

Retum olloans

ln klnd 0.1 0.6 1.8 0.1

Seed Insurance

resefves 26.9 32.2 33.4 29.5 35.7 34.7

Fodder sloek 9.9 10.0 10.2 26.3 25.2 27.8 86.4 90.8 87.5

Other reserves 1.6 1.2 1.3 0.3 0.3 0.3

F.xpenses lor

productive &

other alm. 4.7 5.6 4.~ .2.6 4.0 2.5 0.2 0.2 0.3

De.lgnated lor

pay 01 Irot1rxlnl 31.4 24.7 22.7 24.8 17.0 15.4 8.2 3.7 6.9

TOTAL 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

•
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• TABLE 22: The relative dlsl,llullon 01 the kolkhoz Income, ln klnd and ln money. In the

years 1949·1951; B: The dl.trlbullon 01 the money Income ln the kolkhozy Iby %).

1949 1950 1951

Taxes, In.urance payment. & due. 20.6 18.9 22.1

Clearing 011 01 Iong·term loan. lor capltallnve.tment 1.4 1.5 2.3

Expenses Ior productive purpose. 28.1 24.0 27.9

Admlnl.trallve-economic expen.e. 0.9 0.7 0.9

Addltlonal payment. to chalrslvlce-chalrs &

acounlant./bookkeepers 3.4 2.9 3.0

Translerred pay Into ",serve. 20.1 19.1 18.8

Expense. Ior varlous need. 0.6 0.9 0.4

De.lgnated Ior payment 01 Itrldodnl 24.9 32.0 24.6

TOTAL 100 100 100

•
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TABLE 23: The profile DI the kolkhoz chairs (Ba.ed on Pako, 147/4/188 7, 11.4/5 and 63/630b" and

1.136,)

Kolkhoz chairs

1,496

2,194

>50

971

1,007

46-50

1,383

1,114

41-45

1,320

1,112

36-40

887

1,158

30-35

860

650

a91l1 <30Date/Total

1/1/45: 6,901

1/1146: 6,942'

1/1/47: 7,064

111148: 7,236'

111149: 7,437

-: The total number of chair. of whom the age 1. gl.en 1. 6,928 on Januaoy l, 1946, and 7,232 on Januaoy 1,

1948,

Work experlence ln the functlon a. chairs on January 1 of 1945 and 1946

Date/Total <6 month. 6-12 mo., 1-3 yea1'l' 3·4 yr., 4-5yr•. >5 yrs.

1/1/45: 6,989 464 8':6 3,608 1,355 646

1/1/46: 6,928 746 812 2,621 1,200 857 692

The Party and Kom.omol member.hlp among the chairs"

D'.te Full member candidate Partytess Kom.omol

1/1/45 1,021 538 5,330 76

111/46 1,840 (Incl. carld) see len 5,088 55

1/1/48 2,315 298 4,619 57

114/49 2,318 239 4,575 65

": The total. here u.ad are 6,889 on 111145; 6,928 on 111/46; and 7,232 or, 111/48; for April 1, :949, the

nu,lIber 1. 7,422 kolkhoz chairs

•
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lower

6,468

6,471

6,416

''': The tolal. here correspond to tho.e 01 the Party and Kom.omol membershlp; Ior April 1, 1949, the

number 1. 7,422 kolkhoz chair•.

NB: Out 01 a total 01 7,422 kolkhozy on April 1, 1949, only 674 were Ied by women (9%)1

NBB: Fokln recelve. a report 01 an employee trom the cadre department 01 lhe obkom ln September 1949

that, ln the firsl haW 011949, 1,790 (23% 01 lhe total) kolkhozy have replaced thelr dlrectors.

• TABLE 23

EdueaUon or kolkhoz chair...•

complele hlgher unllnl.hed complete unllnl.hed

hlgher .econdary .econdary

111146 64 395

1/1148 1 124 636

114149 5 104 727

•

TABLE 24: The Impacl 01 the amalgamallon ln lhe .ummer 01 1950 on the compaslllon 01

kolkhoz chair. and lhe kolkhoz orgenlzallon (Based on a report 01 the Konovalov to Malenkov ,1

January 1951, Psko 147/5/36, Il.1-11.)

300 people had been .enl Inlo the counlry.lde to IortWy the quailly 01 agricullural cadre•. They were

selected among the Psrty and soviet workers ln the obla.t'; others were agrlcultural .peclall.t•.

-44 01 them were velerinarlan. and agronoml'I'.

-46 had completed the ;"o-year curriculum 01 the .choollor leadlnJ kolkhoz c.,dre•.

-210 were practlcal workers, who haa .-lCIen.lve experience ln kolkhoz work.

-A. a resull ollhe amalgamation, accordlng to the report, on January l, 1951, 64.2% (1,172) 01 ail chairs

were Party members or candidate., whlle 1.1% (21) were Komsomol members.

-The educaUon 01 the dlrectors had also relatlvely Increased: 7% (125) had secondlary or hlgher education,

5% (90) had special agrlcultural education, and 21% (384) had Incomplete secondiary educaUon.



•

•

TABLE 24

-A large amount of the former smaller kolkhozy of the pe~od belore amalgamation had become vice-chalr

(1, 184), b~gadler (1 ,283) or managed the IIvestock farm (659) of the merged kolkhozy, Concomllantly, ln the

Iast three months of 1950 the ranks ofthese three groups had been fu~her strengthened by the

replacement of 128 vice-chalrs, 440 b~gadlers, and 204 livestock managers by more expe~enced workers,

-On Jan03ry 1, 1951, there was a total of 1,737 vice-chalrs, 40%, (692) were Communlsts, and 30 were

Komsomol members, 250 of them had more than p~mary education, 1,487 only p~mary.

-There was a total of 10,654 b~gadlers at thls date, 12% (1,267) were Communlsts, and 504 were

Komsomols. 8,428 of them had strlctly p~mary education.

-Only 67 of ail the approxlmately 1,900 chairs were womenl

Accordlng to Information send to the Central Commlltee, the amalgamation was still contlnulng ln the wlnter

of 1951; by March 1951, there was a total of 1,956 kolkhozy ln the Kallnln oblast', 1,810 of which were

kolkhozy composed of more lhan one pre-summer-1950 kolkhoz (Pako, 147/5136, 1.91). By that lime, there

were 73 female cMlrs. Already 348 of the 1956 chairs (17.8%) are dlsmlssed by the general annual meeting

of the kolkhozy ln lhe Iate wlnter of 1951, accordlng to the same SoUrce. In OCIober 1951,70.5% was

Communlst (1,344 OUl or 1,906), but there were ..III only 79 women worklng as chairs (Pako, 147/5/35,

1.118/119).

A report on Ihe sil O3llon on Jan03ry 1, 1952, nolices that Instead of only 12.3% (924) of lhe total or

collec1ive farms havlng a Party organlzatlon IWO years ea~ler (on 1/111950), there are 1,486 (77%) wllh

prlmary Party organlzatlons (Pako, 147/51199, 1.2).

76 1
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• TABLE 25: Rural Communl... In Ihe Kallnln obla.I' ln lhe years 1950-1953 (Based on Paka,

147/51769, Il.94195.)

Size 01 Partyorganlzallons ln kolkhozy

Dale Talai 01 Numberol From 1-5 From 6-10 From 11-15 From 16-25 From 26-50

kolkhoz Commun- members members members members members

Party Ists ln

organlza- Ihese

tians

41111950 916 4,373 631 255 24 6

1/111951 1,481 13,536 333 717 287 128 16

111/1952 1,486 13,694 346 704 274 146 16

1/111953 1,483 12,997 371 723 262 120 7

5/111953 1,472' 12,997(7)+

': Oui 01 a total 011,905 collective !arms on May " 1953 (I.e. 77%) 01 collective !arms had a primary Party

organlzallon; on June " 1950, rlght belore the amalgamation, oUl 01 a total olsllghlly more lhan 7,000

kolkhozy, t~ere were only 916 prlmary Party organlzallons accordlng la thase documents.

+: This seems ta be a mere repet~lon Ior the number 01 January " 1953; apparently, no new cou"1 wu made

Ior May " 1953; ln reallty, 10,888 adually worked ln some sort 01 a posllion on the r~ilectlve !arms.

TABLE 26: The prolesslons 01 11,172 kolkhoz-Communlsts on January 1, 1952, and 01

10,728 kolklloz-Communlsls on May l, 1953 (Based on Pako, 14715/199, 1.1 aOOI47/5/789, 1.94)

1952 1953

Kolkhoz chairs 1,350 1,393'

Kolkhoz vk:e-chalrs 614 611

Heads 01 IOl'IIm}fl fI1rmr 744 779

Field 8< other brigadiers 11332"" 1,247

Team leaders (01 rl'tln'l1l) 16

•
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• TABLE 26 CONT. 1952 1953

Tractor brigadiers & tractor drive", 706 835

CommunlSls engaged ln animai ~"sbandry 577 506

Communlsts engaged ln IIl1age 4,096 3,693

Other kolkhoznlks 1.723 1,648

TOTAL 11,172 10,728

.: Of a total 011,905 chairs; •• : Includes zren'la

TABLE 27: Komsomol membershlp and prolesslon of Komsomols on the collective farms

on May l, 11'53 (Based on Pako, 147/5/769, 1.96.)

ln 1,774 kolkhozy, out ollhe lolal 011,905, there al'6 Komsomol organlzallons, wllh a lotal membershlp 01

22,776, 21,058 01 whom work on coll9c1lve Iarms. The... are 221 Komsomol organlzatlons wllh 5 or le..

members; 434 wlth ! ·1 0 members; 1,02 7 wl1h 1ll-25 members; and 97 wl1h 26-50 members.

l~ro'esslon

•

KolkhoZ chairs

Head.· of tOl'11m}'l1 fermy

Brlgadlers 01 fleld-crop brigades

Team leaders(ol zren'laj

Kom somolJ engaged ln animai husbandry

Komsomols engaged ln crop IIl1age

Traclor brigadiers, tractor drivers, and MTS mechanlzers

13

153

668

66~

3,325

15,233

1,539
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43.1%

1958 1960

38.8% 35.9%

2.0% 1.6%

16.2% 14.0%

18.7% 17.8%

12.1% 11.3%

8.7% 9.1%

0.7% 0.6%

39.7%

TABLE 28: Proporllonal distribution al crops ln sown area al Kallnln oMut' ln 1958 and

1960 (Ba.ed on l'tillmtnyl1laloJ1. p.536)

Crop

Grain.

of whk:h: -wheal

-rye

-oats

Fla.

Polaloes

Vegetable.

Ali Fodder crop. (Incl. mul1~

annual gras.es)

•

NB: Accordlng la one reponlo the Central Comminee al June 1951 (Pako, 14715136, 1.136), the collec1lve

farm. al lhe Kallnln oblaS!' had 1,266,000 hectares of area under crop., 182,600 (14.4%) of whleh wa. sown

wllh fla•.

TABLE 29: Capllal Investments by s!ate and cooperative organlzatlons ln the economy

al the oblaS!' by 'li. (wllhout kolkhozy) (Based on Kallnlnskala ob.lu1..n._~, p.l(7)

% cp. la % cp. la

prevlous Ihe perlod

pe~od 1918-1928

1918-1928 (wllhoutlhe 4th quaner of 1928) 100 100

Flrsl Flve Vear Plan (From 41h quaner 011928-1932) 420 420

Second Flve Vear Plan (1933-1937) 176 730

3112 years olThlrd Flve Vear Plan (l938-firsl haW 1941) 85 620

July 1941-1945 78 480

FOUrlh Flve Vear Plan 330 1,600

• FllIh Flve Vear Plan 182 2,900
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• TABLE 30: The lulflllmenl 01 lhe Indu.lrlal plan. In Ihe Kallnln oblast' by lolal producllon

OUtpUI ln ~nuary 1946, accordlng to a report 01 the vlce-plenlpotentlary or the SIate Planning Buro

under the Councll 01 People'. Comml.sars 01 the USSR, V. Vakhrov. The production outpull. ellPre,.ed ln

lubie. In the value 01 the years 1926/1927: the numbers are prellmlnary (Based on Pako, 1471312759, Il.1-2)

ln 1,000' or lubie.

Plan Fulllllment %

ln tolallor oblil~ 31,892 30,022 94.1%

Eor InduslrlalPC~~ 25,216 23,437 92.90/,

~.lPdS9' 01 USS R .ubordlnatlon 9,479 8,586 90.6%

Among whlch:

Rallroad car Iactory 1,900 1,900 100.0%

'May l' plant I,OSO 1,054 100.3%

Rubber sole plant 1,725 1,158 67.2%

Plant No. 10 461 373 80.9%

Plant No. 510 193 126 66.5%

Paper Iactory 310 395 127.4%

'Vellkll Oktlabr"·gla,. Iactory 395 473 119.7%

The leather plant 01 O.Ia.hkov 332 86 25.9%

The Rzhev plant Ior .Iandard hou.e. 107 92 86.1%

Tresty.: ·Cheese 243 71 29.1%

·Kallnln enetgO 640 602 94.1%

·Kallnln flax 289 366 126.4%

·Rzhev flax 71 113 145.6%

·S~lrlts 448 396 88.4%

·Kallnln sim/les 256 167 65.7%

•
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• TABLE 30 Plan Fulflilment Percentage

01JJlRut:>J~M_,wor<IJnl\ll9n: 6,441 5,444 84.5%

01 whlch:

"Kra.ny! Mal' glass lactory 765 931 121.6%

Kallnln cotton·lI:Jre komb/l78/ 1,258 1,082 86.0%

The 'Voro.hllov' lactory 112 79 70.5%

Vy.hnll Volochek cottonl. komb. 164 115 70.2%

Mechanlcal plant'Proletar1ca' 386 398 103.0%

rres/y.

• Ro~/avkhleb 1,621 1,087 67.0%

• Ka//n/nies 1,352 934 69.0%

·Meat 540 603 111.6%

QLMIa.Ulb91lÜnalllW: 6,481 6,416 99.0%

01 whlch:

1.Obla.!' IIghl Indu.lry 4,267 3,689 86.4%

01 whlch:

·Kallazln .ewlng 735 462 62.9%

·'Volodarskll' MW. 530 517 97.5%

·Kallnln knilled wear 281 281 100.0%

·Klmry lootw.plant'Kra.nala Zvezda' 356 371 104.1%

·Klmry .ewlng let. 544 445 81.8%

2.ObI. food Indu5try 1,789 2,268 126.7%

·Kallnln conlecllonary let. 1,210 1,620 133.8%

·Obl. mill/m." 253 305 120.5%

3. Obl.local manulaclunng 190 213 111.9%

4.Obl.local luel Indu5try 110 130 118.0%

•
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• TABLE 30 Plan Fulllllment Percentago

5.ObI. construction InduSiry 50 52 85.6%

6. ObI. Iish /fIIS! 54 65 101.7%

Of ralon s!Jlordllli1li1n; 2,816 2,991 106.2%

ABlon Induslrtal IiDtnb!ll8ty 2,010 2,139 106.4%

ABlon foodliDtnblna/y 500 543 108.5%

ABlon fuel ente'Prlses 306 309 101.2%

TM ."!t'Prlses of noD:lndU5lrtal pc', 737 333 45.2%

Factory 'A.G.0: 500 149 29.8%

Factory 'Ekskavator" 200 155 77.5%

'tzoplh' taclory 37 29 78.3%

~peratlve InduMries ln the DpS oll932

10,420 10,969 105.2%

Manutacturing cooperative, 8,700 9,191 105.5%

KtXJP/n$(J/IIr 1,720 1,778 103.3%

~D8IJtlyt Ind"Mr1&s ln the pps 01192511927

5,939 8,252 105.2%

Manulacturing cooperative, 4,959 5,239 105.8%

KtXJP/n$(J/IIr 980 1,013 103.3%

The Industr1&' 01 the Industrlat People', Comml.sariats logether produced:

Und" Union authorlly: 8,585,000 Under Oblast' authorhy: 5,416,000

Under RSFSR aUlhorlly: 5,+44,000 Under ABlon authorlly: 2,991,000

Therefol8 tog"her: 23,437,000 n.tlles ln ail ISN beglnnlng 01 table]

The Industry of t~ non-Industrlal PC en"'Prises produced 333,000 r~s worth ol output, and lhe

cooperative Industry, ll,252,000 rible., and Ihu. the loIal Industrlal pfDducllon ot the oblall' Industry had

• an oulpUllhe wol1ll 01 30,022,000 Mlle. for JanUlry 1~•



• TABLE 31: The development 01 InduSlry ln Kallnln oblas" 1913-1960: p;oportlonal shal8 01

branch ln %. (Ba.ed on Iun\QlnyLBlII2D, p.532.)

l'313(by co.t of gros. production) 1959lby cO'1 of gros. producllon)

768

Textiles

Metatwork.'machlnebulldlng

Artlflclal fibres

Artlflclallealher 8< rubber

Prlmary processlng of fiax

Knltted goods 8< garrnenls

53%

6%

by peasanl. al home

12.4%

11.5%

new

new

new

13%

•

TABLE 32: Oblast' production ln 1955, ln propo"lon to ail 01 USSR production.

(Based on IuJlIm1llyLBAlQn, p.532)

passonger wagons large .hal8

excavators 10%

cotton weavlngs 6%(6th ln USSR)

wlndow glass 3.6%

Iealher footwear 2,5%

tell footwear 3,6%

paper 1.8%

peat 5.7%

first processlng 01 fiax 20%

oblaS!' 0,3% lerrllory USSR

population 0.8% USSR total
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• TABLE 33: The number 01 ",orkers and employee. In the dlllerent branche. 01 the

economy 01 the Kallnln obla.t'--1944-1957 borde..-- and the membe.. 01 InduSlrla1

co_rallyes ln September 01 the cOrr&"Pllndlng years ln thousands (Based on ~ll1dn~,

p.70.)

1940 1945 1950 1955

Total 01 workers and employees 351.1 279.6 348.0 412.8

Olwhom:

Induslry (Industriai production personnel) 135.0 103.3 142.1 173.7

Construction (Construction 8< a.sembly work) 17.6 Il.6 18.5 18.8

Soykhozy 8< .ub.ldlary agrlcultural enterprt.e. Il.5 15.9 15.9 14.2

MTS 8< meadow Improyement staUon. 6.4 2.6 4.5 33.1

Rallroad transport 23.6 25.4 21.1 21.6

Water transport 1.4 1.4 1.7 1.4

Automobile, other transport, 8< cargo labour Il.8 7.2 9.6 14.2

Communication. 7.0 5.4 5.8 5.9

Trade, procurement., materlal-technlcal

proyl.lonlng 8< sale. 25.6 15.3 24.1 22.4

Social catertng 8.6 8.6 6.8 8.0

Education ,.chool., .clenllllc 8< cultura~

educaUonal In.tltute., college.) 35.5 27.4 31.5 33.6

Healthcare, ffrklll7uta, 8< wellare 16.6 16.3 21.5 23.5

Credit· 8< In.urance In.tltutlon. 3.2 2.2 2.6 2.5

APPatafol organ. 01 state 8< economlc

direction, 8< social organlzatlon, 22.9 18.4 17.0 12,5

Further branche' (geologlc, forest, capital

good' repalr, etc.) 24.5 18.6 25.4 26.8

• Members 01 cooperallve Indu,trlal artel, 32.9 26.1 19.3 21.3



• TABLE 34: The .hare 01 women ln lhe non-kolkhoz wort< larce ln 1950 and 1955, on
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October !sI 01 Ihe correspondlng yea.. (Based on ~dn9JLKhQmln~ .... p.70/71.)

1950 ab•. lin 1950% of total 195~ ab•. (In 1955'l', or total

1,000') labour 1.000s) labour

Total 200.8 57.7 224.6 54.4

Industry 82.1 ·57.8 98.3 56.6

Construction 6.4 34.9 6.3 33.5

MTS, etc. 1.2 27.3 5.0 15.1

Sovkhozy, etc. 9.6 60.2 8.2 57.5

Transport and communications 15.2 39.8 17.7 41.1

Trade, procurements, etc. 15.2 62.9 15.9 71.2

Public catering 5.9 86.7 7.4 93.3

Education 24.0 76.1 26.0 77.5

Heatthcare 18.9 87.9 20.8 88.3

Ap,P6tal& credit Inst. etc. 10.9 55.8 8.6 57.5

NB: On January l, 1945, the share of women ln the total amount of worke.. and employees ln the oblas!'

<Na, 68.3% (Kallnlns""la oblul' zalilll....., p. 121).

TABLE 35: Communl.1 Party member.hlp ln Tver' gubemllal Kallnln Oblasl' (on January Ist

of each correspondlng yearl (Based on QkhtrkI, prilozhenle l, pp. 890 and 691.)

Vear Full membe..

1917 150

192~ 3,218

1928 8,236

1935 18,477

1936 17,013

1937 18,931

• 1938 1~,236

Candidates

384

3,637

8,934

7,470

7,653

7,314

Total

150

3,602

11,873

27,411

24,483

26,584

25,550
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• TABLE 35 conl.

Ye.r Full member. C.ndld.le. Tol.1

1939 20,697 12,160 32,857

1941 34,205 19,811 54,016

1942 12,711 3,325 16,036

1943 14,972 4,311 19,283

1944 18,072 8,232 26,304

1945 20,747 7,920 28,667

1946 32,511 9,604 42,115

1947 45,977 10,183 56,610

1948 51,804 9,738 61,542

1949 53,629 7,323 60,952

1950 54,575 5,285 59,860

1951 55,150 5,577 60,727"

1952 55,337 6,146 61,483

1953 55,753 5,776 61,529

1956 60,670 2,714 63,384

1970 127,784 5,478 133,262

"; Accordlng 10 liroi secretary Konovalov .llhe 8th obla.l' Party conference, 16,281 out ollhem were
women (Pako, 147/512, 1.7); .nother report staled Ihat 01 the full member. 42,216 (76,5%) enlered the Party
durlng or alter lhe war (Pako, 147151199, 1.4),

•
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1,379

Communl.l. In lhem
1949 1951

12,095 13,103

5,206 5,195

582 691

1,425 1,409

592

231789

207 272 3,127 3,424
87 120 l,ot7 1,303

782 673 12,338 11,150
1~9 151 2,193 2,205

1,011 1,481 5,266 13,536

1,056 375 13,359 3,571

son. 01 prima:y Pany organlzallon.

Induslrial enlerp'l.e.

Transpon and communication. ent.,

Construction

Artel. 01 Industrial cooperation

Enls, 01 municipal economy

Trade, procuremenl 8< pUblic calerlng

Educatlonlsclencefcullural In.tllut•• 8<
enlerp'ise.
Heahhcare organlzatlon.

Inslhutlon. 8< organ. 01 gove,nment,
Pany, and 01 economy
Sovkhozy, MTS, MTM

Kolkhozy

Rural lerrltorlal Pany organlzallon.

TABLE 36: Prlmary Pany organlzallons ln Ihe Kallnln oblas!' on January l, 1!H9, and on
January l, 1951 (Ba.ed on Pako, 147/51199, 1.23,)

Pany o,ganlzatlons
1949 1951

395 392

224 246

30 34

137 140

34

160

•

TABLE 37: exclusions of Communlsts by lhe Pany organlzallon of Ihe Kallnln oblasl' ln
1949 and 1950 (Based on Pako, 147151199, 1,12 and 1,26.)
01 the tolal 012,681 (1,865 full members and 996 candidate.) excluded Ior bath years, 484 (213 ln 1950)
we,e workers, 695 (302 ln 1950) kolkhoznlks, and 1,682 (708 ln 1950) employee•. In 1950, 71% 01 'ho.e
excluded had jolned the party du'lng the wa" and 18% ln the po.t wa, pe'lod, and thu. only 11% belore June
1941.
Cause Ior Number 01 % 0110181 amounl dillerentiated 10' dillerenliated lor
exclusion excluded ln '491'50 01 excluded 1949' 1950'
For thelt,
embezzlement 8<
abu.e. 948 33.0% 488 466
For drunkenness,
hoollganl.m,
unwonhy way 01
Ihe 337 11.8% 180 11,;7
For observance 01
rellglous rites 150 5.3%
For 10.lng Ihel,
Parly document. 112 4.0%
Fo, cessation 01
payment 01 Pany
Iee. 8< violation. 01
Pany dl.clpllne 674" 23.3% 401" 334"
Fo, unauthorized
deparlure !rom
thel, organlzatlon 272 9.5%
': as la, a' possible

": appa,ently a mlscalcUlation ln the record•

•
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• TABLE 38: The Communlst Party's membershlp ln the ralons of the Kallnln oblaS!' on

January l, 1952; ethnlclly and geRder ollhe membershlp (Ba,ed on Pako, 147/51177.)
Members Cand,. Tolal Wcmen/% Russlans Other

Bezhel,k 2,052 212 2,264 564/24.9 2,187 24U;15K;19J;8B

Bologoe 2,901 243 3,144 812125.8 3,012 43U;19B;20J;10K

Brusoyo 671 90 761 199/26.1 736 22K

Ve,'egon,k 706 126 832 216126.0 808 18K

Vy,oko 430 78 508 121123.8 497 5K;4U

Vy,hnyl V. town 2,352 267 2,619 1,043/39.8 2,481 38U ;29J;21 B;21 K

Vy,hnyl V. ralon 1,254 157 1,411 354125.1 1,352 23U

Gorlt,y 499 72 571 180/31.5 565

Emel'lanoyo 267 45 312 103/33.0 307 5K

EsenoYlchl 465 38 503 159/31.6 483 12E

layolzh'e (Kallnln) 1,963 170 21,33 573/26.9 l,!l90 48U;33J;28B;20K

Zayldoyo 968 119 1,087 266124.5 1,045 30U

Zubt,oy 423 48 471 90/19.1 455 6K

Kallnln gor1<om' 84 15 99 37137.4 96

Kallnln ralon 1,174 101 1,275 283/22.2 1,196 28U;26K

Kallazln 928 113 1,041 298/28.6 1,020 12U

Kamen 1,240 150 1,390 413/29.7 1,354 15U

Kashln 1,386 215 1,601 422126.4 1,555 l1J;10U;9B

Kesoya Gora 694 94 788 191/24.2 770 8U;4K

Klmrytown 1,495 139 1,634 557/34.1 1,560 24J;20U;10B

Klmry ralon 1,257 193 1,450 293120.2 1360 16J

Klroy 792 103 895 136/15.2 877 8U;5B

Kozloyo 309 37 346 114/32.9 166 175K

Konakoyo 776 98 874 338138.7 844 13U

Krasnyl Kholm 864 89 953 248/26.0 943

Kushallno 324 46 370 99126.8 363 7K

Lesnoe 518 72 590 117/19.8 561 22K

LlkhoslaYI' 1,022 114 1,136 321/28.3 819 291K;9U

LukoynlkoYo 489 62 551 116/21.1 544

Maksatlkha 1,056 104 1,160 271123.4 902 251K

Mednoe 537 65 602 197/32.7 584 10K

MolodolTud 333 56 389 54/13.9 378

Molokoyo 677 118 795 207/26.0 777 15K

Nen' 519 65 584 177130.3 577

Noyokarel' 382 57 439 111125.3 99 338K

No"oprom. (Ka!.) 1,674 171 1,845 485/26.3 1,684 45J;39U;34K;18B

OYlnlshche 406 51 457 99121.7 345 107K

Okllabr' (Kal.) 1,798 147 1,945 669/34.4 1,804 4OJ;38K;37U ;12B

Olenlno 681 98 779 108/13.9 763 6U

Orsha 295 34 329 90127.4 326

OSlashkoy 1,395 142 1,537 417/27.1 1,475 16U;15B;11J;8E

• Pogoreloe 404 37 441 75/17.0 420 l1K;7U
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TABLE 38 cont. Members Cands. Tolal Women/% Russlans Other

• Prolet.(Kal. J 1,939 172 2,111 940144.5 1.999 33J;30U;21 K;10B

Rameshkl 602 88 690 164/23.8 459 223K

RIhev lown 2,OSO 169 2,219 538/24.2 2.063 54U;40B;27J;10K ;9P

RIhev ralon 633 n 70s 117/16.6 697

Sandovo 778 104 882 195122.1 829 41K;7U

Sonkovo 803 84 887 183120.6 843 29K;7U

Splrovo 633 79 712 217130.5 635 70K

Slanlsa 638 75 713 146120.5 699

Tebleshl 471 57 528 119/22.5 509 17K

TorIhok 2.314 335 2.649 732/27.6 2,553 45U;21J;16B

Turglnovo 354 43 397 125131.5 390

Udoml'Ia 802 104 906 179119.8 879 14K

Flrovo 764 109 873 213124.4 844 11U;6K;4E

Tsenlr.(Kal.) 4.096 204 4,300 1,446/33.6 3.932 110J;87U;72K;55B

55.337 6.146 61.483 16,937 57.411 4,072

27.5% 93.4% 6.6%

Kallnln lown tot. 11.554 879 12.433 4,150/33.4 11.505 261J;242U;187K;123B
92.5% and 28T

": The larges! non-Russlan nallonalhles: U=Ukralnlan; K=Kalllllan; J=Jewlsh: B=Belorusslan; E=Estonlan;
P=PolIsh; T=Talar
The number lor the Kallnln gorkom probably relers 10 Ihose who work permanenlly ln Ils apparal

TABLE 39; Leadlng cadres ln the Kallnln oblas!' on January l, 1952 (Based on Pako.

147151201 )

Them was a total 01 1.507 !unctlons thal wem deftned as leadlng.l'l.2lt. 01 whlch 1.467 wem 1I1ied.

276 (188%) 01 theU positions ha<! been laken by_'IlQlJl.tlJ.

1,427welll~Yhr1~~. or !ull members(1.~:...'!2.Ili2PJe who weN non-PallY~.m1w1

Md leadlng.pQsblo"'. 11 of whom wellt Komsomol,.

a. Tlme 01 ent[yJn12 the CommunlS! Parly..2!JM..1.:l§.UWLemlY.....Jmlmbers in Ieadlng.poshlons

•

Belom 1917 0

1917-1920 23

1921·1925 29

1926-1929 111

1930-1934 165

1935-1938 48

193911940 277

194111942 204

1943·1945 338

1946 and aner 193

1917-1929 163

1930-1938 213

1939-1945 819

post-1945 193



• TABLE 39 cont.

b. A~_QlJMJ_,~li1..I!llldlll9.'!\(QlisIln..of the KlIllnJJLQ:bJ~.J.,~(The .veragUge wU 38 6 lit

IhJ'-P9JnIl
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Older then 50

46--50

41-45

36--40

31-35

129

229

242

301

257

Younger than 30 309

c. ~QUb.U.,!l.iUJuljJng_V!'QJ:k.m

TOTAL

Wllh compleled hlgher education

of whlch:

-Englneer'

-Agronomls1,

-Other .grtcultural ,peclall,,,

-Economls1'

-L.wyers

-Medical doctors

1,467

212

24

16

6

16

11

49

-Ped.lns1hute & unlvershy grad,. 77

-Grad,. of other ln51. of hlgh. educ. 13

Whh Incomplete hlgher education 252

Wlth completed ,pecl.llzed second.ry educallon 282

Wlth comple!ed general secondary educallon 235

Wlth Incomplete secondary educallon 325

Whh prlm.ry education 161

d. Itl8 education of tho... who heye .Utnded !!p!IC1a1 ParlY. educatlonal school,

Complele Higher Parly polltlcal education 12

-01 whom Higher Pany schaol uncler central Commltlee 11

Incomplete hlgher Pany polllicai education 146

-of whom completed the IWo year program 01 the

obla,I', kral and republlc Pany school, 140

Secondary Pany polltical education 66

-01 whom completed the Higher Schaol for Pany-

organlzers uncler the central Commhtee 4• TOTAL 224



• TABLE 39 conl.

e. Nallona!by...ll!JndIng..QJ2Jllsl' wor!<er~

Runlans 1.377

Karellans and Flnns 48

Ukralnlans 16

Jews 1~

Belorusslans 7

Latvlans

2 of a nationailly that dld not have Ils OWll republlc wllhln the USSR, and 1 forel~n.r.

f. Work e"Perlence ln.Present functlon of leadlng~

More than 10 years 100

5-10 years 328

2-5 years 442

1-2 years 249

Le.. than a year 348

TOTAL 1,467

TABLE 40: The relative distribution 01 occupations among the worktng members and

candidates ln the Comm'Jnlsl Party ln 1947 and 1957 (5.. ~btikl, prilozhenle 1, p.695.)
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•

ln branches 01 materlal production

01 whlch:

ln Industry and construction

ln transport and communications

ln agricullure

ln trade, public calering, procurements, materialltechnlcal supply &
sales
ln unproduetlve branches:

01 whlch:

ln science, education, heallhcare & cullure

ln slate & economlc organs 01 dlreCllon, ln Party & social
organlzatlons apparat
ln houslng, communal economy & ln social services

1947 1957

69.4% 74.4%

23,3% 31.5%

10.6% 10.6%

28,6% 27.7%

6.9% 4.1\%
30,6% 25.6%

10.6% 12.2%

19.1% 12,1%
0,9% 1.3%



• TABL" 41: Th<I qualhaUve compo.hlon of Ieadlng raton and urban Party worken, who

were part of the nome"kllllunI of the Kallnln oblast' Party r.ommlltee ln earty 1945

lt:lased on Pako. 1471312679, 1.18ob.)

777

Numbe, % 01 lolal

Total 01 lhose who worked ln

131- 0' gorkom.

of whom were women

369

96

100

26

5.7

39.0

28.9

16.8

38.4

57.4

13.5

21

62

50

107

142

144

212

Work expe,leoce ln funcllon:

Up 10 1 yea'

From 1 to 3 years

3 years 0' mOlli

Parly membershlp:

Since belWeen 1917 and 1925

Irom 1926 through 193-1

Irom 1935 through 1940

Irom 1941 Ihrough 1944

Education:

Hlghe' and unftnl.hed hlghe' 57 15.9

Secondary and unllnl.hed secondary 192 52

Prlmary 120 32.5

NB: The total nomenldalumof the oblast' commmee was much large,; ln 1944 the obkom conlrolled the

appolnlmenls of 3,813 people, acco'dlng to obkom secllliary Vorontsoy (M., 171441548, 1. 82ob.). In these

pos"lons, 955 women weill employed (about 25%).

•
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• TABLE 42: The elne of lhe lown of Kallnln on February l, 1951 (Based on P-"ko, 147/5/214a, 1.

35)

Commu- Komso- Party-le.. Total

nl.l. mol

Leadlng Parly and .oviel cadre~ 2,251 2,251

Communl'l wor1œ~ ln Iower responsllie positions

(olhar than ln ftne arts, science, teachlng,

engineering & medlclne) 3,491 3,491

Teachers 266 162 803 1,231

Scientiftc worke~ 84 86 170

Englneersllechnlclan. whh speclallzed

professlonal educallon 1,254 425 1,173 2,862

Englnee~/leChnlclans wlthoUl speclallzed 368 943 1,311

education

ArtlslS 4S 5 111 161

TOTAL 12,886

•



•

•

TABLE 43: Hou.lng ln town. 01 the Kallnln oblas!' ln complrlson wlth the living space

avallable ln lha.e ln 1917 ln 'l(, (Ba.ed onJ(allnln'l<a!LQbJ~QJ.tI.~, p.115.)

1940 1960

cp. 10 1917 cp. to 1917

In% In%

Tolal 01 hou.lng 'Pace ln lown. and workers' salliements (post-1957 148 290

borde..)

or whlch ln town, 142 260

Kallnln 137 260

Bezhelsk 106 180

Bologoe 128 350

Vyshnll Volochek 168 240

Klmry 147 220

Rzhev 560' 680

Torzhok 134 190

Kashln 73(1) 120

Konakovo 340 530

OSlashkoy 109 100

For urban type settlements-total (post-I957 borde..) 370 1400

': This numbar seems rather doubtlul

779
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• TABLE 44: The schoal netwotk al Ihe Kallnln oblas!' (Ba.ed on NarodllQ.Q.Khozlal.tvo, pp,84-86

and Pako, 14714'1126, 1.1)

General education: pe'cenlage of .chool" teachet', and puplls ln town, and urban type ,oUlement' ln

oorrespondlng ,choal years

(AI the beglnnlng of the ,chool yeat, wllhout 'vorlcers' ,chools and .chool. for rural youth)

'141'15 '271'28 '321'33 '401'41 '451'46 '471'48 '501'51 '551'55

ALL school, 2,361 1,908 2,976 2,686 2,508 2,515 2,517 2,379

(8%) (8%) (5%) (9%) (7%) (8%) (8%)

SCHOOL teachers 4,169 4,649 9,522 14,218 12,511 12,795 12,184

(26%) (37%) (21%) (27%) (24%) (31%) (J9%)

TVPES puplls" 144 155 321 393 277 281 197

(23%) (28%) (18%) (28%) (29%) (36%) (48%)

Of whlch:

PRIM- school, 2,302 1,815 2,525 1,996 1,955 1,974 1,821 1,676

(6%) (5%) (3%) (4%) (3%) (4%) (3%)

ARV teachers 3,419 3,315 5,908 4,790 5,061 3,284 2,144

(11%) (16%) (12%) (9%) (10%) (13%) (12%)

SCHOOL pupll'" 131 121 219 140 123 78 38

(16%) (15%) (11%) (11%) (15%) (17%) (18%)

SEVEN schools 32 48 429 475 414 322 566 490

(75%) (58%) (8%) (7%) (8%) (11%) (9%)

VEAR teachers 214 631 2,952 4,851 4,226 5,923 4,236

(78%) (81%) (22%) (12%) (15%) (20%) (17%)

SCHOOL pupll'" 4 16 87 126 83 121 54

(75%) (50%) (21%) (13%) (23%) (25%) (26%)

•
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• TABLE 44 conl.

'141'15 '271'28 '321'33 '401'41 '451'46 '471'48 '501'51 '551'56

SECOND- schools 27 23 22 194 137 119 126 201

(96%) (91%) (91%) (53%) (47%) (56%) (52%)

AAV leachers 536 664 662 4,468 3,214 3,509 5,649

(98%) (97%) (97%) (62%) (58%) (68%) (66%)

SCHOOl puplls""'" 9 17 15 126 71 81 104

(100%) (94%) (93%) (63%) (63%) (70%) (70%)

OTHER" schools 22 21 2 4 12

(86%) (81%) (50%) (50%) (42%)

leachers 39 109 10 79 155

(54%) (87%) (30%) (13%) (37%)

puplls" 0,1

(100%) (100%) (0%) (40%) (40%)

': Those Include schocls for chlldren who were older lhan lhe usuel age and were catchlng up on lhe

educallon tha' lhey had mlssed, due 10 extemal clrcumstances (e,g, lhe war); schools for chlldren wllh

disablillies and also special classes wllh regular schools for older chlldren who were maklng up for

denclences, for havlng mlssad thelr obllgatory education,

": ln lhousands

•
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• TABLE 45: The distribution DI the pupUs by grades ln Ihe general educatlonal school

system (Basedon~, p.87 and Pako, 14714/1125, 1.1.) Whhoullhe workel1l' and

peasants' youth schocls, the schools and grades for the 'over·aged', and schocls for dlsabled chlldren; ln

1,000s.

'401'41 '451'46 '471'48 '501'51 '551'56

Ali puplls 392 277 243 280 196

Olwhom:

ln towns and ulban type selliements 111 79 100 94

ln rural areas 281 198 180 102

01 lhe tOlal are:

ln grades Irom 1 up ID and Includlng 4 224 205 196 148 94

ln ulban areas 47 52 45 40

ln rural areas 177 153 103 54

ln grades Irom 5 up 10 and Includlng 7 139 60 119 62

ln ulban areas 46 20 47 27

ln rural areas 93 40 72 35

ln grades ITom 8 up 10 and Includlng 10 29 12 6 13 40

ln ulban areas 18 7 8 27

ln rural areas 11 5 5 13

•



• TABLE 46: The Institutes of speclallzed secondary and hlgher Ieamlng ln the Kallnln

oblas!' (Based on ~rQfJn9JlJ~h2zl11l,;yQ, p,91); al the beglnnlng 01 lhe schoolyear

783

•

'14-'15 '27·'28 '33·'34 '4lJ..'41 '45-'46 '5lJ..'51 '55-'56

InsUlules 01 hlgher Ieamlng( vV.l'}l 3 6 3 4 2

·sludents ln them 512 1,320 5,022 3,500 6,190 5,453

'01 whom sludy by correspondence 2,570 1,786 3,291 2,551

Secondary speclallzed Ieamlng Inst. 2 7 37 49 41 40 45

·students ln lhem 333 1,010 7,549 11,989 13,609 13,285 21,620

-01 whom study by correspondence 1,152 857 856 3,702

Most 01 the "secondary speclallzed Instllutes" menUoned above were tekhnlkums, some DI whlch were

Independenl, whlle olhers were closely connected wllh a local lactory (the rallroad car lactory DI Kallnln)6,

There were also several musical Insmutes, medlcal schools, and ln Kallnln there WBS a secondary PaI1y

School DI the Communlst Pal1y, Then there were a fIlw secondary pedagoglcal Instllutes, a Ilbrary school,

and some that were schools that laught people aspects DI the mechanlzatlon DI agrlcullure, finance,

planning and bookkeeplng, vele~narlan studles, and the lumber Industry, The IWO Instllutes DI hlgher

leamlng ln 1955 were the Pedagoglcallnstllule "M.f, Kallnln", today the Slate Unlverslly DI Tve~, and the

State Medical Instllute 01 Kallnln,

5See l'Rr.l!!Ill!!UIIl9zlalstyo, .. pp, 91·94; thls account Is based on the slluatlon ln the Sludy ~ar
195611957, but th.IlI Is no iliason to question th.lact that most of lhese Instllutes already eMlsted by
195011951, and even ea~ler, ln 1945146,



•
7R4

TABLE 47: The number of prl.oners of war ln four of the camp. In the Kallnln obla.1' on

February 10, 1946, and thelr dl.lrllullon ln InduSlry and agrlcullure, and thelr number

ln the POW camp. on May 20, 1945 (Ba.ed on Pako, 147/4/92, 1.91900. and Paka, 14713/2748,

11.220/221.)

Inmates

•

camp Na,41 ln O.ta.hkav

·At the 'Kirov' factary

·At the peat enlerprl.e at Rant.ev.koe

·At rallroad wark

·At the peat enlerprlse of the lealher factary

·Allhe Flrova gla•• factary

-At agrlcultural work

TOTAL OF CAMP NO 41 IN OSTASHKQY

I9JAL OF CAMP NO 41 ON MAY, 20 1945

camp No.216ln Vyshnll Valochek

·At the textile komblnalaf Vy.hnll Volochek

-At Ihe wood procurement.

·At the peat enterprl.e al O.echen.koe

·At the peat enterprlse of Pa.hen.koe

·At the peat enterprl.e al Leant'ev.koe

·At agrlcuhure

·Far the garkam al Bologoe

-At the glass lactory 'Kra.ny! Mal'

·At l//lSR28 11)

·In the camp unillor those recaverlng rrom IIIness

·At lumberlng ln Maksatlkha ralon

1,759

826

463

1,012 (558 al whom

were PolI.h Inlernee.)

418

714

-4,6H

,,),:M2.

1,452

344

573

332

671

284

228

390

416

2,837

68



• TABLE 47 cont.

I9J'AI.J~ECAMp NO. 2161N VYSHNII VOLOCHEK

TOTAL OE CAMP NO. 216 ON MAY2Q,~

Camp No.384 ln Kallnln

-In lhe camp unit 01 "Mel'slrol"

-Building a rallroad station

-AI the peat enlerprlse 01 the Konakovo porcelaln fact.

-Allhe factory 01 the direction 01 gaslluellndu51ry

-AI peal dlgglng ln Konakovo

TOTAL OE CAMP NO.J.84 IN KALININ

DlD NOT YET EXIST IN MAY 1945

camp No. 395 ln Kallnln

-Kallnln un~

.Vyshnll Volochek un~

-Station 'Alcademlcheslcala" un~

-Un~ ln Malyshev

-In the Illcovery un~ or Narachlno

-At slallon Khlmld

-At slatlon Klln

-At 51atlon Tosno(Tyno)

TOTAL OE CAMP NO,395IN KALININ

DiO NOT YET EXIST IN MAY 1945

TOTAL EOR THEse EOUR CAMPS

354

1,116

595

330

610

.J.~

231

101

149

315

396

819

451

233

.2.~

11,.92.9.

785

•
ln May 1945, th," other camps ••Isted: No. 290 ln Kuyshlnovo whh 1,680 POW's; No. 295 ln Konakoyo

w~h 646 POW's; and No.293 ln Bezhetsk wllh 296 Inmates. The total amount or POW's ln ail "va camps wa,

14,724 on May 20, 1945•
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APPENDIX 1

The survey

The agreement about the survey was made between two Professors of the State

University of Tver'. Vladimir G1ebovich Osipov and Nikolai Nikolaevich Lukovnikov. and this

author in November-December 1991. The author was responsible for the questions. which

were edited in December 1991 with the help of Professor Andrei Nikolaevich Sakharov of the

History Institute of the USSR-Russian Academy of Sciences. and his son. Ignatii Nikclaevich

sakharov. at the lime a student in the History Department of Moscow State University, This

version of the survey questions was sent through the Department of International Relations of

the History Institute to the [wo professors in Tver' in December 1991. When 1 returned to

Tver' in June 1992. 1 discussed a further revision of the questions and a profile of the

interviewees with Professors Osipov and Lukovnikov: the final version of the questionnaire that

was used is the one given below. Professors Osipov and Lukovnikov conducted ail the interviews

with the 109 respondellts. The interviews took place in the mollths of June. July. and August of

1992. The author is responsible for ail the translations of the introduction. questions, and

answers in the dissertation. The author. too. carries the full responsibility for the wording of

the questions in the surv..y and is responsible for its copyright. The Russian version of the

survey questions and its introduction are hereafter included in this appendix. It should be borne

in mind that the illterviewers were allowed to exercise discretion with certain questions in

order not to offend or upset the respondent. Whenever relatives or spouses were interviewed,

this was done separately.

The author 5trove to have a representative group of respondents in the survey as much

as possible. according to criteria of gender. occupation. Party membership. and place of

residence; almost ail participants who were sought out by the interviewers were born ill 1930

or earlier. However. according ta strict sociologicat·statistical standards. the survey ia Dot

representative. Many of the answers given by the illterviewees were an interestillJ lJ1ustrllion

of the evellts. and some provided lIew insiIhts in the lire or the average Soviet populatioll in the
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• Russian province at the lime. A1though the survey is an interesting source, the author has used

the utmOSI care when introducing iJûormation derived from il in the dissertation. As with every

source used in this dissertation, il has been lreated as a coUection of materiaJ that should not be

used uncrilically.

The author would Iike ta thank Professors Sakharov, Osipov, and Lukovnikov and Ignatii

Sakharov, as well as the employees of the History Institute in Moscow, and, of course, aU the

109 cilizens of Tver' oblast', who were wi1ling ta lake lime ta answer an extraordinari1y long

Iist of questions, that in addition somelimes toucbed on difficult subjeclS for them.

•
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History instltute of Russia of the

Russian Academ)' of Scit:?nct:?s

SURVEY

"[sic] The spiritual condition [mentality] and the living

circumstances of the inhabitants of the Kalinin oblast' in the first

postwar years (1945-1953).

Tbe History Institute of Russia of the Russian Academy of Sciences

is conducting an investigation in arder ta establish bow the events of the

Great Patriotic War, the circumstances of the postwar reconstruction of

Central Russia, and the social circumstances in the personal Iife of the

respondents were reflected in the minds of people of the aIder gener.ttion.

The living and working circumstances of the inhabitants of tlle

Kalinin (Tver') oblast' in the postwar period are being researched on the

basis of the answers ta the questions of eyewitnesses and participants of

tlle events of the first postwar decade.

Your estimates, remembrances, opinions about this complicated,

contradictory period in the Iife of our people, and your personal

participation in the resurrection of the country, are of great interest and

have historica! significance.

We would Iike ta thank you in advance for your help and your

participation in scientific-investigative work!
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2.

1 Persooality. Qf the resPQodeot

Last name

first name

PatrQnymi c

J. (2) Time and place Qf birth (village, raion, town, oblast')

1. (3) Place of residence (in the 1945-1953 periQd)

(ContempQrary address: )

1. (4) Nationality [ethnicity]

1. (5) WQl'k (prQfession) of c10sest relatives

(father, mother, husband (wife)

2, EducatjQn

2.(6) When did you go tQ school and in which school(s) did you study?

2.(7) Did you succeed in completing and continuing your education

(in a workel's' faculty, evening school, tekhnikum, institute)?

2.(8) Were you satisfied with your possibilities in receiving an educatiQn

and with its quality?

2. (9) Did you experience at sorne tlme a sense of inadequateness of

knowledge or of ils precariousness?

3 Eamily. sjtuation

3. (10) Married, single

3. (11) Last name, first name, patronymic of wife (husband)
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3.

3. (12) Year of marri age

3. (13) Number of children (time and place of thdr births)

3. (14) Did you want more Dr fewer children?

3. (15) Who looked after your children when you were at work? (relatives,

educators of preschool institutions, neighbours)

3. (16) What significance did religion have in your life and in the liCe of

your family in the period from 1945 through 1953?

3. (17) Did you take part in atheist propaganda and other measures of that

time?

4 Work

4. (18) Your basic profession (specialization)?

4. (19) Where did you happen to work before the war and after the war?

4. (20) How was your working day before the war?

During the war, aCter the war?

4. (21) Did you work on Saturdays and Sundays?

4. (22) Did you help with harvesting? (if you lived in tawn?)

4. (23) Did you till a private plot?

4. (24) How did your relations with comrades at work turn out lo be

(workers, employees, kolkhozniks)?
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4.

4. (25) How did you appreciale your immediale superiors (heads,

brigadiers, kolkhoz chairs)?

4. (26) In what year did you stop working?

4. (27) What can you say about your working circumstances, the degree of

satisfaction they gave, your "lahour fate"?

i.....SY.stem of proyjdjng for one' s Iife

5.(28) How and what did you provide for a Living and feed your family in

that period?

5.(29) Do you find that your wage was sufficient for you and your

family?

5. (30) [f not, then which additional sources of incarne did you create or

try ta create?

5. (31) What was your attitude towards the system of ration cards; what

did you think, when they were abolished in December 1947?

5.(32) Where did you live? Did you return home after tbe Great Patriotic

War? Did you receive housing? Did you build your house yourself? [n

which circumstances did you live right after the war?

6, Spare tjme

6. (33) How did you basically spend your lei sure time (books, cinema,

sports, games, "dinner parties" [this term is untranslatable; it

means sitting at the table, while eating, drinking, talking, singing,

etc.]) ?
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5 .

How long were your holidays in the years 1945-1953 '!

Did you stay in sanalOria or in spas at tbat time'!

Did you travel outside the oblast' in that period'!

How do you estimate the possibilities for the recowry of strength

and health that you had in lhal peri od?

7 The Great patdoric War and your life

7. (38) What did you do during the war?

-Did you fight in the arm}' (where, when, at which fronts)?

-What rank did you have?

-Were you wounded?

-Wben were }'OU demobilized?

-Did you work in the rea.r?

-Wbich decorations do you have?

7. (39) Did you live on temporarily occupied territory, under wbich

circumstances?

7. (40) Did you hope for cbanges in your life and in the life of the country

after the victory over Germany?

Did your hopes materialize?

7. (41) Did you believe in May 1945 in "the radiant socialist future," "the

nearby victory of communism," and what did you do for the

fui fi11 ment of the plans of the fourth Five Vear Plan?

7. (42) Did you count that it was possible to have a new war with tbe

West after 1945? Did you at sorne point fear il new war?

• 6. (34)

6. (35)

6. (36)

6. (37)

•
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6.

8 PoULies and palitjcal actjvjty-

8. (43) Were yau a Kamsama!, candidate or full member of the l"KP(b)in

the periad fram 1945 thraugh !953? If "yes", then when did yau

became one?

8. (44) Was your wife (husband) a member of the Patty or Komsamol?

8. (45) Did you engage in POIiLics (how active!y) in thaL periad? If "no",

why nat?

8. (46) Did you attend poUtical meetings, sessions at work or after work?

8. (47) Did you have moments of interna! disagreement with the politics of

Party and gavernment?

If "yes", then did you consider this to be due ta mistakes of local

Party argans, or a consequence of the errol's of the central

leadership?

8. (48) Did you voice that disagreement in critical utterances or a pa!emie

with family membel's, friends, eolleagues in a domestic setting?

8. (49) Did you state apenly and official!y your disagreement or

eamp!aints about domestie or foreign poliey that was follawed at

the Lime? If "yes". then how did the authoriLies react ta this?

8. (50) Did you publicly criticize aetua! Party membet·s (your leaders,

subordinates)? What was the reaction of those who were eriticized?
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7.

8. (51) What precisely did you criticize?

8. (52) What did you {hink al the time aboU! the NKVD, MVD, and MGB? Were

you acquaillted with that system and its cadres through l'umours or

direct!y?

8. (53) Did you know of people of your area [town, village, district, etc.]

who had been arrested on political grounds? For what and when?

8. (54) Were you aware in tltis pedod of the system of camps and jails for

poHtical convicts? If "yes", then what [did you know]?

8. (55) Did you fear for your a.l"rest, or the arrest of members of your

family, of friends? How much prohable were they?

8. (56) How did you react ta the death of .J. V. Stalin? Did you hopl' for an

im provement in your Iife or were you afraid of a deterioration?

8. (57) Wlten reminiscing about your life --especially about the pel'iod

between 1945 and 1953--, what deduction do you make: did the

socialist system in the USSR give you satisfaction and use? What

was bad in it, and what was good?

Moscow-Tver' 1992
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(RUSSIAN VERSION)

HHCTHTYT HCTOpHH POCCHH POCCHHCKOH

J:lKàAeNHH HàYK

J:lHKEHl

"AyxoBHoe COCTO~HHe H YC!10BH~ lKH3HH lKHTeneH

KanHHHHcKOH 06nàcTH B nepBble nocneBoeHHble

rOAbl (1945- 1953 r.r.l.

HHCTHTYT HCTOpHH POCCHH PoccHAcKOH J:lKàAeNHH HàYK npoBoAHT

HccneAOBàHHe Toro, KàK OTpàlKeHbl B COSHàHHH nlOAeH CTàpUJero nOKO

neHH~ C06bITH~ BenHKOH OTe4eCTBeHHoA BOHHbl, 06CTO~TenbCTBà nocne

BoeHHoro BOCCTàHOBneHH~ l.\eHTpànbHoH POCCHH, COI..\HànbHble ycnoBH~

c06CTBeHHoA lKHSHH pecnOHAeHTOB.

!:lcnoBH~ lKHSHH H pà60Tbi lKHTe!1eH KànHHHHCKOH (TBepCKOH)

06nàCTH B nocneBoeHHblH nepHOA HccneAYIOTC~ Hà OCHOBe OTBeTOB

Hà BonpOCbl àHKeTbl 04eBHAI..\eB H Y4àCTHHKOB C06blTHH nepBoro nocne

BoeHHoro AeC~THneTH~.

BàUJH Ol..\eHKH, BocnONHHàHH~, NHeHH~ 06 lITON cnOlKHON, npoTHBo

pe4HBoN nepHoAe lKHSHH HàUJero HàPOAà H CBoeM nH4HOM Y4àCTHH B

BOCCTàHOBneHHH CTpàHbl npeAcTàBn~IOT 60nbUJoH HHTepec H HMelOT

HCTopH4ecKHe SHa4eHHe.

3àpàHee 6naroAapHoi BaM sa nOMOll\b H Y4àC;!'le B HàY4HO

HccneAoBaTenbcKoH pà60Tel

795
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2.

1 IlI1YHOCIb pecooH.o.!lliI.a

1. (1) $aMl1fll1Sl

I1MSl

OI4ecIBo

1. (2) SpeMSl 11 MeCIO pmKAeHI1Sl (ceflO. paÎ1oH. ropoA. o6flacIb)

1. (3) MeCIO OpOJKI1BaHI1Sl (B oepl1oA C 1945-1953 r.r.)

(CoBpeMeHHblÎ1 aApec:

1. (4) Hal..\110HaflbHocIb

1. (5) Pa60Ia (opOQleCcI1Sl) 6fll1~(aÎ1wl1x pOACIBeHHI1KOB

(oIl..\a, MaIepl1, MYJKa (:KeHbl)

2..Jl.6pasOBaHl1e

2. (6) KorAa Sbl Y411fll1Cb B WKOfle 11 B KaKoÎ1 (KaKl1x)?

2. (7) !:lAaflocb fll1 ee saKOH411Ib 11 npo.o.oflJKI1Ib CBoe 06paSOBaHI1e

(Ha pa6QlaKe. B Be4epHOM WKOfle, IeXHI1KYMe. I1HCII1IYIe)?

2. (8) !:lAoBfleIBopeHbl fll1 Sbl CBOI1MI1 B03MOW.HOCISlMI1 B nOflY4eHI111

o6pa30BaHI1Sl 11 ero Ka4ecIBoM?

2. (9) I1cnl1IblBafll1 Sbl KOrAa-fl1160 o~y~eHl1e HeAocTaT04HOCTI1

3HaHI1Î1 I1fll1 I1X Henp04HOCII1?

3 CeMeAHoe nOflOJl(eHl1e

3. (10) lKeHaI (3aMYJKeM). xonOCTb

3. (11) $.11.0. JKeHbl (Myw.a)

796
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3. (12) rOA BCTynneHHSI B GpaK

3. (13) HanH4He AeTe~ (BpeMSI H MeCTO HX p0:KAeHHSI)

3. (14) XOTenH nH Sbl HMeTb GonbUJe HnH MeHbUJe AeTe~?

3. (15) KTO npHcMaTpHBan sa SaUJHMH AeTbMH, KorAa Sbl GblnH

Ha paGoTe? (pOACTBeHHHKH, BocnHTaTenH AOUJKonbHblX

Y4pe:KAeHH~, coceAH)

3. (16) KaKoe SHa4eHHe HMena penHrHSI B SaUJe~ :KHSHH H :KHSHH

SaUJe~ ceMbH B nepHoA C 1945 no 1953 r.r.?

3. (17) !:l4acTBoBanH flH Sbl B aTeHcTH4ecKo~ nponaraHAe H APY

rHX MeponpHSlTHSlX Toro BpeMeHH?

4. PaGoTa

4. (18) SaUJa OCHOBHaSl np0(jleccHSI (cneIlHanbHocTb) ?

4. (19) rAe SaM npHUJflOCb paGoTaTb AO BO~Hbl HnOCfle BO~Hbl?

4. (20) KaKHM Gbln SaUJ paG04H~ AeHb AO BO~Hbl?

Ba BpeMSI BO~Hbl, nocne BO~Hbl?

4. (21) PaGoTaflH nH Sbl no cyGGoTaM H no BOCKpeceHbSlM?

4. (22) nOMoranH nH yGHpaTb ypOlKa~? (ecnH lKHflH B ropOAe?)

4. (23) SenH nH CBoe nOAcoGHoe XOSSI~CTBO?

4. (24) KaK cKflaAblBanHcb SaUJH OTHOUJeHHSI C TOBapHli.\aMH no

paGoTe (paG04HMH, cnY:Kali.\HMH, KonxosHHKaMH) ?

797
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4.

4. (25) KaK Sbl Ol.\eHI1BaeTe CBOI1X HenocpeAcTBeHHblx PYKoBoAI1TeneH

(Ha4anbHI1KaX, 6pl1raAI1pOB, npeAceAaTeneH Konx03a) ?

4. (26) S KaKOH rOAY Sbl 3aKOH411nl1 pa60TaTb?

4. (27) 4TO Sbl HOlKeTe CKa3aTb 06 ycnOBI1S1X CBoeH pa60Tbl,

YAoBneTBopeHHocTI1 elO, CBoeH TPYAoBOH cYAb6e?

5. CI1CTeHa lKI13He06ecneyeHI1S1

5. (28) KaK 11 4eH Sbl 3ap~6aTblBanl1 Ha )l(113Hb 11 KOpMl1nl1 ceMblO

B TOT nepl1oA?

5. (29) C411TaeTe nl1, 4TO BaweH 3apnnaTbi 6blno AOCTaT04HO AnSl

Bac 11 BaweH CeMbl1?

5. (30) Ecnl1 HeT, TO KaKl1e AOnOnHI1TenbHble I1CT04HI1KI1 AOXOAa

c03AaBanH HnH CTpeMl1nHCb c03AaTb?

5. (31) KaK Bbl OTHOCHnl1Cb K CHCTeMe npoAoBonbcTBeHHblx KapT04eK,

4TO AYMafll1, KorAa OHa 6blna OTMeHeHa B AeKa6pe 1947 r.?

5. (32) rAe Bbl )l(Hnl1? BepHynHcb nH AOMOH nocne BOB? nonY4Hnl1 nH

)l(Hnbe? CTpOHnl1 nH AOH CaHI1? B KaKHX ycnoBI1S1x )l(HnH cpa3Y

nocne BOHHbl?

6 OTAbIli

6. (33) KaK B OCHOBHOM Bbl npOBOAHnH cB060AHoe BpeHSI (KHl1rH,

KI1HO, cnopT, I1rpa, 3acTonbe)?
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6. (34) CKonbKo BpeMeHfi B rOAY AnfincSl Saw ornycK B

1945-1953 r.r.?

6. (35) OTAblxanfi Sbl B AOMe oTAblxa fi Ha KypopTax B 3TO BpeMSl?

6. (36) Sble3lKanfi nfi Sbl 3a npeAenbl 06nacTfi B TOT nepfioA?

6. (37) KaK Sbl 04eHfiBaeTe B03MO~(HOCTfi AnSl BOCTaHOBfleHfiSl Cfin

fi 3AOPOBbSl, fiMelOlI.\fieCSl y Sac B TOT nepfioA?

7 SenfiKas OTeyecTBeHHas soAHa B SaweA lKfi3Hfi

7. (38) 4TO Sbl Aenanfi BO BpeMSl BoAHbl?

-BoeBanfi (rAe, KorAa, Ha KaKfix tIlpoHTax)?

-KaKoA fiMenfi 4fiH?

-6blnfi nfi paHeHbl?

-KorAa AeM06finfi30BanfiCb?

-pa60Tanfi B TbIflY?

-KaKfie fiMeeT HarpaAbl?

7. (39) lKfinfi nfi Ha BpeMeHHO oKKynfipoBaHHblX TeppHTopHSlX, B

KaKHX ycnoBHSlx?

7. (40) HaAeSlnHcb nH Sbl Ha H3MeHeHHSl B cBoeA lKH3HH H lKH3HH

CTpaHbl nocne n06eAbi HaA repMaHHeA?

OnpaBAanHCb nH SaWH HaAelKAbl?

7. (41) SepHnH nH Sbl B Mae 1945 r. B "cBemoe c04HanHcTH4ecKoe

6YAYlI.\ee", "CKOPYIO n06eAY KOMMYHH3Ma" H 4TO AenanH AnSl

BbinonHeHHSl nnaHOB 4eTBepToA nSlTHneTKH?

7. (42) C4HTanH nH Sbl, 4TO B03MOlKHa HOBaSl BoAHa C3anaAoM nocne

1945 rOAa? 50SlnHcb nH Sbl KorAa-HH6YAb HOBOA BoAHbl?

8. OonHTHKa 11 nOnHTl1yecKag AegTenbHocTb

8. (43) 5blnH nH Sbl KOMcoMonb4eM, KaHAHAaToM HnH 4neHOM SKO(6)

B nepHoA C 1945 no 1953 r.? EcnH "Aa", TO KorAa HM CTanH?
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8. (44) 5blnH nH Bawa )l(eHa (MY)I() 4neHaMH napTHH HnH KOMcoMona?

8. (45) 3aHHManHcb nH Bbl nonHTHKoR (HacKonbKo aKTHsHo) S 3TOT

nepHoA? EcnH "HeT", TO n04eMY?

8. (45) nOceU\anH nH nonHTH4eCKHe c06paHHSl (MHTHHrH). coseU\aHHSl

Ha pa60Te HnH nocne pa60Tbl?

8. (47) 5blnH nH y Bac MOMeHTbl sHYTpeHHoro HecornaCHSl CnOnHTH-

KoR napTHH H npasHTenbcTsa?

-EcnH "Aa", TO C4HTanH nH Bbl 3TO oWH6KaMH MeCTHblX nap

THRHblX opraHos, HnH cneACTSHeM oWH60K LJ,eHTpanbHoro PYKO

sOAcTsa?

8. (48) BblnHsanocb nH 3TO HecornaCHe S KpHTH4ecKHe SblCKaSblsaHHSl

HnH noneMHKY C 4neHaMH ceMbH. APYSbSlMH, cocnY)I(HsLJ,aMH S

AOMawHeR 06cTaHosKe?

8. (49) 3aSlsnSlnH nH Bbl OTKpblTO H olllHLJ,HanbHo a csoeM HecornaCHH

HnH npeTeHsHSlx K sHYTpeHHe:;l HnH sHewHeR nonHTHKH, nposo

AHMOR S Ta speMSl? EcnH "Aa". Ta KaK pearHposana Ha 3TO

snacTb?

8. (50) KpHTHKosanH nH Bbl ny6nH4Ho KOHKpeTHblx 4neHOS napTHH (CSOHX

PYKosoAHTeneR, nOA4HHeHHblx)? KaKosa 6blna peaKLJ,HSI KpHTHKye

MbIX?

8. (51) 4TO KOHKpeTHo Bbl KpHTHKosanH?

8. (52) 4TO Bbl AYManH TorAa a HKBA. MBA H Ml"5?

3HaKoMbi nH Bbl 6blnH C3TOR cHcTeMoR H ee KaApaMH

nO-HacnblWKe HnH He nocpeACTseHHO?

8. (53) HssecTHbl nH BaM seMnSlKH, KOTopble 6blnH apecTosaHbl no

nonHTH4eCKHM MOTHsaM? 3a 4TO H KorAa?

8. (54) 5blno nH BaM HsseCTHO s TOT nepHOA a CHCTeMe narepeR H
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TlOpeM AnSl nOmm14eCKI1X 3aKn104eHHb1X? Ecnl1 "Aa", TO 4TO?

8. (55) 50Slnl1Cb nl1 Sbl CBoero apecTa, I1nl1 apecTa 4neHOB Sawei1

CeMbl1, APY3ei1? HacKonbKo BepoSlTHbl OHI1 6blnl1?

8. (55) KaK Sbl OTHeCl1n11Cb K CMepTI1 H.B. CTanl1Ha?

HaAeSlnl1Cb nI1 Ha ynY4weHI1Sl cBoei1 JKI13HI1 I1nl1 onaCanl1Cb

YXYAUJeHI1Sl nocne Hee?

8. (57) BCnOMI1HaSl CBOIO JK113Hb-Oco6eHHo nepl10A MeJKAY 1945 11

1953 r.r., KaKoi1 BblBOA Bbl AenaeTe: npl1HeCna nl1 cO~l1anl1

CTI14eCKaSl CI1CTeMa B CCCP BaM YAoBneTBopeHl1e 11 nonb3Y?

4TO B Hei1 6blno nnoxo, 4TO xopoUJo?

MOCKBa- TBepb 1992 r .
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• Survey partici pants:

1. Ivan Petrovich Metlin (1915) of the town of l'ver'

2, Anna Vasil'evna Dorfman (1923) of the town of l'ver'

3. Nina Nikolaevna Golubev (1921) of the town of Tver'

4. Nina Nesterovna Osipova (Kozlova)(1930) of the town of l'ver'

5, Vasilii Fedorovich Nepriaev (1905) of the town of l'ver'

6, Sergei Sergeevich Sergeev (1914) of the town of l'ver'

7. Konstantin Pavlovich Novikov (1912) of the town of l'ver'

8. Nikolai Sergeevich Loshkarev (1925) of the town of l'ver'

9. Mariia Ivanovna Veselova (1918) of the town of l'ver'

10. Ninel' Pl Sergeevna Smimova of the town of l'ver'

II. N.N. (1923) of the town of l'ver'

12. Zinaida Vladimirovna Drozdova (1930) of the town of l'ver'

13. Nina Nikolaevna Panova (1929) of the town of l'ver'

14. Tamara Efimovna Volodina (1921) of the town of Tver'

15. Stanislav Vasil'evich Kudrashov (1921) of the town of l'ver'

16. Anna Kuz'minisbna Sumugina (Shepeleva) (1912) of the town of Tver'

17. Aleksei Sergeevich Lukovkin (1911) of the town of Tver'

18. Ol'ga Mikhailovna Korohova (1916) of the town of l'ver'

19. Praskov'ia Arsen'evna Samarova (1896) of the town of l'ver'

20. Nikolai Aleksandrovich Kotov (1928) of the town of l'ver'

21. Leonid Mikhailovich Gaponenko (1930) of the town of l'ver'

22. Madia Ivanovna Poternkina (1912) of the town of l'ver'

23. Antonino Il'inichna Ryzhakova (1921) of the town of l'ver'

24. Liudmila Vasil'evna Vedernikova (1922) of the town of l'ver'

25. l'at'iano Fedorovna Krivova (1914) of the town of Tver'

• 26. Anastasiia Vasil'evna Kruglova (1910) of the town of l'ver'
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• 27. Evgcniia Stcpanovna Shirogenkova (1922) of the town of Tver'

28. Elizaveta Vasil'evna Baranova (1918) of the town of Tver'

29. Petr Atscn'evich Kashiaov (1914) of the towa of Tver'

30. Klavdiia Romanovaa Fedorova (1916) of the town of Tver'

31. Mariia Nikitichnn Nadyseva (1915) of the tow. of Tver'

32. Ekaterina Nikolaevna Rat.ikovn (1919) of the tow. of Tver'

33. Vladimir lakovlcvich Seminchko (1922) of the tow. of Tver'

34. Khrum Itskovich Leibovich (1919) of the tow. of Tver'

35. Agrafena Georgievna Murtsovkinn (1903) of the tow. of Tver'

36. Fain. Kuz'minishna Romashova (1909) of the town of Tver'

37. Tnis in Andreevnn Polinkova (1907) of the town of Tver'

38. Mariin Andreevnn Golubevn (1916) of the tow. of Tver'

39. Ivan IVMovich Tinglov (1916) of the tow. of Tver'

40. Nikolni Alekseevich Znbelin (1902) of the town of Tver'

41. Aleksnndr Afrikn.ovich Kondrashov (1911) of the town of Tver'

42. N.N. (1929) of the town of Tver'

43. Roman "'anovich Peterin (1935) of the town of Tver'

44. CI'gn Ivanovna Bykovn (1922) of the town of Tver'

45. Nikolni Dmitrievich Eliseev (1924) of the town of Tver'

46. Aleksnndr Nikolnevich Nikolaev (1925) of the tow. of Tver'

47. Dmitrii Vnsil'evich Bnlnshov (1919) of the tow. of Tver'

48. Vladimir Emel'ianovich Tsvetkov (1922) of the town of Tver'

49. Vasilii Kirillovich Slepanov (1928) of the tow. of Tver'

50. Marii. Matveevna Kozenkova (1911), probably of the tow. of Tver'

51. A.atolii Sergeevich Efremov (1925) of the village Kruplianki, Kalini. raion

52. Nina Vasil'evna Akhova (1919) of the tow. of Konakovo

• 53. Aleksandr Nikolaevicb Akhov (1917) of the tow. of Konakovo
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54. IVIlJ1 Vasil'evieh Ratataev (1928) of the towa of Konakovo

55. Liudmila Semenovna Solov'eva (1933) of the town of Konllkovo

56. Liudm.ila Pavlovna Plinsnikova (1930) of the towa of Konakovo

57. IVIlJ1 Andreevieh Rulev (1925) of the town of Konllkovo

58. Madia Vasil'evna Kornetova (1917) of the town of Konakovo

59. Vasilii Prokhorovieh Sazhko (1913) of the town of Konnkovo

60. Antonina Andreevna Morozova (1918) of the town of Konnkovo

61. Zinaida Ivanovna Simkîna (1919) of the town of Konllkovo

62. Gennadii Vladimirovieh Lubov (1924) of the town of Konakovo

63. Nikolai lvanovieh Bol'shakov (1907) of the village of Selikhovo, KOIlakovo rllion

64. Tat'iana Ivanovna Bol'shnkova (1910) of tlte village of Selikhovo, Konakovo mion

65. Li ub ov' Prokof'evon Felkova (1911) of the village of Se1ikhovo, Konnkovo rnion

66. Dmitrii Aleksandrovieh Dikushkin (1922), village of Selikhovo, Konakovo rwon

67. Klavdiia Fedorovna Tsareva (1925) of Konakovo rwon

68. Palageia Nikitichna Bashilova (1915) of the village of Mar'ino, Konllkovo raion

69. Mndia Konstantinovna Chesnokova (1912) of the village of Mar'ino, Konakovo

raion

70. Vasilii Sergeevieh Serov (1923) of the village of Mar'ino, Konllkovo rllÎon

71. Mariia Mikhnilovna Golovnova (1903) village of Mnr'ino-Poltrovka, Konakovo

raion

72. Aleksandra Efimovna Mal)'sheva (1929) of the village of Pokrovka, Konllkovo

raion

73. Vasilii Vasil'evich Karpov (1915) of the village of Filimonovo, Konakovo mion

74. Anna Vasil'evna Zhumvleva (1915) of the village of Danilovo, Konakovo raion

75. Nina Vnsil'evna Kurganova (1910) of the village of Sidorovo, Udoml'ia ruion

76. Vasilii Petrovich Kl}'lov (1933) of the village of Diagilevo. Udoml'ia rwon

77. Nikolai Sergeevieh Kokorin (1923) of the village of Lediny, Udoml'ia raion

R04
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• 78. V.silii G•..,.ilovich Gavrilov (1912) of the village of Kotlovan, Udoml'ia raion

79. Murii. Aleksandrov. Sysoeva (1925) of the village of Kotlovan, Udoml'ia raion

80. Valentina Petrovna Pimenova (1915) of the village of Kotlovan. Udoml'ia raion

81. Tat'iana Alekseevna Novikova (1916) of the village of Kotlovan, Udoml'ia raion

82. Antonina Viktorovna Skobeleva (1921) of the village of Vyskodnia. Udoml'ia

ruien

83. Anatolii Fedorovich Antonov (1911) of the village of Vyskodnia, UdomJ'ia raion

84. Mariia Vasil'evna Bakbtina (1914) of the village of Morzhovets. Udom1'ia raion

85. Mikhail Aleksandrovich Smimov (1919) of the village of Morzhovets, Udoml'ia

raion

86. Nadezbda Alekseevna Smirnova (1919) of the village of Morzhovets, Udom1'ia

raion

87. Aleksandr Egorovicb Smirnov (1911) of the village of Morzhovets, Udoml'ia

raien

88. Anatolii Egorovich Vakhmi~trov (1911) of the village of Morzhovets, Udoml'ia

raioR

89. Nikolai Alekseevich Smirnov (1928) of the town of Udoml'ia

90. Aleksei Mikhailovich Manas'ev (1920) of the town of Udom1'ia

91. Nikolai Arsen'evich Arkhangel'skü (1924) of the town of Udoml'ia

92. Natal'ia Alekseevna Smirnova (1913) of the town of Udoml'ia

93. Nadezhda Grigor'evna Timofeeva (1916) of the town of Udoml'ia

94. Evgenii Aleksandrovich Golubev (1930) of the town of Udoml'ia

95. Ol'ga Mikhailovna Riabova (1926) of the town of Vyshnii Volochek

96. Liudmila Vasil'evna Egorova (1930) of the town of Vyshnii Volochek

97. Nikolai Konstantinovich Chemomortsev (1912) of the town of Vyshnii Volochek

98. Vera Fedorovna Atimova (1922) of the town of Vyshnii Volochek

• 99. Valentina Ivanovna Gaganova (1930) of the town of Vyshnii Volochek



• 100.

101.

102.

103.

\04.

raion

IDS.

raion

106.

raion

107.

raion

108.

109.

Sergei Mikhailovich Volkov (1930) of the town of Vyshnii Volochck

Petr Mikhailovich Shepelev (1928) of the town of Vyshrui Volochek

Nikolai Ivanovich Komarov (1927) of the town of Vyslmii Volochek

Aleksandr Vasil'evich Zelentsov (1922) of the town of Vyshnii Volochek

Nikola; Petrovich Golubev (1916)(1) of tbe villng" of Soroki. Vyshnii Voloch"k

Nikola; Fedorovich Alekseev (1917) of the village of Soroki, Vy.hnii Volochek

Nikolai ['etrovich Golubev (\923)(I1) of the village of Soroki, Vy.hnii Volochck

Zinaida Mntveevna Vinogradova (1922). village of Bor'kovo, Vy.hnii Volochek

Anna Neonilovna Ivanova (1916) of the town of Vyshnii Volochek

Madia Stepanovna Kul'menina (1921)of the town of Tver'
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In all there were 50 or 51 inhabitants of Tver' , 1 inhabitant of the Kalinin rural raion,

II inhabitants of tbe town --formerly workers' settlement-- of Konakovo, 12

inbabitants of villages in Konakovo raion, 14 inhabitants of villages of Udoml'ia raion

and 6 of the town --formerly village-- of Udoml'ia, ID inhabitants of Vyshnii Volochek,

and 4 inhabitants of the rural raion of Vyshnii Volochek in the ~'Urvey. Thus there were

31 rural dwellers (28%) and 77 town dweller. (71 %); one individual could not be

placed. This number corresponds almost exactly to the preseat-day breukdown of Tver'

oblast': 71.8% urban and 28.2% rural residents, although in the immediate postwor

period, naturaUy, many more lived in the counLryside (Chi.:ileooost' nRseleopjja ., 1'.4).

On January 15, 1959 -the census whicb comes closest in time to my rcsearched

period-- 4496 of the oblast' population was uman (Kal ObI, za 50 let. , 1'.12); of the

present survey -respondents, in 1953, still 45 were living in the countryside, 63 in a
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town (58'J6). Thus there is an excessive representation of urban dwellers in the survey.

Ils there is of Communists. 100.

The total population on January 15, 1959, was 1,806,800 (787.400 urban;

1,019,400 rural) (KJiI..Q.bI, za 50 let ,p.12); at the time there were almost 80,000

Comm unists (OJ;herki, prilozhenie l, p.691), i.e., not even 4.5% of the total oblast'

population. In the $Orve)' there were 32% Communists who had joined the party before

1953! It should be noticed that, in Soviet history Party membership of people below 30

yenr5 of age gradually became less common, so that one can assume that the grellt

majorily of those 80,000 in 1959 were people older than 30. Thus, the Party

member.hip among thut part of the population surely must have been higher thon 4.5%

of the total population above 30. It is at the same time obvious that il still must have

been for less among tbat age group than lhe 32% among the respondents of the survey.

These ara two raasons ta bandle the resulls of the survey with the utmost core; as a

consequence of this composition of respondents, many of tbem wera exceedingly crilical

of tha developmenls in Russia today. Tbe reason for this bias is ail too clear, although the

situation loday is not easy on the whole for pensioners --wbich was the lot of most of

them. [n any case, many of the respondents more or less conrorm 10 tbe "fdt!"/typu.~ of

the citizan of former Soviet society in the Communist view --barely li.terate, but

through bard work and undying faith in the Party having made a success of one's lifa,

because socialism had opaned the sluice. to a sea of opportunities for the common man.

Failures have been a1lolted less space in tbe $Orvey: some of those unhappy ones, of

course, bad died during the collectivization, Great Purge, and war. Others later

succumbed to the uninhibited intake of alcohol, etc. The average life expectancy in

Russia, particularly for malas, is ell:tremely low lit the moment (64.2 years) (Sojuzny.e.

tlllpublilci""p.SI) ..il seems obvious that some of the more interesting disaffected

ones might hava baeo 1I1I100g those who died sa young. lt would pique one's curiosity ta

leam the CRuse for the immoderate longevity of professional Party workers or perhaps
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even rank-and-file memhers --lhal is, lhose who su."Vive purges: J lhink of

Kaganovich, MololOV, Voroshilov. ll'Ialenkov. or Deng Xiuo Peng. 1.1'. Boitsov ulso

appurently died al 91 or 91 in 1988 (~tI1llilLQrg1l.llÏ.1.1llli.il\.~" p.4~7).

One explanolion for lhe preponderance of Purtr members in lhe surve)' mighl jusl he lhe

fact thUl lher are still alive Ioda)'. while manr of their non-Pmy counlerpurls hll,,"

decensed by now.

Neverlheless. lhe preponderance of Communists und urban dwelters "lhough cet1uinlr

not my intention. bUl due 10 forces berond mr conlrol. us wus lhe inordinate presence of

males in lhe surver-- made me conclude lhat lhe survey would ooly be useful liS li

1l1Ullilil1.!l illustralion of cerlain historical events and developmenls lhlll could be

reconslrueted from other sources. There is no l'cason 10 doubl sorne of lhe more graphic

stories as told by the interviewees. because lhe specificily would be hurd 10 make up for

anyone. including the inlerviewers. and the respondents. That is why these uccounts huve

been inc1uded sometimes. purtially or fully. in lhe muin leXl.

One of the aspecls which confirmed my doubts about lhe survey's reliability. was the

oflen repeated opinion that. oIthough one was forced to live exceplionully modeslly in tbe

period from 1945-1953, ut leasl there was order. Crime ut lhis lime did nol exist in

the memory of many respondents. The records on crime, however, show ot.herwise. The

opinion of the respondents that an inculpable SOciel)' prevailed under Sl<llin cannat be

sustained by a careful reading of archivai records. The explanulion for lhe pel"JiSlenCe of

this mylh should probably be sought in the ail too human desire to believe in a lo~

Golden Age; in the lendency ta romanticize one's }'oUlh: in sometimes faulty memories:

and in the incomprehension of, and dissalisfaction with, the radical changes Iife had

undergone in receut yem. The older people who participated in the survey often seemed

ta be convinced of the omnipresence of crime in loday'. society, although il might be

doubted thut at lenst those who live in the rural parts of Udoml'ja mien and Konakovo

raion have indeed been directly confronted with aclual aet. of crime. The bclier in the
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upslanding orde'!" of Stolini!>t times probably is 0150 a sign of the regime's successful

propugundu al lhe lime -·und of lhe lactic of keeping silent aboul, for exwnple, the

extenl of crime in those years. Lnstly. many of the Communist respondents were nat

resigned ta lhe fuel Ihut there was nothing positive ta be found in the system Ihey had

helped to forge and sustnin. Among sorne of them. one finds a steodfasl sense of layaity to

the former regime. which sometimes seems ta have caused a denial to recognize such

menacing clemenls as tbe existence of the camp system. of a widespread --although

certninly not a universal-- fear of the outhorities among the population, aad of the very

real occurrence of felonies during the Stalin era.

Fear of the outhoritie.'as deeply ingruined in some of the respondents. It should be

remembered thot Soviet citizens in the past often were made ta fiU out Ilf1kt.>l)' for all

sorts of rcosons by the Party and state. As a result, sorne respondents were obviousl)'

distrustful of this interview and the interviewer and said as little as the)' could. One

respondent claimr.d a total absence of interest in politics, no political involvement. no

knowledge of arrests at the spinning and weaving factory. where she was employed, no

inkling of any camps, but still feared her arrest. Ali her answers were brief. Other

respondents preferred to remain anonymous. possibly once more out of alurm that the

information they gave could be used against them.

Thore were 52 males (1Mb) and 57 females (52%) among the respondenlS. (Tbis

obviousl)' does not correspond to the gender breakdown of the populace in the immediate

postwar period.)

Qj;~p.atioQal bro.kdown of tbe resPQgdegts:

RURAL OCCll'ATIONS

Kolkhoznik

Miller/rauk and file kolkhoznik

Kolkhoznik/communic. technician

Kolkhozni klhrigadier
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Kolkh ozniklbo okkeeper

EducationallParty worker

Veterinarian'zootechnici an

Teacherivet. (hardi)' residing in province) 1

Kolkhozni klbrigadiel'Ikolkhoz sectorhead 2

Blacks mith lb rig adierlch air

Landsurveyorlbookkeeperlbrigadier

Bookkeeperlchair

Bookkeeperlhead of rurll1 sovietl Magadan

Procurement plen./m oulderlmelll1 work.

KolkhozniklMTS worker

Tractor driver/milk faclory worker

MTS tractor driver

MTS worker

MTS tract.lsoldieriPart>' worker

Raion Part)' worker 3

Artel' shoemakerl sometime kolkhoz hand

Movieoperator/kolkhoznik

Mail carrier

Bdck factory head

Kolkhoznik/brick-worker

Wood-processing industr)' worker

Teacherl o..~itproJ'Norkel·/paper editor

Teacher

Engineerlteki1nikum teacher

TarAI.

rul'al eltte. "soviet inlelligentsiiu"

rurul elite. "soviel inlelligelltsiiu"

rural cl ilQ. "soviet inteLligentsiin"

rurul clitC'. "soviet intctligcntsiiu"

rul'ul elile. "soviet intelligentsiiu"

rurul elite, "soviel intelligentsiiu"

rural elite, "soviet intelligentsiiu"

l'Ural elite, "soviet intelligentsiiu"

l'Ural elite, "soviet intelligentsiia"

rural elite, "sovi ct intelligentsi ia"

MTS

MTS

MTS

MTS

MTS

rural elite, "soviet intelligelltsiiu"

rural workerlcrnftsman

rural worker/cruftsman

semi-rural, "sovi ct intelligentsi iu"

semi-rural

semi-rural

rural elite, "soviet intelligentsiia"

rural elite, "soviet intelligentsiin"

semi-rural, "soviet intelligentsi in"

46 rural workers

RIO
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Prof. '0) dier

Army/NKVD mM

Lawyer/judge

Il ousewife?/teacher

Teocher

Teocher tekhnïkuml vuz etc,

Medical nucse

Direetor sewing factory

Director/tech. porc. foctory

T)'pesetterlengine er-pri nter

Tech./engineer-regulator

Zootech.lkindergrt. headl head of ORS

2

2

5

2

2

urban elite, "soviet intelligentsiio"

army officecs, "soviet

intelligentsHa"

aemy officer, "soviet intelligentsiio"

urban elite, "soviet intelligentsiia"

urban employee healthcare/culture.

"saviet intelligentsiia"

urban employees heolthcarel

culture, "soviet intelligentsHo"

urban emplayees heolthcarel

culture, "soviet intelligentsiia"

urban employee healthcare/culture

urban elite, "soviet intelligentsiia"

urban elite, "soviet intelligentsiia"

specialist, "soviet intelligent.Ha"

specialist, "soviet intelligent.Ha"

specialist; healthcare/culture,

"soviet intelligent.Ho"
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econ. spec. in ablast'trade direction!

Komsomal

Student/engiaeer rwlraad CIIr constr.

Weaver/brigodier

Weaver

Worker of prim. flaxfaetory

Cleaner nt sewing factary/sewer

Laundryworker at cattonfibrekamb.

.peciali.t, Il soviet intelligentsiia"

speciali st, Il soviet intelligent.Ha"

worker

3 workers

worker

worker

worker
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Spinner

Spinner/school/lab/procl. control

Textile(kniued wear)worker

Lathe operator/surveyor

Lathe operntor

el ectrotechni ci an/welder

Moulder

Kolkhoznik/surveyor in factory

Metal worker/welder

Metal worker/assistant master

Metal "orker/instrument maker

Machinery mechanic

Artel' metal worker

Metal worker/

master of mech. tramdept.

Railrond repnir shop worker

Metal worker in rnilroaddepot/

ex-convict

Railroad-depot worker/train driver

Train driver

Kolkhoznik/railroad worker

Shoemaker/ Lechn. head of pack. basis

Carpenter/joiner in furniture komb.

Constr. urtel' worker/carpenter

Shoemaker/invalid

Girl Friday/ "hired hand"

2 wOI'ke,'

worker/specia li st. "soviet

inlellig entsi ia"

worker

worker

worker

worker

worker

special istlrural?

worker

worker

worker

worker

artel' worker

worker

worker

worker

worker/special ist

worker/speci alist

worker

worker/urter worker

worker/llrter worker

urtel' worker

urtel' worker

worker

Il 11



• Clcaner III psycho hosp/unemploy.?

Metnl workerlconscripl/kolkhoz hnnd

Cook

Truck (cnr) driver

Bookkeeper

Cn.hier/bookkeeper

Sludcnl

2

worker

worker

worker

worker

employas. "soviel intelligentsHa"?

employee

student
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1UT'AL 63 (semi- ) urban workers

As is to be expccled in a society thlll professed to have done away with gendCl'

discrimination. women in the occupational breakdown had proportionally more of the

menial job.:

3 were vetCl'inarian/zootechnicians/agronomist.. 1 a teacher/new.paper editor. 4

teachers. 1 became only in the war a tractorist. Then there is Valentina Gaganova. who

began her profes.ional life a. a simple weaver. and subsequently became assistant

factory director --a Soviet success story in its purest form !-- and n.nother wornan who

was a factorydirector/prof~sional Party worker. A.nother 2 were professional Party

workers who served at the level below that of the provincial Party elite; 1 woman led a

section of an amalgamated kolkhoz in 1950; a few were bookkeepers or cashiers; 2

became factory surveyors after the war; 2 were nurses; 1 a teacher or housewife; 1 a

cook; 1 a type·setter/engineer-printer; 1 an engineer norm-setter; 1 head of a rural

soviet who Icft hCl' job to be with her husband. who had to work in Magadn.n as a MVD

trooper; 1 became a labomtory worker; 1 an economic specialist; and 1 a

kolkhozbrigadier.

But 29 women --about half of them-- can be classified as rank-and-file

workers/kolkhoz workers.

Of the 14 kolkhozniks pur smw. 13 were women. and onl}' 1 was male. The textile

industr)' constituted female tCl'ritory. while the metal werkers were male, as weil as ail



• railroad workers but one. Keep in mind that the best wages at this lime were paid in

heavy. and nol in light, industry.
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.llIn'l.J.JthJleLp:pe<lo",,·QOJd"': ....u1f_nWlQJ a Commun;s~....tbsJ];.

CQmmunists 34 Asked? 9

Candidate Spouse 13

KQmsomol 2 3 Spouse asked?

Non-Party 5 1 Post '53 member 8

One persQn douhles: refused

but husbnnd wns member.

•

Migration of contemJ2l!1lKY- town dwellers ~. V)'shnii Volochek,_UdQml'ill. nml

KQnakQYo)

Udoml'ia. which only recently --most likely since the Qpening Qf the nucleur pQwer

!>tation nel\l' the settlement in the early 1980s-- has becorne a tQwn, wus an "urban type

settlement" until at least 1967, and even in 1957 was still called a viJlnge (NJU:ll.d..

KhozinistYo., , 1957, p,8).

KQnakovo WAS in 1926 still an urbnn type settlement (KIÛ._Qblw..~w......, 1967,

p.13) with 3,800 inhabitants, and had become a town by 1939.

Thus in both ca.ses, sometimes people who had been bom there became prQgressively

urbanized, because their village/settlement wus urbanizing. KonukovQ will be cQnsidered

as a town, and thus peQple born there will not be grQuped with those whQ SIlW their

surroundings urbanize; people whQ moved there from the countryside are counted as

having talten part in migration to urban areas.

In Udoml'ia, 1 person saw her native village become a town; 2 people moved tQ the raion

centre from the country before 1953 and witnessed its recent urbanization. Nter 1953,

3 people moved from the countryside to Udoml'ia.



•

•

Of the 10 respondents in Vyshnii Volochek, 5 were born town dwellers, 4 moved to the

IOwn from the countryside before 1953, and one came to town from the countryside

outside the Tver' guberniia/Kalinin oblast',

Of the 50 cenain inbabitants of Tver' today, 1 was bom in a ruml area outside the

oblas!' and came to Ka1ilI.in in 1951: 1 came from the oblost' countryside to Kalinin in

1947 and 1 in 1948: 1 came from the oblast' countryside after his army service in

1951 to Kalinin: 1 came via Moscow and the oblas!' coulllryside in 1948 to Kalinin:

cnme from the mion centre of Ves'egonsk to Ka1ilI.in in 1947: 1 from the countryside of

LeniDgrad oblast' 10 Kali.ni.n in 1951: 1. who was born in the countryside of Belarus',

came to Kalinin in the 1940s via the IOwn of Briansk: 1 came from rural Kazakhstan to

Kalinin before 1945: 1 from RoslOv-on-the-Don oblaS!', and 1 from Kursk oblast'

countryside came to Kalinin before 1945: 15 came from the Tver' IKalinin countryside

to the provincial capital before 1945: 6 came after 1953 to Kali.ni.n.

15 were natives of Kalinin: 3 came respectively from the towns of Leningrad. Smolensk,

and Mirgorod in Ukraine. Thus out of the 50 respondents in aU. who lived in Tver' in

1992, only 18 were barn in a town: the other 32 were barn in rural areas. 8 moved

during the period of 1945-1953 to Kalinin, one of whom had been liviDg in a town

(Briansk) before.

Out of Il present-da)' citizens of the IOwn of Konakovo, 4 were barn in

Konakovo/Kuznetsovo, 5 came from the countryside to Konakovo before 1945. 1 almost

"ruralized" coming to Konakovo from LeniDgrad, 1 came after 1953 from the

countryside to Konakovo.

One persan in the sorvey, in a village in Konakovo raion, went the othet way round: she

moved from IOwn to countryside,

In this wa)', out of 77 urban dwellers in the survey, only 28 were actuaUy bom in a

IOWn (18 of those lived in Tver'. 5 in Vyshnii Volochek. 4 in Konakovo --'lI'hich 81 that

time, between 1917 and 1930. could hardly be ca1led a IOwnl--, and 1 in the
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• countryside of Konakovo). Tbis tnms111tes illto a relative share of 36'*i of 1I11

townspeople in the survey: 64'*i aune from the countryside. How mucb urbltnization WIlS

part of Soviet history in the Kalinin oblast' --IlS was seen already from ether sources·

one can deduet from the faet thllt 49 of the 109 respondents in the survey moved to towns

--or beaune urbltnized, as in the case of the residents of Udoml'ia-- within their

Iifetime, which translates into 4S'*i!

The survey WIlS probably representlltive for the ethpic compositiop of the Kalinin

oblast': 98 Russians participated, 4 Karelians, 3 Jews, 2 Ultrainians, and 2 Belarus' .

•
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APPENDIX II

The Schackled Press

The following presents the plan for the work of the newspaper

editors of proletarskaja pravda for November and December 1946

(based on Pako, 147/4/57, Il. 115-124).

The editorial plan was discussed on Dctober 30, 1946; the

material is part of a delo of the Special Sector of the oblast'

committee of the Party. In this case, the deJo records the profokoly

of the sessions of the Buro of the oblast' Party committee, from

Dctober 12 until Dctober 30, 1946. Iuzhakov, editor of the paper,

was present, not surprisingly, as he was a candidate member of the

!luro. The document was signed by the substitute responsible editor,

Vernoy.

(1) The Editorial Plan

l'opro~r 0t;.rrp"rfn/ôoIY (Questions of Party organizational work)

PeredorTe (Ieading articles. editorials)

1. The commissioning by the Party --a most important form of the

education of Communists.

2. Boishevik intolerance and shortcomings in economic labour.

3. The avant garde rôle of Communists.

4. Rural Communists.

5. 1'0 be principled and demanding in Party work.

6. The political ed ucation of the youth.

7. The raikom instructor of the Party.
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• 8. To strengthen the Komsomol orgalÙzation in the kolkhoz)' by ail

means.

Smr'! (at·ticles)

1. The raikom of Molokovo does not notice the violations of the

statutes of the rural economic artels.

2. The work experience of one primary Party organization with the

education of young Communists ISimi1ar tale/.

3. The ol',..'llnsrrukror department of the Novokarel' raikom.

4. How the raikom of Esenovich draws in members of the l"àikom and

actively participates in work [being done in the mion).

5. The work experience of one Party instructor.

6. The work experience with respect to education of a secretary of a

primary Party organization.

7. Again on the erroneous use of the Party- "kelvin the rai.on of

Zavidovo.

8. The Partyburo: an organ of collective leadership.

9. On the execution of the resolution of the obkom about the

leadership of rural Party organizations by the raikom of Rologoe.

10. On the work of the mikom of Rameshki wilh kolkhoz cadres.

1L The leadership by a rurai raikom of sociaiist emulation.

12. How the Party organization of the kolkhoz "Zavidovo" fights for

the fulfillment of the rive Year P1an of the artel'.

13. The education of kolkhoz cadres !the work experience of the

territorial Party organization of the Tebleshkii raionl.

14. The Party organizations are guarding the democratic fundaments

of the kolkhoz.

•
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• 15. Erroneous education of cadres Ion the substitution and

duplication of economic and soviet organs/.

16. The avant-garde rôle of Communists in the "Molotov" sovkhoz

INovotorzhok raion/.

17. The activity and self-sufficiency of Comrnunists in the struggle

for the Plan IThe "Krasnyi Mai" plant in the raion of Vyshnii

Volochek/.

18. The education of a Cornmunist attitude towards work.

19. Do not fawn ta orders from Communists.

20. A Party organization' scare for the living conditions of the

toil ers.

21. On the leadership of a raikom at the proceedings of Party

meetings.

22. The leadership over the work of a raikom IIpp3ni!

23. Party control of requests and cornplaints to Soviet institutions

on labour conditions.

24. The work experience of one kolkhoz Party organization Isimilar

tal el.

25. The Party organization of a MTS and the education of tractor

drivers.
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26. The work style of one raikom of the Komsomol.

27. The Komsomoltsyof the "Red Army" MTS.

28. On the work of one kolkhoz Komsomol organization where there

is no Party organization.

29. Young masters of the 311t'/ISimilar story on the work of the

Komsomol organization of one kolkhoz/.

• 30. Two organizations -- two examples.



• (II) Voprosy propagaody i uciJeôy (Propagaoda aod

study questions)

Peredo r;re

1. 00 potitical agitation among the people in their residences.

2. 1'0 improve the quality of the work of the political school in the

village.

3. On lectures and consultations to help Communists' political self

study.

4. Against the reduction of propaganda work for the Five Year 1)lan.

St;/f'j

1. The global-historical meaoing of the Great October Socialist

Revolution larticle by comrade Puzdyrev/.

2. On scientific forecasts/ art. by corn. Apresian/.

3. Comrade Statin about the ideological foundations of the Bolshevik

party ILecture of corn. Puadyrev [sic), obkom lecturer of the VKP(b).

4. The adaptation and defense by LV. Statin of the organizational

foundation of the Bolshevik Party/art. by corn. Smirnov, obkom

lecturer/.

5. On V.l. Lenin's "l'wo l'actics"/ art. by corn. Bokachev, obkom

lecturer/.

6. On LV. Statin's "On Dialectica! and Historical Materialism"l two

articles of Tugarinov of the Pedinslitud.

7. From the history of the revolutionary movement in the l'ver'

guberniia /The first marxists in l'ver'. Lecture of corn. Shelgunev,

obkom lecturer/.

8. Preparation and proceedings of the October Revolution in the l'ver

• guberniial article by corn. Il'in of the olJ/partarkiJir/.
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• 9. Answers ta questions --twice a momh.

10. On the worthless work style of the propaganda department of the

gorkom of Rzhev/Petrov/.

(as wel1 as several more subjects in the same vein).

(J Il) Agri cu lture

Leading articles on how ta impl'Ove the harvest; on emulation; on

cadres; on fJax procurements; on the upcoming distribution of the

income; on cattle; on MTS; on chairmen; on the strengthening of

backward kolkhozy.

Articles and sections

local successes and failures; how ta improve the rotation of crops;

the arteJ' statutes; eJectrification; tractor drivers should be

prepared for the coming spring; wintertime, a time for cadres ta

study; better buildings for cattle; etc.

(IV) [ndustry and transport

Leading arti c1es

No bnik [wastage]; ecollomize with raw materials; fuel and

electricity; some exemplary workers

Articles

Different reidy, i. e. swoops (special assignments) --investigations

by groups of journalists of alleged malpractices or grievances: on

the rubber-sole factory, the railroad-car factory "Kalinin", on the

sewing factory of Kimry, on the factory "Krasnyi Oktiabr''', alJ about

bad proceedings in these factories; on bra/ç on the saving of energy;

on severaJ other badly operating factories; on Stakhanovites and

peredor,iki (advanced workers).

• (V) R36or.. Sovetov (The work of the soviets)
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• Leading articles

Workers' complaints and how to hanclle them; to im prove the level of

mass-organizational work; on chairmen of the rural soviets; tD

improve the cadres' ideological-political ideas; on culture in the

raion cen~re.

Articles

Local examples: frequent mistakes; healthcare; culture (among

others the Izby-c/rimj 'nF~.

VI

Letters, the survey of the (other) press

1. Letters and parts of speeches in every edition

2. Survey of the press about the following themes:

A. Illumination in the newspaper of Party life

B. The problems of animal husbandry

V. The paper and local [Le. small] industry

G. The work of the soviets

D. Forgotten themes

E. About a most important subjecl lfIax/

3. Lilerary pages

4. Reviews, poems, staries, sketches of local comrades

5. Everyday jnformation on the USSR and on the oblast'.

First obkom secrelary Boitsov went along with the above plan

(Pako. 147/4/157,11. 126/127).

•
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APPENDIX III

The composition of the Kalinin obkom of the

Communiat Party in the years 1937 and 1938 and

1945-1953.

Tbe following table il baled on
Pato. 147111525, Il.114.115,251

14711/526. 11.49, 52. 66, 79, 83. 93. 211. 213. 215-217.
218. 225. 226, 229-235
14711/527. 11.2-20.23.24.28. 45.69.70,72-78,
91.92.103108, 127-130 and 197-201
147Jt15211, 11.2, 60, 69, 71, 72, 81, 83-
86, 88. 89. 91-93, 114, 120, 122, 124, 125, 129, 130.
140, 142, 144
147/11529, 11. 2·8. 27, 28, 31, 32, 34, 35. 36, 46-51,
53. 63, 64
t47Jtl554, 11.3, 30b.. 4, 9, 90b.. 95, 96, 109, 120, 121,
122. 143, 144. 240. 241
t47111555, 11,254, 271, 272

Tventoj tlutr , pp.13-20
Nataliia Gevortian. ·Vltrecbnye plany po unichtozheniiu
sobstveJlno,o nlltoda," MOltoystje Noyoltj,No.25. 21 liuni.a 1992
g.• pp. III and 19

Kalygina and Lipsbi15 were two individuals of tbe local Party leadership who
apparently fe11 viclim to an earlier purge: in June 1937, Goliakov called Lipshits and
Kalygina Trotsltyiles, and accused them of hying 10 purebase people's suppon. People
wbose suppon bad been bougbt by Kalygina and Lipsbits, according to Goliakov, were
Guzenko, lvanilskii, Konsbin, and Tul'man: all but the firsl seem 10 bave disappeared
already by May 1937: Kalygina's patronymic is Stepanovna, and it seems !llat sbe is the
same Kalygina described by Roy Medvedev (R. Medvedev, 1&1 H;slo[)' Judge, pA09).
Earlier Iban June 1937, another nest of "wrecters-Trotskyites" bad been discovered in
the town of Kalinin: !fie cbair of the town soviet, Novitov, aided and abelted them. This
group included tbe \~ce-cbair of the town soviet Gorova, the second vice-cbair
Manu'ev, and KrllSÏkov, the bead of transpon. In the oblispoltom Trolskyites and Rigbts
bad already been unmasted as weil. and the names of Cblenov, Kopelev. and Gribov --see
below . were given by Golinkov in June 1937. One Mel'nitov, wbo worked in the oblasl'
financial depanment had been arrested by tbe NKVD, 100.

823



824

• Plenum Elecl. l$t Plen. Funetlon 7th Plen !st Plenum Fale?

1-37 2nd PC1 8/6137 8161372 22/3'383 6-719384

K.F, absent candidateS cand. present

AbramovaS

E.E.Alek- present member; head of 1. excl. In

seevskll el.can,buro agrlc,otdel 37138

•

IThese are obkom members. known ta have been elected al the second Party Conference
of the Kalinin oblast' in early June 1937, Only one year Inter at the 3rd Party
Conference, Boitsov said that 5 out of Il of the members of the obkomburo, eleeted after
the 2nd PC, had been unmasked and an'ested as enemies of the people; Mikhailov,
Goliakov. Dombrovskii, Kuzenits, and Pitkovskii. Goliakov desaibed the exi~tence of a
whole number of Trotsk)'ite and Right groupi ngs in Kalinin town ut the conference of
June 1937, led by Lipshits. Guzenko, Gorov, and other enemies of the people,
Khramenko, an army commander, announced that Gamarnik had been exposed as an
enemy of the people; thanks ta the activities of the NKVD "...the lU"my can healthily
continue with the affairs for which il exists," He went on ta extol the virtues of the re
introduction of political commissars in the army at this time. One Stepynin, the
commisslU" of the 43th division, was removed from the Iist of candidates ror
participation in 1928 in the resolution of the Arm)'-Political Academy "N,G.
Tolmachev." Delegates tried to COMect him with Enov, who was ut this academy in 1928;
Stepynin's division seems ta have been located in the Velikie Luki okrug (bordering
Latvia); one al'm)' representative suggested that the NKVD should check Stepynin.
2As far as known,
31t seerns that both CC secretaI")' A.A. Andreev and Georgy Malenkov were presenl at this
plenum --perhaps before il, on March 17, 1938, in the case of Andreev, who seems la
have been present at a session of secretaries, according lo the head of the obkam
agricullural otdel, Chukhrov, in July 1938. At this point t.he CC look a decision
condemning lhe errers of lhe Kalinin obkom and oblispolkam (called "Ob osbibknKh
Ktllil1losko,To obkomll ~'KP(b) i oblispolkomll'). One of the corn plaints af the Central
Committee seems ta have been the slow pace at which enelTÙes of the people were being
unmasked, as Chukhrov remarked at the 3rd Party Conference of the oblast',
4The renewal is startling; hardi)' an)'one of the obkom elected only one year earlier
returned.
5Abromova: full or candidate member of Party obkom in Janual")' 1937. Also elected II.~
members of the obkom ut the 3rd Party conference were 1. V. Stalin ond M.l. Kalinin.
lYrhe following people failed ta receive a majorit)' vote at the 2nd PC in order la be
elected as candidates: Minin, Kirillov, Arenkov, Bukharov, Bereznev, lamsbchikov,
Venovskii, Kuznetsov, and Sipchenko. MlU"oV ·-who won a large majority of votes for
(365-119)--, Afonin (378-106), Mal)'sheva (259-225), DOl'ofeev (245-239),
Emel'ianov (246-238), and Lazarev (253-231) were also not eleceed os candidate
members, a1though they had more than half of the votes for their candidature, One
Mamaev, until thal moment the mispolkom chair of Rzhev, lost his candidature fa- full
member in the pre-election discussions.
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• Plenum Elecl. lst Plen. Functlon 7th Plen 1$1 Plenum Fale?

1-37 2ndPC 616/37 616/37 2213'36 6-71936

A.A. present;

Abramov mem.; el.

2nd sek

A.M. absenl candlmem 2.excl.ln

Amosoy 37136

S.M. present;

Anlonluk mem;el.buro

I.T. presenl candlmem

Anlropev

A.I.Aver·· ln March present;

lanova app. member

ralkomsek

Prol.ralon

P.K.Aseev ralkomsek candidate cand present

D.P.Allno- ralkomsek candidate cand presenl

genov

N.T. Alenln ralkomsek nol.elec. cand present

cand(?)

P.I.Balaev present;

member

D.L. present candidate cand 3.ex.ln

Bedachev 37136

V.D.Belov present;

member

•
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• Plenum Elec!. 15t Plen. Functlon 71h Plen 15t Plenum Fate?

'-37 2ndPC 8/6137 816137 22/3'38 6-7 1938

I.P.Boltsov Introd. as present;

member mem.:

obkom and ",-eU sek

el. , sek

I.F.Boro- present candidate cand 4.ex.ln

dachev 37138

Botev absent absent

A. Brandln present speaks as absent S. excl. In

Komsomol 37138

sek;",pla- (survlved

cedby camps)

Korotlaev

L. F. Bulygln absent candidate; cand 6.ex.ln

connectlon 37138

w"h enemy

Zhaœev

G.O. ralkomsek; present; 7.ex.ln

Bulygln prob.ol member 37138

Klmry

ralkom

R.A. otdel·head member head 01 8.ex.ln

B~sklna press/publ. 37138

otdel

F.M. pr...nt;

• Bulakhov cand



•
I.A.

Burlakov

M.A.Bu.h-

marina

Bu.huev

P.1. Bykov

A.M.

Va.lI·ev

V.V.

Va.lI'ev

Plenum

1·37

pre.ent

Eleet.

2ndPC

lst Plen.

8/6/37

absent

Functlon

8/6/37

7th Plen

22/3'38

1st Plenum Fate?

6-71938

present;

member

pre.ent;

eand

present;

member

present;

member

present;

member

827

S.V.

Vasll' ev

P.F.

Venov.kll

S.la.

Vershlnln

N.S.

Vinogradov

P.K,

Vinogradov

pre.ent

ab.ent

absent

tall. RC?7 eandlmem

eandlmem

member

PCC rep?

pre.ent

present;

member

present;

member

•
71n the csse of the eJeetion of the new Revision Committee nt the 2nd PC, one Gurinov
seems to be coopted as .. member. whiJe Levin. Veselov. Ushllkov. 8rlukvin, LoshchiJov.
Glushchenko, and Elenin receive more votes css! sgainst them than for them. For
Gusikhin. Vorontsov --noticed here for the first lime-o. ZSl"llbkin, Vasil'ev (there ere
two without initill1s. so we don't know for certain which one), the msjority of votes is
not lerge enough.
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• Plenum Elect. 1SI Plen. Functlon 7th Plen !st Plenum Fate?

1·37 2ndPC 8/6137 816137 22/3'38 6-71938

A.I. Volkov present;

member

A.S.Volkov present;

member

T.N. Volkov ralkomsek candidate cand 9.e •.

ln 37138

I.P. ralkomsek; ralkomsek member present present; 10.e'.ln

Volchenkov app. sek 01 01 Oktlabr' mem;el. 37138

Okt.ralon rai 01 Ka~ head 01

Inln town ORPO;

el.buro

A.A. present;

Vorob'ev cand

Voronln present ?

A.la. absent(?) cand/mem present

Voronlna see above

A.G,Vor· present;

ontsova member

G,B. present elected member; edltor l1,e'.ln

Voskanian el.buro Pr.Pravda 37138

K.A. present member; head 01 present 12.e'.ln

Gadbank el.can.buro Indltr.otdel 37138

P.T. absent member present

Glazkova

•
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• Plenum Elect. ht Plen. Functlon 7th Plen 1.t Plenum Fate?

1·37 2nd PC 8/6137 8/6137 22/3'38 6-71938

N.1. pre.ent Kallnln member; 13.eK.ln

Gollakov gorkomsek el.buro 37138

A.V.Gortov pre.ent candlmem 14.eK.ln

37138

A.1. absent candlmem present

Gormlna

Grlnberg present absent

P.O. present EKCI. 20/51 15.eK.ln

Guzenko 378 ; 37138

called

enemy

I.F.Gu.ev present;

member

I.F. absent candldatel cand present; 16.eK.ln

Gu.lkhln Ialls RC under lire; 37138

Ispolkom

meeting to

be helel to

declcle on

hlm

I.S. present;

Oavydov member

• 8See above footnote 2
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• Plenum Elec!. lot Plen. Funcllon 7th Plen lot Plenum Fala?

1·37 2ndPC 816137 816137 22/3'38 6-71938

Davydova present perhaps absent

Party

/nstrukfor

A.A. absent member vlce- 17.ex.ln

Devlatkln obllspolkom 37138

chair

Demina present absent

A.F. absent candimem 18.ex.ln

Denisov 37138

N.V. absent candimem present

Denisov

V.R. present head of member; before 19.ex.ln

Dombrov- obI.NKVD; el.buro 37138

skll9 cheklst

slnce 1920

Drozdova present absent

Evdok- absent absent

ImoYa

I.S.Enov10 present 20.ex.ln

37138

9Rubov, Dombrovskii, I\l1d Bobkov --u functionary of the judiciary and probably the
oblast' prorurot' mentioned by Boitsov and criticized for his shoddy work in the
prokUnJIUn1- are appointed around July 1937 as the members of the purging troika
by Ezhov (order No.00447).

la Zhadaev was mentioned by Rabov in May 1937 as being arrested, together with
Lipshits, Kozhelev and Gribov I\l1d unnamed others: one Liûhits of the Kalinin rllilroad is

• stricken from the list of obtom candidates B1 the 2nd Party confezence in June 1937 on
his own request. Lipshits wu the director of the Maks Gel'ts faetory, and had been



• Plenum

1-37

Elec!.

200 PC

1st Plen.

816137

Functlon

816137

71h Plen

2213'38

831

1st Plenum Fate?

6-71938

K.T.

Ennolenko

Ershov

LI.Elanov

I.E.

Efremov

present

present

member

absent

present

present;

member

present;

cand

Zhadaev11 absent (Dlr. Flax-

Ins!hule)

21.ex.ln

37138

I.P.

Zhdanov

Zhukov

present

absent RemovGd IJY

200 PCfrom

IIst; weak ln

colleetlv.

candlmem present 22.ex.ln

37138

probably

repressed ln

'37/'38

F.E.Zhukov present; 23.ex.ln

P.M.

Zver'kova

member 37138

present;

member

•

already ell:ecuted by June 1937. Gribov --an enemy of the people-- is mentioned at the
3rd Party conference by Boitsov as a member of the oblast' courts, might have been a
prokuror, who tried to terrorize the kolkhoz and soviet cadres in the countryside. Enov,
a member of the obkomburo, probably was a Party secretary of Velikie Luki okrug (and
n former urmy officer/commissar), of which the nrst Komsomol okruzhkom secretary,
one Kaganovskii, is criticized by Brandin in June 1937 for his ties with Enov. Enov was
&rrested with the assistance cf Peskarev and Listengurt befere or during a plenum of the
okruzhkom. He was officiaUy exc1uded as counterrevolutionary Trotskyite and enemy of
the people on April 29, 1937.
"See above footnete 10
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• Plenum Elect. Is1 Plen. Functlon 7th Plen 1st Plenum Fate?

1-37 2ndPC 816137 818/37 2213'38 6-7 1938

Zluz'- present elected?; absent probably

lakovenko commander purge<! ln

of army 1937

kOIPu!1

D.I.lvanov absent member present;

membar

I.Z. Ivanov present member present

V.Uvanov present elected member present 24.ex.ln

membarol 37138

okruzhkom

01 Vellkle

Lukl

V.F. Ivanov absent chair 01 ab.ent 25.repres-

obllspo~ sed ln 37138

kom

P.E. absent membar 26.ex.ln

Ivanov12 37138

P.P. present;

Izvekov membar

N.B. present candidate cand 27.ex.ln

Ivushkln 37138

12"For the issuing of the recommendation to transfer from candidate to full member the
enem)' of the people GRAI (SOKOLOV) and passivity with respect to the exposing and
unmasking of counterrevolutionary elements: to exc1ude c. IVANOV P.E. from the
membership of the oblast' committee of the VKP(6} (Pako 147/1/528,1.125 (4th

• obkom plenum of September 10-11 1937). ln how far we are dealing here with one of
the IWo Sokolo'YS is not clear.
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• Plenum Elecl. 1st Plen. Functlon 7th Plen 1s1 Plenum Fate?

'-37 2ndPC 8/6137 8/6/37 2213'38 6-71938

R.A. revkom member absent

IIlarlooov

T.M. revkom candlmem present oldelhead;

Il'Ichev unclear Il he

Is also

member

Kagan.kll absent absent

P.G, pre.ent;

Kazakov member

l.Ia Kallnln ralkomsek candidate cand pre.ent present; 28.eK.ln

mem;el, 37138

3rd .ek

1.1. absent sek.ol member pre.ent

Kal'chenko Partyburo 01

border·

troop.

detach·

ment

N,E, present;

Karmakov member

N.E, pre.ent member head 01 pre.ent otdelhead;

Kapraoov .ovlet·trade unclear Il he

otdel 1. also

member

•



RH

• Plenum Elect. ht Plen. Functlon 7th Plen 1.t Plenum Fate?

1·37 2ndPC 816137 8/6/37 2213'38 6-71938

V.F. otdelhead member absent present 29.ex.ln

Karsanoy 37138

KI~lIov ab.ent not elec. ab.ent

A.N.KIrp- pre.ent;

Ichnlkov cand

F.G. pre.ent candidate; cand absent 30.ex.ln

Kllmenko head 01 37138

obla.t·

consumer'

councll

(I.A.) pre.ent absent

Kozlov

D.E. ab.ent candlmem absent pre.ent

Komarov

E.O.Koml.- present;

.arova member

D.V. presenl;

Kondrat'ev member

P.M.Kon.- present;

tanUnov member

Koroleva pre.ent ? absent

V.S. absent Kom.omol member pre.ent

Korotlaev worked ln leader; 1

CCol sek In.tead

• Kom.omol 01 Brandln
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• Plenum Elecl. lsl Plen. Functlon 7th Plen lot Plenum Fate?

1-37 2nc1 PC 8/6137 8/6137 22/3'38 6-71938

N(I),V. absent candlmem present

Kosarev

N.l. present;

Krasnova member

G.I. Kru!' present gorkomsek member; present 31.ex.ln

worl<ed or Vyshnll el.can.buro 37138

berore as Volochek

L.I.Krylov present;

mem;el.

cand buro

S.E.Krysov ralkomsek candldale cand 32.ex.ln

37138

M.B. present member; 33.ex.ln

Kuzenlls el.buro 37138

(M. V.) present not elec. absent

KuznelSov

A.E.Kulagln present;

member

P.P. absent elected; member; present

Kurnaev head 01 el.buro

okruzhkom

01 Vellkle

Lukl

N.N. present;

• Laplkov member



R:\ 6

• Plenum Elee!. hl Plen. Functlon 71h Plen 1.1 Plenum Fale?

1·37 2ndPC 8/6/37 8/6137 22/3'38 6-71938

A.1. presenl;

Lebedeya member

LeYln pre.ent rails RC absent

(V.P.) presenl absenl

Lelekoy

R.A. absent pre.enl; absent

LI.lengur! apparently

ea~ler

aldlng wllh

Enoy's

arrest

Lunln pre.ent RCmemb see below

F.1. absent eandlmem present otdelhead;

Lysenkoy unclear If he

1. aise

member

V.I.Uashlk present;

member

A.N.Marcy absent (mombel1) 34.e•. ln

later cand 37138

L.A. absent member present present;

MashkoY8 member

(F.S.Mel'nlk presenl;

oY)F.S.MeI' member

• shanoy
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• Plenum Elecl. 151 Plen. Functlon 7th Plen 15t Plenum Fate?

1-37 2ndPC 8/6/37 8/6/37 22/3'38 6-71938

P.F. present candidate cand 35.e'.ln

Mnrakoy 37138

(ME. l present elected member: Ilrst 36.e'.ln

Mlkhalloy Earller CC el.llrs1 sek secretary 37138

/nsfrukfor (buromem)

R.N. present elected member; head 01 37.e'.ln

37/38
MI.hna- el.buro obl.agrlc.

ey.kll direction

I.I.Molseev present;

cand

I.A. ralkomsek member

Morozoy

Ua. rovkom Probably member 38.e'.ln

Nazarov oblast 37138

ptrJkutrJrat

lime 012nd

PC

Neledoya present Actlye Ralkom-

accu,er al .ek?

2ndPC

K.A. present;

Nlkllorov member

V.la.{V.F.l ralkomsek candidate cand present

Nlkllorov

•



1\3 Il

• Plenum Elect. lsl Plen. Functlon 7th Plen hl Plenum Fate?

1·37 2ndPC 816/37 816137 2213'38 6·71938

N.V. ralkomsek candidate cand 39.e•. ln

Nlkonov 37138

A.N. presenl; 40.e'.ln

Nlkonov mem;el.buro 37138

T.A.Node!' absent Head 01 candlmem head 01

obkom school,

school science

otdel; otdel

former

memberol

8und

S.A. ralkomsek candidate c"nd present

'lovlchk~v

Ela. pr6·senl elected; men,ber present; 41.e'.ln

Nosovskll secretary 01 BolO9oe 37138

BolO9oe Pany leader

ralkom

M.M. present;

Obnoztsov cand.

A.A.O.lpov presenl;

member

S.A. absent candlmem Plenlp.PCI present

Parshln procurem.

• Pavlov present absent
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• Plenum Elect. 1SI Plen. Funetlon 7th Plen ht Plenum Fate?

1·37 2ndPC 816/37 8/6137 22/3'38 6-7 1938

I.A.Pere- present;

pelkln mem;

el.head

agltpropold

el;el.cand

buro

G.S. present eleeted; member; 42.ex.ln

Peskarev obkomsek el.bure 37138

M.la. absent absent; present present;

Petrova memb mem;not

el.can.buro eleo. bure

M.F. present member; as enemy 43.ex.ln

Pllkovskll el.bure 37138

Pozharskll present absent

Polesh- absent absent

chuk

P.G.Rabov present member; second flrst 44.ex.ln

13 el.2nd.sek secretary secretary; 37138

released

Rogozh- present absent

nlkov

D.A. absent member

Rozenko

• 13See lIbove footnote 10 nnd the remarks at the end of this table.
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• Plenum Elect. l5t Plen. Funetlon 7th Plen 1.t Plenum Fate?

1·37 2ndPC 8/6/37 8/6137 22/3'38 6-7 1938

L.N.Rozova absent member

M.M. ralkomsek present;

Roma.hov member

A.S.Savvln pre.ent; 45.e •.

cand. ln 37138

M.F. absent member pre.ent

Savel'ev

A.E. pre.enl;

Salonov member

M.A.Seve- ab.ent cancllmem pre.ent

rova

la(A).S. pre.ent;

Semenov member

M.V. ab.ent member 46.ex.

Slonlm.kll ln 37138

Sirmai. pre.ent absent

G.M. present;

Smlmov member

I.K. present member

Smlmov

L.I. pre.ent ab.ent

Smlmov

M.1. present;

Smlmov member

•
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• Plenum Elecl. 1S1 Plen. Funcllon 7th Plen ht Plenum Fate?

1-)7 2ndPC 8/6137 816/37 2213'38 6-71938

IN.P.?) present absent

Solomonoy

A.V. pre.ent of the Maks ab.ent

Sokoloy Gel'l. (r.r.)

lactory ln

V.L.okrug?

I.I.Sokoloy absent of the Maks absent; 47.

Gel·t'lr.r. ) apparently ex.!n 37/38

lactory ln member

V.L.okrug?

A.P. present;

StaR>- member;

torzh.kll el.buR>

Starukhln pre.ent absent

A.S.Stopan present;

oya member

E.I.Ste- pre.ent absent

pancya

M.A. absent partkom .ek candlmem pre.ent

Tare.ova ln Vyshnll

Volochek

I.P. relkomsek candidate cand

Telezhkln

•
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• Plenum Elec!. \st Plen. FuncUon 7th Plen 1.t Plenum Fate?

1-37 2ndPC 816137 816/37 2213'38 6-71938

V.A. absent member head 01 48.ex.ln

Toma.h- agltprop 37138

evlch14 otdel

M.V.Trofimo pre.ent;

va mem

V.M. ab.ent candidate cand;later 49.

Trufanov lull member ex.ln37/38

D.M. ralkomsek member SO.ex.ln

Tru.hln 37138

Fllatov pre.ent ab.ent

I.S.Fllllpov present;

member

V.A. absent candidate cand

Fln'kova

S.F.(I) Fokln pre.ent member pre.ent

D.V. pre.ent candidate cand

Fomlcheva

•

14 "In connection with the fact,that c[omrade) TOMASHEVICn during the wholc period of
his work in the Kalinin party organization did not wage an active struggle with the
enemies of the people -trotskyites, right counterrevolutionaries; did not take any
mensure to help the party to unmask enemies of the people in the organization of the
BSSR [Belorussia],where c.TOMASHEVICH worked in the course of tbree yeors in the
apparat of the CC of the Belorussian Commuaist Party (Boisheviks) and in the town
committee of Gomel' , and also in connection with the fact, tbat during the time of the
heading by c.TOMASHEVICH of the depattment of party propaganda and agitation of the
obkom of the VKlt'lI)tbe work of the department did not improve, but, on the contrary
~ei:eriorated: to exc1ude c. TOMASHEVICH from the membership of the oblast' CIJ::liiii:tee
" the VKlt'lI) (Pako 147/11528,1.125 (4th obkom plenum of September 10-11
1937.
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• Plenum Eleet. !st Plen. FunC1lon 7th Plen !st Plenum Fate?

1-37 2ndPC 816/37 8/6137 2213'38 6-71938

A.la.Frolov present;

member

F.I.Frolov present;

member

E.I.Frolova present ab::ent

I.F. absent eandlmem

Khomleh

A.N. Khra· present speaks on member;

menko Army el.ean.buro

"restruc·

turlng"15

I.A. present elected; sek member; 51.

Chukanov of Opoehet· el.buro eX.ln 37138

skll

okruzhkom

I.F. present;

Chukhnov eand

P.1. present eandlmem present otdelhead;

Chukhrov unclear If he

Is alsa

member

A.A.Shav· absent eandlmem present;

aleva member

• 15See aboye footnote 2
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• Plenum Elecl. lot Plen. Functlon 7th Plen ht Plenum Fate?

1-37 2ndPC 816137 8/6/37 2213'38 6-7 1938

A.A. Shlsh- present;

mareva member

K.O. present;

Shubochkln member

M.V. absent candlmem present

Shuvalova

1. K. present absent

Shevchuk

M.G. present;

luzhakov member

A.A.lurov present;

member

lamsh- candld.lr

chlkov obkommem

bershlp

(see(6))

R.M. absent absent 52. ex.

larlshkln ln 37138

A.V. present;

Gumlnskll NKVO-head

Total 62 86(88) 41 ·~9+\1::

68

Thus :l' "ast 52 obkom members and candlda.es ••re e.cludad ln 37/38.

•
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The rcYi sion committee iD 193711938 of the Kalioin obkom• Plenum Elecl. 151 Plen. Functlon 71h Plen 151 Plenum Fate?

1·37 2ndPC 8/6137 8/6137 22/3'38 6-7 1938

Arenkov16 present not elec.

1. .... presenl

Balakirev

Barsukova present

P..... ralkomsek elecled present

Baryshev revkom

member

N.V. Belov ralkomsek elected present

revkom

member

Geraslmov absenl

S..... present elected. present

Gorbachav reY.mam.

........ absent coopl.

Gurlnov revmemb.

Eliseev absenl

larubkln absent fells RC

Illarionov present cancflmem

Il'Ichav present cancflmem

la.V.Klr- present

lushln

P.I. Korlavln present

• 16Arentov: membcr of revision committee in Januaty 1937 or later.
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• Plenum Elect. ht Plen. Functlon 7th Plen ht Plenum Fate?

1·37 2ndPC 8/6/37 816/37 ~213'38 6-71938

S.M. Klulev ralkomsek eleeted pre.ent

revkom

membor

F.F. Korolev ab.ent? eleeted pre.ent pre.ent

revkoln

membor

Kudrlav- absent not ln elee. absent

t.ev

D.G.Leva.h pre.ent

ev

A.V. Lunln obkom eleeted absent

membor! re,,!<om

candidate membor

G.G. Llamln ralkomsek eleeted pre.ent

revkom

membor

5.1. present

Mu...tov

Nazarov pre.ent prob. candlmem

pro!aJ""

(.eo above)

Nodel' absent candlmem

M.V.Per- pre.ent

egudova

•



•
Petrov

Plenum

1-37

present

Elec!.

2nd PC

151 Plen.

8/6137

Perhaps

Functlon

8/6137

Head of

7th Plen

2213'38

ls1 Plenum Fate?

6·71938

847

I.M.

Petukhov

ralkomsek elecled

revkom

member

same one obi.office of

as Pelrova Statebank?

present

A.D. ralkomsek elected

Rubekln

V.M.

Solov'ev

Tomlng

A.I.

Tslmbler

G.S.

Shalonskll

T.T.

Churakov

Total

present

absent

8

revkom

member

elected

revkom

member

11

present

8

head of

obI.flnanced

epl.

present

absent

present

8

•
Although in the collection in the archive of the former Communist

Part)' the date for the fifth obkom plenum is given as September 5,

1937, it follows in the records after the proro.koJ of the plenum of

Septemberl 0111, 1937; V. I.Ivanov was made second secretary, for



•

•

which he was freee! from the duties of third secretary, something he

had become at the September plenum, i.e. earlier (Pako, 147/1/528,

11.128-130). Furthermore, the profOko/ calls it the fifth obkom

plenum. The plenum does not take place later than October 1937,

since in the second o1Jlvopros the chairs of the okrug decLOra1

committees --who were in preparation for the upcoming Supreme

Soviet elections-- were ordered to organize certain operations

before October 15, 1937. Another promotion at this fifu! plenum was

that of A.la. Kalinin, who became third secretaI)'. Il'ichev, Kalinin,

and Guminskii were elected into the obkomburo as full members,

Aseev was promoted from candidate to full member of the buro.

AConin, V.F. Nikiforov, N.V. Nikonov, Telezhkin, Ua. KaHnin [sic],

Novichkov, Ivushkin, and Abramova were promoted to full obkom

membership from candidate membersbip, Guminskii (the CC was

asked to confirm his cooptation) was coopted as full member. AIso

present at this meeting were two Komsomol secretaries: 1. N. Volkov

and A. I.Rodionova.

In January 1938, the sixth obkom plenum was staged, where almost

aU raikom secretaries, 70 raiispolkom cha.irs, and 110 MTS ancl MTM

directors took part in the discussion of the question "About the

liquidation of the consequences of the wrecking in agl'icultul'e ancl

the preparation for the spring sowing of 1938". AIso present were

Komsomol secretary Volkov and the members of the plllrko/lf:'.{/ùii of

the Party Control Committee for the Kalinin oblast', Vasbkevich and

Likhacheva. Part of the resolution taken by this plenum 011

agriculture went as fol1ows:

R4R
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"Counterrevolutionary c1usters, trotskyite-bukharinite spies,
wreckers and diversants, kulak- and other enemy groups, who had
incurred, by their base wrecking work, a serious 1055 to the cause of
socialist construction in the Kalinin oblast', have suffered a
crushing defeat through the Central Committee of the J··/t"P(b) the
obkom of the J··/t"P(b) the organs of the NKVD and the local party
organizations of the Kalinin oblast'.
"Using poJitical blindness and carelessness of various party- and
soviet organizations, the enemies of the people incurred a great loss
ta agriculture of the oblast' by way of wrecking planning of sown
areas and the disruption of the crop rotation, the muddHng of the
affairs with seeds, the ignoring of agrotechnique, the collapse of the
machine-tractor park in a number of MTS, the disruption and
distortion of the party line in the conduct of various kinds of
procurements of agricultural products, the distortion of the statute
of the agricultural artel, the liquidation of heads of cattle in a
number of kollchozy and sovkhozy and sa on.
"The plenum notes that the obkomburo of the VKP(b) the
p;trf.kollelpi:1 of the KPK for the Kalinin oblast', the party groups of
the oblispolkom, and a number of local party organizations, did not
c1raw ail necessal'y conclusions in arder to develop in a Bolshevik
malUler self-criticism, and ta unmask timely enemies of the people,
ta l'ully purge the organization of counterrevolutionary, politically
alien, and morally corrupt elements, which had forced their way into
various levels of the party and soviet apparatus, and to restructure
their work towards the mobilization of ;:.11 strength of the toilers
for the fulfil1ment of the economic and political taslcs lhat stand
before the oblast' party organization.
"The disc10sed counterrevolutionary wrecking activities of the
enemies of the people were a direct consequence of the fact that the
organizational and party-mass work in a number of raions was not
raised to the leveJ of political tasks and that the decisions of the
February-March Plenum of the Central Committee of the v/t"P(b) and
the guidelines of comrade Stalin did not l'eceive the necessary
application and introduction in the praxis.
"PreciseJy this explains the fact that the liquidation of the
consequences of wrecking and the preparation of spring sowing in
1938 in Ihe Kaliwn oblast' go c1early unsatisfactorily (... ).
"The plenum obliges the obkomburo, the okruzhkoms, the gorkoms,
and the raikoms of the lIKP(b) ta strengthen the battle for the
unmasking and crushing of the enemies of the people. On the basis of
developed Bolshevik self-criticism, the party committees need ta
mobilize all party- and non-party Boisheviks for an even higher Jevel

849



• of vigilance, FOR THE FASTEST FULFILLMENr OF l'lIE ORDERS OF
COMRADE STALIN AND THE DECISIONS OF THE CC OF THE 1i\'lfh:}()N
THE UPROOTING OF THE REMNANfS OF THE TROTSK y rL'E-BU KHARINITE
GANGS, ON THE PURGING OF OUR OBLAST' OF AU. WRECKERS, SPIES
AND DIVERSANTS, lIIRELINGS OF JAPANESE-CiERMAN PAselSlvl " (pako,
147/11529, 11.718).

Present as invite es in June 1938 at the last plenum before the lhinl

Party conference were !'!KVD heacl A.N.Nikonov, carelaker oblispolkom

bead A. P.Starotorzhskii, Proletarskaia pravda editor S. M.Amoniuk,

and Krylov, Komsomol secretary. Tbese would ail join lhe obkom al

the third Party conference. At this plenum, LIa. Kalinin was lhe

reporter on obkom exclusions and tbe like. A. N. Nikonov was arrested

by the NKVD towards the end of 1938, which confirrns the

information on tbe arrest of tbe local NKVD leaders at the exhibition

R50

on the purges in lbe l'ver' museum of kr.tt'T''I.'dt'nie

Rabov, Gusikhin, and Ivanov, dt' fiteto the top three IJarty leaders of

tbe oblast' for a white, were described at tbe tbirel Party confl:'rl:'nce

in July 1938 by Boitsov as essentially continuing, willingly or not,

the same enemy work as Mikbailov; before Mikhailov's an'est, Rahov

apparent1y communicated at times by telephone with Mikbailov,

al'ter the latter's departure, on matters concerning the Kalinin

oblast'. AlI Rabov's c10sest collaborators bad recently been exposed

as enemies of the people (e.g., a certain Lebedev is rnentioned).

Ivanov's sin had been paltially ta give too much leeway 10

"bourgeois-nationalism" in bis attitude towards the Karelian

minority of the oblast', wbich "distorted" tbe IJarty's policy. Al the

exbibition in tbe l'ver' museurn of Local Lore (knJt'flt'dt'nit!j, there

were references to a case against the Karelians in 1938/39 --

• specialists were accused of wrecking, and a "Karelian bourgeois-



•

•

nationalist, tt:rrorist, counterrevolutionar)' organization" was

uncovt:recl ~: set: also V, Vinogradov, Karel'skoe "delo", Tver', 1991.

At the thinl PC, l3oitsov mentions that all four raikom secretaries of

the cit)' of Kalinin tui"lled out to be enemies of the people: Aren'kov,

Mitinskii, Rumiantsev, and Karsanov; gurkom secretar)' Zhdatl0V had

been recently been exposed as weIl. At the same time, a "nest" of

enemies uf the people had been unmasked in Bologoe, to '.'Ihich

Nosovskii, Tresk'J'lov, and Antomonov belongecl. The)' had engaged in

baseless accusations of Part)' and non-Part)' workers at the

"Lunacharskii" factor)' in Bologoe.

A CC represenrative, a certain Pugovkin, attended the plenum in late

December 1938 --the firsl after the purge was more or less callecl

off by Stalin and Molotov,

The composition of the oblast' committee of the Communist

IJarly of the Kalinin obJast' after t 945

(Bu.cd on Pro!clurshia pnvda, No. 11(7679), Junuary 16, 1945;
Moscow,171431741, 11.1, 109; 171431742, 11.1 and 58; 17/44/546, 11.161,
1660b.; Pako, 147/1/525, 11.114, 115,251; 147/1/526, Il.49,52, 66, 79,
83, 93, 211, 213, 215-217, 218, 225, 226, 229-235; 147/1/527, Il.2-20,
23, 24, 28, 45, 69, 70, 72-78, 91, 92, 103-108, 127·130, 197-201;
14711/528, 11.2, 60, 69, 71, 72, 81, 83-86, 88, 89, 91·93, 114, 120, 122,
124, 125, 129, 130, 140, 142, 144; 147/1/529, Il. 2-8, 27, 28, 31, 32, 34,
35,36,46-51,53, 63, 64; 147111554, II. 3, 30b .. 4, 9, 90b.. 95, 96, 109, 120,
121, 122, 143, 144, 240, 24:; 14711/555, Il.254. 271, 272, 147/4/18,
11.1-20b.; 147/4/526, 11.1, lob.; 147/4/1125,1.28; 147/4/1126, 1.33;
147/4/1495, 11.120/121; 147/5/283, Il. 347-350; 147/5/1, 11.28-31;
147/5/2, 11.14-16, 19120, 219; 147/5/8, 1.11; 147/4/519, 1.49;
147/4/1887, 1.700b,; 147/5/199, 11.71-73; 147/4/1495, 11.34, 570b.·
580b.; 147/5/282, 11.40140vv.; 14715/286, 11.3-10; 147/5/10, Il.167 und
182; 147/5/429, 11.173-179, 219; 147/5/9, 11.1-4; 147/5/659, 1.3;
147151661, Il.1261127) .

851
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The obtom elected at the sixth Party conference in January
1945

17sek is used as abbreviatioll for secretary.•

NAME
Slalin
Kulinin
ILBJlilIOj>
I!...S...-YomnuOj>

S.A_Y.mtl!Y.
1.S......B.orilQY
A..ILKlI1l1.Çh~

A-Y.-SimoIlOY
D..S~.Toklul:.Y

Ul...Zimill
V. V. Savel'eva
N.P. Zubov
A. F. Glazunova
B.F. Gall
V.V. Mochulov

K.V. PeU'Ov

I.I. Volkov
K.!. PontiBkov
A.P. Pavlov
A.V. Parfenov
A 1. SadoYllikov
A. V. Nikiforov
V.E. Val'kav
A. la. Frolov
V.G. Cbizov
V.V. Vasil'ev
M.M. Obrazlsov
I.S. Dezbin
P.R. lvanov
N.A. Nizov'ev
V. M. Gorbullova
M..G•.luzbllko:i

YLhY.1su'
M. V. Bakharev
N. la. Ko(e?)rbunov
A.S. Zburavlev

V.M. Pukov

FIRSf NafICED

appointed March 1938
el.2nd PC '37; otdel bead late
'38
February 1942
otde! bead early '38

7143 apI'. l'roI'. sek17 and
cand. oblomm.
October 1942(2Ild obkomsek)
NKVD chief early 1939
January 1943
February 1942
raikomsek 1137-7137
rnikomsek 1137 and 12/38
raikomsek 1/38
perbaps otdel head Oct '38

perbaps obkomm. ill 7138
raikomsek July '38
perbaps raikomsek in '37

l'rob. pres. in '371'38; 1/43

el. July'38; buro. late '38

el.July'38; Bologoe gOl',ek
el. cand Jul '38
perbaps raikom.et early '37
raikomsek '371'38

February 1942
el. July '38; lBkes over paper
in July 1944

l'rob. raikom.ek late '38
perbap. raikam.ek late '38;
1/43 member; 7/43
Iivestock set apI"

FUNCTION IN JANUARY 1945

I>t secretary~.oLobkom

2Ild~.secrelal)' ..oLobAom

3rd. secrelaey..of.. obkum
Se~Telnry .!ur.~.~cadres

S~e.cr.elary. .1or...propagalld.

Qblispol.k.um..chllirman
Oblast' ..NKGB.lIead
GorI:.ClJILSecrettlrlul! .Kllliaill
Bezhetsk raikom .ecrelary
Substitute obkom.ek for indu.try
Raikom.et of Krasnokholm
Raikomsek of Kasbin
SubsLitule obkomsek for textile & Iight
industry
Head of lbe obkom inslrucLional·
orgaaizalional departmenl
Kimry raikomsek
Kirov raikomsek
Subslilule obkomsek for limber indu.lry
Kamen raikomsek
Vice·chairman obü.polkom
Vice-obkomsek for macbinebuilding indu'lry
Raikom.ek of T.enlra!' raion of Kaliain town
Vice-cbairmall of oblispolkom
NovOlorzbok raikom.ek
Sub.titule obkom.ek for transport
Vice-chairman oblispolkom
Rzbev gorkom.e1r.
Rai1r.omse1r. of O1enino
Vice-cbairmon obli.polkom
Vice-se1r. of Kalinin gor1r.om for industry
EdilOr..oL1'Iol. .Prayda:. cBllL ml'lllber.buro

NKYD..lIead;sUIld ..memb.tr...b.uro
Starit.a rai1r.om.ek
VysbDÜ Voloche1r. raikomse1r.
Deputy ob1r.om.e1r. for live.toc1r.

O.ta.b1r.ov rai1r.om.e1r.
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N. O. l'ochenJwv
AV. Tilthomirov
V.S. Zhgutov
AM. V..il'ev
S.I. Ermocbenkov
AI. l'ilalov

D. A Short.ov
F.O. Oolubev

P.O. Davydov
0.0. Smimov

A. S. CbilLurov

l'.l'. Moseiltin
N.L1YIuloy
V.I. Niltiforov
V.1. Blagoderov
P.A Oorolthov
V. V. PodlivaJev
1. M. Drozdov
D. V. Manas'ev
O. P. Karelinov
S. S. Mart'ianov
A.P. Kutuzov
N.A l'edorov
M.1. lazilLov
P. O. Gracbev
P.K. Smimov
M.1. MoDin

N.1. Ermolov
lA Kbolin

A.S. Ivanov
V.S. Tumanov

P.S. Sbendetsov
la. E. Sbevelev
V.O. Markov
I.S. Kaliltin
1.1. Moiseev
Candidates:
AD. Mezit
M.1. Griger'ev
N.A. Ermolaev
S.V. OvcbinailLov

D.N. Petrov
M.I. Smorodia
N.P. Rulla
AI. Durilov

raikom.ek '37

el. July '38

perbaps obkom early '37;
raikom.ek late '38

perbap. l'eb. '42;1/43 one
K.P. Golubev

perbaps obkom July '38 er
laie '38 raikomselt

7/44 obkom.elt
prob. present in '371'38

rai/gorsek late '38 prob.

raikomsek since Jan'38

maybe obkom '371'38 or
railLomsek late '38
7/44 head of healtbcare

el. cand. July'38
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Raikom.eIt of Sandovo
Liltho.lavl' raikom.ek
Oblasl' prokuror
Head of tbe Kalinin railways
Orsbiasltii railLomselt
Deputy obkomsek for Food industry

Sonkovo raikomsek
Rzhev raikomselt

head of the "Molotov" militaI}' academy
Lukovnikovo raikomsek

Head of lbe agricultural departmem of tbe
obltom
Head of tbe scbool departmem of the obkom
Selu1Lollk2aLll.l.K!l.awJllOl
Deputy head of cadredepartDlent of obkom
Raiispolkom chainnan of Sandovo
Cbairman of oblplan
Deputy bead of obltom agitprop deparlment
Zubtsov raikomsek
Bologne g<X'komsek
Head of obI. agricultural department
Nerl' rmomsek
Esenovicb raikomsek
Teblesbl<ii railtomsek
Oblast' military commissar
Cbairman of gorïopolkom of Kaliaia
Vice-head of Molotov military academy
MTS director of Krasnoltholm

Head of the oblast' beaJtb department
PleDipoteDtiary of Gosplan for tbe Kalinin
oblast'
Head of the oblast' trade department
Plenipotentiary of industrial cooperation for
Kallain oblast'
Head of the peat trust
Ramesbkovskü raikomselt
Emel'ianovo railtomsek
Zavolzbe railtomselt(Kalinin town)
Vysbaü Volocbet. gorltomselt

Kaliazin raikomselt
Gorltomselt of Kalinia
Torzbolt gorltomselt
Raikomselt of Novopromysblennyi raion of
Kalinin town
Partltomselt of railroad-car plant
Raikomselt of Brusovo
Selt of Komsomol obkom
Mololtovo railtomselt



• P.S. Khokh1ova
P.A Lapaev

M.N. Zinger
AI. Belov

M.l. Golikova
M.A. Kasarev
S. G. Darocbenkav
AM. Krylov
N.l. Sytîn
N.1. Gusev

P. T. Pivavarav
A Y. Pavlova
G.S. Golubev

AN. Malveev
AI. Maiseev
AI. Popov
1.1. Belav

riliom.el< since July '37;
1143 obkomcand

perbap.? pres. in '38; 1143

perhaps Feb. '42: one K.P.
Golubev 1/43

perb. OLdelbead lale '38

perhaps raikamsek lale '38

854
Mednae raikam.ek
Sek of pankaUegiia obkom

Lesnoe ntikomsek.
Oblasl' pleoipatenûary of Lbe PC-ial of
procurements
Sel< Kalinin gorkom for cadres,
Raikomsek of Pogoreloe
Garitskii raikamsek
Yice·bead of NKYD, head of milil!Jiia
Riliamsek of Okûabr'skii raion of Ka!. lawn
Head of Lbe oblalit' commiuee for lbe
economy
Spirava raikomsek
bpalkam cbairman of Krasnokbolm raisoviet
Raikamsek of Molodai Tud

Chaimtan Vyshoii Valachel< raibpolkom
Raikamsek of Kalioin raion
Head of communications dep. of oblasl'
Raikomsek of Udoml'ia.

•

Underlined means full members Qf QbkQm burQ

The fate Qf the QbkQm members Qf 1945 aCter the sjxth Party..
cmtference Qf the oblast'

Name 49 Firsl ia Parly elile Sub.equeal caree.19 War20
18

l P BoitsoY.. a appainLed Marcb 1938 Transferred lale '46 2/42: 1/43
P..S VoroutsQj! y e1.2ad PC '37; oldel bead lale Promo 1 sek late '46; 2/42: 1143

'38 dismissed lale '49
5..A....YeWav. a February 1942 ApparenLly ..al away 10 2/42: 1/43

sludy before 1949
IS BoriSll.v. Y oLde! bead early '38 Sûll ia 1952: bUl in July

;, 1951 relegaled to m...·
arganizalional dept. of oblast'
trade union ('51 ob!: ,m.ek)

A.K..KlI1Gbe'i n Re!egaled; finl litudied, in 7/43
Marcb 1947,Lbea in Aug,
1948 bead of facully of
fuadamenl. of Marzism·
Lenioism al Obi. Party sebool

18Full obkom member at 7th Party Conference, February 25-27 1949; 'n' means not a
member, '>"' means member.
19'51 melUlS: elected as full member at 8th Oblast' Party conference March 28-30
1951: '52 means full member, elected in September 1952 at 9th Oblast'
Partyconference
20War melUlS: were they present at obkom plenums duriog the WII', and if sa. when?



M.V. Bath_v n
N. la. Ko(e?)rbunov y
A.S. Zhuravlev y
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O.S~J'okan:.v

LN..Zïmin

V. V. Savel'eva
N.P. Zubov

A. F. Glazunova
B.F. Gan
V.V. Mochalov
K.V. Pelrov

1.1. Volltov

K.1. PoDlial<ov
A.P. Pavlov
A. V. Parienov

A.1. Sadovailtov

A. V. N'WlCX'Ov

V. E. VaI'ltov

l..Ia. Frolov
V.G. Chizov

V.V. Vasil'ev

M.M. Obraztsov

1.5. Oezhin
P.R. Ivanov
N. A. Nizov'ev
V.M. GortJunova

M..G•.Jllzblllr.cn!
V P Paylcn!

n

n
y

y
y

y
y
y
y

y

y
y
v

y

n

n

n
y

y

y

y
n
n
y

n
n

Octeber '42 (2nd obltomselt)

NKVD head early 1939

February 1942
railtomselt 1/37-7/37

rail<omselt 1/37 and 12/38
railtomselt 1/38
perhaps oldel head Oct. '38

perhaps obltomm. in 7/38

railtomselt July '38
perhaps rail<omselt in '37

prob. pres. in '371'38

el. July'38; b.um late '38

el.July'38; Bologoe gurselt

el. cand Jul'38

pernaps rail<omsu early '37
railtomselt '371' 38

February 1942

el. July '38

prob. niltomset Iate '38
pernaps niltomset late '38

Reel. oblispolltom chair in
Oec'47; Oec 1948 recalled
and al disposai of CC (perhaps
then given wod. in other
oblast')
Transferred late '46
Transferred to Central
Commitlee apparatus in
March 1951

Head of obl.trade union 'SI;
still there '52
Railtomselt '511'5:l/obt

Head of orgoldel oblispoltom
in '51
Re.moved in wate of
Vorontsov's downfall
Railtomset in 'SI/obit

Prnmoted ta obtom secreLary
for propaganda in March
1947; also elected in
obltomburo
Re·el. vice oblispo1l<om chair
in Oec'47; chair in '511'52
A:. gorltomset of Bologne
removed in wate of
Vorontsov's downfall
El. vice-oblispoltom chair in
Oec'47

'52 railtomset/oblt.(Dot elec.
iD 'SI lU Il 1IJJJ mem61!r')
Head of tranaportoldel in '51;
'52 vice-chair of oblispolltom
d. Oec. '47 vice-oblispoltom
,;~air; vice-cbair oblispoltom
in '51/'52

Gorltomseklobt. '511'52

Director of llVoroshiloy"
r.ctory/oblt in '51

Perbaps head or USSR MVO
Glavpomsuoi (before 1949)

Ralkomsek/obt in '51/'52

855
11/42; 1/43

2/42;1/43

1143

2/42;1/43

1/43

2/42?

2/42; 1/43

1/43

2/42?; 1/43

in 11/42 lost
job as
obtomset for
prop.(father);
1/43

2/42; Jl43

7/44
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V.M. Pankov
N.G. Fochenkov
AV. Tikhomirov
V.S. Zhgutov

AM. VasU'ev
S.1. Ermocbenkov
A.I. FUatov

D.A. Slr.vorlSov
F.G. Golubev
P. D. Davydov
G.G. Smimov

AS. Cbi.lt1ll'OV
F.E'. Moseit.in

NI Ivanoy

V.1. Nitiforov

V.1. Blagoderov
P.A. Gorokhov

V. V. Podlivalev
I.M. Dl'Ozdov
B.V. Muas'ev

G.P. Karelinov

S. S. Mart'ianov
AP. Kutuzov
N. A F.dOl'OV
M. I. lazU:ov
P. G. Gracbev

P.K. Smimov
M.I. MoDÏJl

N.1. Ermolov
lA Kho1io
A.S. Ivanov
V.S. Tumanov
P. S. SbenrlelSov

la. E. Sbevelev
V.G. Markov
1.5, Kalikin
1.1. Moiseev
Candidat.. :

n
y
n rait.omselr. '37
n

y el. July '38
n
y perbaps obkom eady '37;

raitomselr. late '38
y
y
n
y perbaps obkom July '38 or

laie '38 rait.om.ek
n
y

n

y prob. pre.ent in '371'38

n
y

n
y
y rai/gorselr. late '38 prut-.

n

n Raitomsek .ince Jan'38
y
y

y

n
y maybe obkom '371'38 or

raitom.ek late '38
n
n
y
n
y

y
n
n
n el. cand. July'38
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Railr.om.ek/oblr. in '51/'52

Murch 1947 became member
of oblr.omburo; befote 1949
transferred to head Tambov
procuracy
Head oC Kal. raiIroad in 'SI 2 /4 2 ?

Removed in wake oC
Vorontsov's downCall

Raikomsek/obkom. in '511'52 2/421; 1/43?

Removed in wake oC
Vorontsov's dowarall
Sent away to study beCore 7/44
1949
DOl el. Ils 1/ fuD m..mlH!r ÙI

'SI, el. obk./ra;kom.ek in '52

E1ected vice oblispolkomcbair
in Dec. 1947 elections; sliU in
in 'SI

Gorkomseklobk in 'SI
Head oC railroad pol. dept in
'51/'52
Head of obI. agricultural
department in 'SI

2/42; lI43
Raikom.eklobk. '511'52

Ka!. gorispolkom bead in 'SI;
oblispolk~m sek in '52

Director Flaxin.litute in 'SI

7/44

Head oC obI. trade depl. in 'SI

Removed in wake oC
VOl'Ontsov's dowarall

Raikomsek/obk in '511'52
2/421; 1/43
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• A.B. Mezit y RaHwm,ekJoblt. in '51; in
'ame year(Oetober) disgraeed

M. I. Grigor'ev n Gorltom,eltJoblt in '51; bead
of tran'portotdel in '52

N. A Ermolaev y GorltomsekJoblt in '51
S. V. Ovebinniltav y gorkomsek/obk. in '51
B.N. Pelrov n
M. I. Smorodin y Raikom,ekJobk. in '51
N.P. RUM n
AI. Burilov n
P. S. Kbolthlova n
P.A. Lapaev n raikom!lelt sinee July '37 1/43
M.N. linger n
A.I. Delov n
M.I. Goliltova n
M.A. Kara,ev y
S. G. Doroebenltov n perbap,? pres. in '38;1143 1143
AM. (L.J.) Krylov n February 1942 2/42
N.1. Sytin y
N.I. Gu!leV y
P.T. Pivnvarov n
A V. Pavlova n
G.S. Golubev n "42?; 1/43?
AN. Matveev y Gorkomseklobk. in '511'52
A.1. Moi,eev y perh. otdelbead late '38 Head of obkom agitprop in 2/42 ?

'51/'52
AI. Popov n
1.1. Beloy n pemap' raikomsek late '38

•

In December 1946, an obkom plenum m"t to appoint several people in

the obkomburo, because of the earlier departure of several buro

members, the MOst important of whom was first secretary Boitsov.

MGB head Tokarev had left, tao, as well as MVD-head Pavlov,

Komsomol secretary Ivanov, and Iuzhakov of Proletarskaia Pravda.

Vorontsov wa!. promoted to the position of first secretary: vice

obkom secretary for transport Vasil'ev, the head of the orginstruKIDl'

olde1 Petrov, and vice-chairman of the oblispoltom Sadovnikov were

added as fuU members, white Zhgutov, the oblast' state prosecutor

and Karelinov, the head of the oblast' agricultural department, were

added as candidate me.'Ubers to the buro.



•

•

In September 1952, 93 full members were elected te the obkom,

compared ta 85 in March 1951. In January 1945, 73 full members hall

been elected, and in February 1949, 81. In Seplember 1952, 65 of the

85 members of March 1951 were re-elected to the obkom. 20 of

those 65 had been transferred lo other jobs by lhel\.

The case of P.P. Izvekov --not listed above in the list for 1945-- is

interesting: in his own words, he had been already a first raikom

secretary in 1936. He was stiJl presellt at tlle end of the purge

periad in 1938, disappeared for the entire war peri ad and a white

after, anly ta return in 1951 and 1952. V.1. Nikifarov's appearances

were simila'. ln 1949 M.V. Shuvalava, and perhaps A.V. Fomicheva (if

she is ta be equated with D. V. Famicheva), made a return la lhe

abkam, of which they had been members in 1937 and 1938 until the

third Party conference. K.A. Nikifarov alsa retul'Iled ta the obkam in

1949, ta which he had been eiected in July 1938. ShuvaJova and K. A.

Nikifarav --the latter did nat survive the dawnfal1 of Varontsav-

were left out in 1951, but Famicheva was re-elected in 1951 and

1~52. Anather special case is that of K.1. Pantiakav: in February

1947, ....bkam secretary Barisav asked the head of the ablast' MGB,

KovaJev, if Pantiakav had beeo ::rrested by the NKVD in 1934.

Obviausly, the records were nat avaiJable ta the abkombura.

Pantiakav apparently was nat, as he wau1d be re-elected la the

abkam in fal1awing years.

In 1952, at the ninth Party conference, twelve delegates for the

Nineteenth Party Cangress with decisive vate, and one wiLh

consultative vote, were elected (Paka, 147/5/286, 1.356). The

delegatian was led by V.l. Kiselev, who was jained by Sadavnikav,

115 Il
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Baranov, and Shatalin of the buro. The other delegates were the

weaver Z. M. Arkhipova of Vyshnii Volochek, who had been elected an

obkom member on the 1ecommendation of Kiselev at the oblast'

conference; A.N. Selov, another exemplary representative of the

workers' -peasant paradise, chairman of the kolkhoz "Krasnyi

Puti1ovet~" of Kashin raion; N.D. Bobrova, the secretary of the

cotton-fibre kombinat of Kalinin; V.A. Volkova, the raion committee

secretary for tÎle Novopromyshlennyi raion of Kalinin; the locally

renowned MTS machinist-tc-c1ctorist 1. F. Gagurin; 1. M. Drozdov,

together with Sadovnikov, the most senior Party leader of the

delegates of the Kalinin Party organization, who had been in 1945

already in the obkom, and was currently secretary of the town

committee 0[' Bezhetsk; A. 1. Pokryshldn, a war hero and army cnlonel,

three times hero of the USSR. elected ta the obkom as full member

in March 1951, but left out in September 1952; the director of the

Savelovo factory I.A. Pankov, also a member of the obkom in 1951

and 1952. Komsomol secretalY A.N. Luk'ianov , an obkom member and

candidate of the buro, received the consultative vote. This was

definitely a group selected to represent the supposed exemplary

balance within the Party of Party leaders, workers, and peasants in

the Kalinin oblast'.

The gomeakbuUC3 of the Central Committee in the Kaligin

ohlan' and partymembersbip Qf tbe Kaligjg

" d bd'" .. fpartorgaglZatlog, an t e a mlgutratlye organ 1zaUQg 0

tbe oblast' and iu cbagg.u., accQrdjgg tQ a report of April

L 1949 (Pako, 147/4/1887)
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The 0omenk/;!fUCi! of the Central CalDmjuee on April 1 1949 and

recent changes therein (Based on a report l'rom K.A. Fak.in, head of

the abkam department of Party, Trade Union, and KalDsama[

arganizatians to B. Revskii, head of the Centml Archive of materials

on cadres of the Central Cammittee of April 22, 1949; Paka,

147/4/1887, 11.67-98; 147/4/1495, 1.34)

Obkom secretaries

1. Pavel Stepanaviclt Varantsov; first obkom secretai"}' since

December 6, 1946

2. Ivan Niko1aevich Zimin; second obkam secretary, promoted on

December 22, 1948, from the position of secretary of the ParlY

cammittee of the town of Kalinin

3. Sergei Nikolaevich Shatalin, obkom secretary since Septen.ber 30,

1947; formally coopted into the buro

4. Aleksandr Vasil' evich PaL'fenov, obkom secretary since January

24, 1947

5. Ivan Semenovich Borisov, abkom secretary since September l,

1944

The ablast' committee's bura

1. Voror.t~,ov, since March 15, 1940

2. Zimin, since January 15, 1945

3. Shatalin, since December 9, 1947

4. Parfenov, since January 29, 1947

5. Borisov, since January l, 1945

6. Aleksandr Ivanovich Sadovnikov, chair of the oblispolkom, since

Decem"er 27, 1946
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7. Konstantin Vladimirovich Pelrov. secrelary of the Ka1inin gorkom

since December 27, 1946

8. Aleksei Aleksandrovich Mosunov. the editor of ~tarskaia

Pravda. since February 27, 1949 [seventh Party Conference]

9. VasiJii Petrovich Smirnov, Cirst secretary of the Komsomol of the

Kalinin oblast'. ~ince February 27, 1949

10. Aleksei Pavlovich Pavlov chair of the oblast' trade union soviet,

since February '2. 7. 1949

11. Aleksandt' Aleksandrovich Kovalev. MGB director for the Kalinin

oblast'. since February 17, 1949

Heads of the different obkolD departmems

1. Otde1 for Party. Trade Union. and Komsomol organs: K.A. Fokin,

sillce February 17. 1949 (befol'e this Fokin was the first secretary

of the gorlcom of Vyshnii Volochek)

2. Otdel for agitation and propaganda: A. I. Moiseev. since November 1,

1948 (Before vice-head of the same otdel)

3. Administrative otdel: M.I. Presnoy. since October 27. 1948 (before

vice-head of cadre otdel of obkom)

4. Oldel of planning, finance, and trade: B.F. Gan, since December 15,

1948 (before firsl secretary of Kashin raion)

5. Otdel for heavy illdustry: E.S. Chel"kasov. since October 27, 1948

(before vice-head of industry and transport otdel of obkom)

6. Otdel for light industry: S.A. Shcherbakov. sillce November 12.

1948 (befol'e first secretary of the Zavol'zhe raion of the tOWll of

Kalinin)
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• 7. Otdel of machine building: S.F. Korochkin. since November 12, 1948

(before head of the ddense otdel of the obIcolli)21

e Transport otde!: V.V. Vasil'ev, since October 27, 1948 (before

vice-secretary of the obkom for industry and transport)

9. Otdel of agriculture: M.S. Iudin, since June 2, 1948

10. Special st:ctor: A.K. Ivanova, since Mareil 31, 1944

11. Financial and economic sector: A.N. Abrosimov, since March 27.

1945

Cypher clel'ks of the obkom: A. K. Kurbatova, since July 16, 1946, and

L. S. Markova, since November 5, 1947

The Party.: schQol of the Kalinjn oblast'

Directol': V. F. Sobolev, since August 21, 1946

Vice-director of studies: E. A. Tomashevskaia, since August 21, 1946

Head of the faculty far the study of the fundaments of Marxism

Leninism: A. K. Kalachev, since August 4, 1948 (before studying)

Head of the history faculty: A.A. Zubarava, since January 25, 1947

Head of the faculty far economic science: B.1. Kashkarov. si nce

November 4, 1946

Secretarjes Qf the ggrkom of the tQwn gf Kaljnjn

First secretary: P.S. Vorantsov, since December 6, 1946

SecQnd secretary: K. V. Petrov, since February 17. 1949

M.I. Grigar'ev

P.E. Beliakav, since August 5, 1947
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21The fact that Korochkin, at the reorganization of the obkom deplll'tmenl:l, is as'igned to
t.his machine-building otdel after having headed the defense depanment j, another reasan
ta suspect Lhat the otdel for machine building might have been conccrned with military
malters.



• D.V. Puzdyrev, sinee May 31, 1948, before gorkom head of agitation

and propllganda

First gorkoID seeretaries of the other larger towns

Bezhetsk: LM. Drozdov, sinee Pebruary 6, 1949, before raikom

seeretary of Zubtsov

Bologoe: K. A. Nikiforov, sinee Mareil 27, 1949, before first secretary

of the raikom of Rologoe raion

Vyshnii Volochek: A.N. Matveev, sillce February 17, 1949, before

gorispo!kolD chair of Vyshnii Volochek

KiIDry: A. A. Kondrashov [a respondent of the survey], sillce luly 28,

1947

Rzhev: I.S. Dezhin, since October 13, 1943

Torzhok: N.A. Ermolaev, since December 25, 1944

There were 49 fjrst rajkomseks, and as many raiispolkolD chajrs('i!!

/tir!JÙJ (!Je CC OOOJenk!a(uCl/ ,

Membmi cf the oblast' government

The chair of the oblispolkom, Sadovnikov, lnd the vice· chairs

Moseikin, Gusev, Obraztsov, and Gorokhov, and the secretary of the

ob1ispolkolD, Topunov.

Chajr of the Cound 1 of Trade Unjons

A.V. l'av! ov, since November l, 1948, befol'e studying.

Komsomol

Pil-st secretary: v.p. Smirnov, since lanuary 29, 1948

Second secretary: A. P. Beliakova, since October 30, 1946

Secretary for cadres: M.1. Burkov, since January 25, 1949, before the

Komsomol first secretary of tJle town of Bologoe

• Propaganda secl'etary: M.A. Vinogradov, since October 30, 1946
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• Secretary t'or schools: M.R. Zvereva, since January 28, 1949, bel'ore

vice-head 01' the school department of the Komsomol obkom

Eunhermore, U1'ianov, head of the oblispolkom radio depal1111ent

(since October 18, 1944), the TASS correspondent N.I'. Baklin ,since

August 13, 1944), the head of the oblast' direction for literaI')' :Ind

publishing affairs, A. V.Dubaev (silIce Mareil Il, 1946), the director

of the Pedagogical Institute of Kalinin, P. P. Polianskii (since January

20, 1946), the heads of several faculties of the same institute,

Pravda cOITespondent N.l. Popov (since Janual)' l, 1946) and

Izvestiia correspondent N. V. Kavskaia (sillce Februal)' 22, 1942), the

heads of several enterprises of heavy industry (peat digging, electro

stations, the lumber industry, the head of the "May 1" factory) and

sorne of the head engineers in these enterprises) were ail subjec! !o

i!.ppoiotment or [lltif;c:ltion of the;r appointlDent !ly. the CelllCllI

Committee sjgce their jobs !lelonged La the Oomenl:/;t[VOl pl' the

Central Corn mittee.

R64

•

l'wo key players, at least, disappeared l'rom the scelle of the Kalinill

oblast' between January 1, 1948, and April l, 1949:

the second obkom secreta!'y D. A, Siri api n (second obkom secretary

l'rom March 1947, who had been fOl'mally coopted into the buro), who

was assiglled work in the Central Committee apparatus on December

20, 1948, and one day later A. V. Simonov was oflïcially recal1ed by

the Central Committee22. Siriapin 's transfer might have beell caused

by complaints of Vorontsov, who wrote to Malenkov in August 194R

22The impression is strong that, for quite Il while previously, he had not worked in the
Kalinin oblast', IlIld lhal Sadovnikov WIlS ohlispolkom head ri,' fileta



• ~hat Siriapin was a weak, absent-minded worker, who did not check

on the execution of his decisions. He requested to appoint Zimin in

Siriapin's pbce, a suggestion which was apparentl)' followed by the

Central Committee a few months later.

Perhaps in this period, too, MVD head M.F, Pavlov was transferred to

become substitute head of tlle USSR MVD O/:JTpromsrro.f,' and state

prosecutor for the Kalinin oblast' Zhgutov was transferred to

Tambov oblast' to work in the same Function.

At the seventh oblast' Party conference at the end of February. 1949,

the more than 60,000 Communists in th!;; oblast' were represented hy.

the following 369 delegates (Pako, 147/4/1495, 11.570b.-580b.):

97 full-time workers of the Party apparat, 85 of the soviets, 63

industrial workers --34 of whom were Stakhanovites--, 7 transport

workers, 39 agricultural workers --12 of whom were chairs and 2

brigadiers--, 17 delegates of the Soviet army, 10 full-time

Komsomol workers, and 51 workers of different branches of the

economy.

165 of tlle delegates attended for tlle first time a Party conference

of the oblast'. Only 69 were women, 80 had fought in the war in the

army, and 28 had fought as partisans.

At the eighth oblast' Party conference, Konovalov noticed in bis

opening report that:

The obkom members comrades Moseikin and Filatov were
dismissed from their leading posts for having compromised
themselves previously at worIe.; for unwortlty bebaviour the
comrades Nikiforov, Sbendetsov, and Volkov were dismissed ...

•
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that the obkomburo of the VKP(h) and comrade Vorontsov
engaged in an unbolshevik attitude towards the selection of
cadres, promoting unverified people and those, who in eltl'lier
functions had compromised themselves, to leading posts.
The obkom of the VKP(b) took measures to correct the errors
and shortcomings in the selection of cadres. The obkom of the
VKP(b) dismissed from their leading posts the comrades

Moseikin, Filatov, Shurygin, and several other workers, for
having compromised themselves in earlier jobs, and freed a
number of responsible workers, since they could not deal with
the tasks that they had been assigned, and for unworthy
behaviour. (Nikiforov of the gorkom of Bologoe, Volkov of the
raikom of Kimry, Bazulev of the Novokarel' raikom, Petrov of
the raiispolkom of Brusovo, Filatychev of the raiispolkom of
Vysoko, Iamshchikov of the raiispolkom of Lukovnikovo, and
others).23

Vorontsov is, however, still officia11y a member of the obkom even

in March 1951. At that Lime he was apparently a student at the

Higher Party School (Pako, 1471518, 1.11). Shendetsov and his

subordinates at the head of the peat trest had abused their power

and had been engaged in drinking bouts (pako, 14715/2, 11.19120).

Moseikin, if it is the same, which is rather likely, had made his

mark, in his funetion as oblispolkom plenipotentiary, among other

things, by threatening ta beat up one kolkhoz chairman (Pako,

14715/105, 1. 30).

ACter the eighth oblast' Party conference, in March 1951, at the

first organizational plenum of the obkom, the obkomburo was

composed of the obkom secretaries Konovalov, Kiselev, Shatalin,

Vakhmistrov, and Borisov, as weil as Cherkasov, who was gorkom

secretary of the town of Katinin, Sadovnikov, Dekushenko, the head

of the MGB. Simkin, the editor of Proletarskaia Pravda, Zubov, the

23Pako, 147/5/2, Il.14-16.
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• head of the oblast' trade unions, and Fokin, the head of the Party,

Trade Union, and Komsomol organs. Candidates were Beliakova,

secretary of the Komsomol, and Demirskii, heaJ of the agricultural

department of the obkom. Thu~ eight people had left the buro in two

years (Vorontsov, Zimin, Parfenov, K.V. Petrav, A.P. Pavlov, V.I'.

Smirnov, Mosunov, and Kovalev).

When the first organizational plenum of the ninth oblast' Party

conference convened in September 1952, Kiselev had his leam in

place: the obkomburo had as full members F.P. Baranov, the

gorkomsek of Kalinin; N.P. Zubov, somewhat of a veteran of the trade

unions; Kiselev; M.A. Liakishev, the MGB vice·head; N.A Petrav, the

head of the obkom depal·tmelll for Party, Trade Union, and Komsomol

organs; Sadovnikov, the oblispolkom chair; K.V. Simkin, editor of

"Proletarskaia Pravda", K.A. Fokin, who was a full-fledged obkom

secretary by then; and S.N. Shatalin, another obkom secretary,

probably the second-in-command witbin the provincial Party.

Komsomol head AN. Luk'ianov was a candidate buro member; and G.A

Demirskii, the head of the agricultural department of the obkom,

was another.

The obkom departments were led by A.I. Moiseev (agitation and

propaganda) , K.P. Azarov (schools and institutes of higher education),

M.I. Presnov (administration), 6.S. Cherkasov (heavy industry), M.S.

Iudin (planning, finance and trade), S.A. Shcherbakov (light industry),

Kh. P. Neshkov (machine building), M.I. Grigor'ev (tralL~port), and

Petrav and Demirskii.

Although in the buro onJy Shatalin and Sadovnikov survived from

• Vorontsov's group of 1949 (but seven of the eleven of March 1951),
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• five of the ten otdel heads were still in place three and a half years

later; Grigor'ev was transferred from the gorkom of Kalinin, and

pokin promoted into the bura. In 1951, Petrov and Azarov had been

raion secretaries; they were subsequently promoted. Simkin, Zubov,

and Demirskii were already working at their posts in early 1951.

Neshkov, Liakishev, and Luk'ianov were new. The moS[ striking

promotion was perhaps that of Baranov: in 1951, he was stiJl the

secretary of the railroad-car factor)' and an obkom member; by

September 1952, he was a full buro member, and the secretary of

the town committee of Kalinin; he also was chosen to represent the

Kalinin Party organization at the Nineteenth Party Congress.

In April 1953, it was announced by Kiselev that MGB head Liakishev

had left the obkom. In June 1953, one Zubkov lost his candidate

membership of the obkom, after he had been released earlier from

his duties as first raikom secretary of Esenovichi raion. The motive

for his dismissal had been his excessive indulgence in drink.

The organizatjon and executjon of the njntb oblast' Party. conference.

ITom September 20-12 1952

As can be seen from the job stabiLity of the departmental heads of

the obkom, the Kalinin Party organization had, despite the rather

frequenr exchange of its leaders, become something of a weJl-oiled

machine in the way it was run by the autumn of 1952. Most of the

obkom members and departmental heads had learned their trade at

least partially at lower levels of the Kalinin Party organization, and

the Central Comrnittee seems ta have often ratified nominations

that probably were initialized by the obkorn, since rnany of the

• departmental heads had been raikorn secretaries and the Iike in the
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• oblast' during an ear1ier period. The buro was more of a mixed bunch,

although many of the members had acquin'd by then quite extensive

work experience in Kalinin (Kiselev, Baranov. Petro\,. Zubov.

Sadovnikov, ~okin, Shatalin, and Demirskii). The only wild card, as

always, was the MGB-NKGB (and sometimes MVD-NKVD) head for the

oblast', who came from outside the province. Only between 1939 and

1946, Tokarev (!\ll<VD/NKGB/MGB) was allowed to stay in place for a

longer period. Between the two security ministries, it seems that

the NKGB/MGB head assumed a more senior position, because its

representative usually had a seat in the buro, white the NKVD/MVD

head remained at most a candidate, as in t1le case of V.P. Pavlov,

during and after the war.

The eighth Party conference of March 1951 had 389 delegates with a

decisive vote and 43 with a consultative vote. Of the 389, 95 were

women, and of the 43 consultative delegates, 13 were women. Out of

432 delegates in aU, 248 were employees, 108 workers, and 76

peasants. 146 (34%) delegates actually foughl in the army during the

war, and 30 (7%) had been partisans.

The ninth Party conference had 512 (or 509, the source contradicts

itself) delegates with a decisive vote. and 71 (or 72) delegates with

a consultative vote. Each delegate with a decisive vote was elected

for every 120 full Party members of the oblast' Party organization,

and each delegate with a consultative vote represented 120

candidates of the Communist Party. In this way. officially 61,440

members were represented, and 8,520 candidates. which did not

fully conform to the actual membership of about 55,500 at the time,

• and the roughly 6,000 candidates (see Table 35). However, the
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• number of m~mbers represented at the ninth Party conference was

indeed 61,282, and of candidates, 7,130. The difference consisted

most likely of the membership among the military personnel, who

are apparently in other sources not counted as members of the

Kalinin Party organization. 5,670 members of the 61,282 were army

personnel in September 1952, and 847 of the 7,130 candidates. Most

of the Party members among the military were not stationed

permanelttly in the Kalinin oblast', and were therefore probably not

con.sidet'ed ta be genuine members of the oblast' Party organization,

The army members were represented by 46 delegates with decisive

votes and 7 with consultative votes. Some of tbose 46, apparently,

were considered to be engaged in full-time Party work in the

following breakdown of the composition of the delegates with

decisive vote:

112 (or 120, again the calculation does not match the total amount

of 512 in the source) full-time Party workers

109 Employees of soviet and administrative organs

62 Kolkhoz workers, 39 of whom were kolkhoz chairs and vice

chairs, 3 brigadiers of crop brigades, and 7 were heading the

Iivestock department of their collective farm

42 !ndustrial workers, who were directly employed in production

work

39 Agricultural workers (MTS, procurement organizations,

sovkbozy)

35 WOl'ked in education, bealtbcare, science, culture, and the arts

31 Soviet army

• 30 Managers of industrial, transport, and construction enterprises
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17 Engineers and other technical specialists

15 Agricultural specialists

13 Komsomol representatives

4 Tt'ade union workers

3 Representatives of the printing press

The ninth Party conference was very much a staullchly Russian

affair, with 479 Russians (94%), Il Ukrainians. \0 Karelians, 6

Belorussians, and 6 representatives of other natiollalities forming

the 512 delegates with a decisive vote24 , At the eighth Party

conference, out of ail 432 delegates 404 were Russians (93.5%), 9

Ukrainians, 8 Karelians, 4 Jews, 4 Belorussians, 1 Latvian, 1

Mordvin, and 1 Estonian.

At the ninth Party conference, 282 of the 512 were elected for the

first time to a Party conference, which is significant, given the fact

that the eighth Party conference had only taken place 18 months

before.

The conference must have been the most educated meeting of the

Party elite o~ the Kalinin oblast' since the purges, because 191

(37.5%) of the delegates had more than secondary education, 237

24Again, Fainsod noticed the eclipse of the Jewish element, which in the Kalinin oblast'
by September 1952 does not even warrant to be mentioned a. a .epamte natrionality at
the ninth oblast' Party conference (Fainsod, HlilY......, p.23?). There were at least 423
Jewish Party members in January 1952, almost exc1usive1y living in the town., a
survival of the tsarist period, when Jews were excluded from engoging in agriculture
outside the Pale of Settlement. Those 423 odd nlready comprised less than 1% of the total
Party membership. This is in stark centrast with the prewar, and more pnrticu1ar pre
Purge situation. A1though it is hazardous to be too specifie here, since Dames alone enD be
deceiving (as the very Russian nome of the probab1y Jewish first Party secretory
Mi1th1li1ov shows), it seems from the nomes of the obkom members, pnrticulllrly in
1937, that the Jewish contigent before the war in the Kalinin P,irty leadership was
quite substantial (Nodel' had even been a member of the BUlltl).
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(46.5%) compleLed secondary education. and only 84 (16%) had

mere1y pri mary education of the 51225 .

Signs of the ageing process of the Party, which culminated under

Brezhnev, are Ilot yet discernible, since 108 (21 %; compared ta 22 %

in Mareil 1951, and 20% in 1949) members were not yet thirty-five,

104 (20.5%; 23% in 31'51; 24% in 2/'49) between thirty-six and

forty , 239 (46.5%; 47% in March 1951; 49% in Februaty 1949)

between forty-one and firty, and 61 (12%; 8.5% in Mareil 1951; 7% in

February 1949) older than fifty26. Thus almost 60% was over fortY in

1952, but in 1949, 1951, and 1952, the largest share was that of the

group between thirty-six and fifty.

The Party membership was certainly "post-Leninist," since only one

h?d actually joined the Party before 1917; 13 from 1918 to 1923

(2.5%; 14 {3%} in March 1951); 105 between 1924 and 1930 (20.5%;

108 {25%} in March 1951); 186 between 1931 and 1940 (36.5%; 158

{36,5%} in March 1951); 135 between 1941 and 1945 (26.5%; 112

{26%} in March 1951); and 72 after 1945 (14.0%; 40 {9%} in March

1951) --it is still perhaps remarkable that those last 72 aIready had

a decisive vote at the conference less than maximally seven years

after their entry il1to the Party.

170 delegates were women in September 1952, 62 more than at the

eighth Party conference, but in proportion (roughly 30%) not many

more women were present than in 1951 (when 25% of ail delegates

was female), although the representation had become gradually

25According to Fainsod, the educ:ational qualifications \Vere on the cise in the USSR in
general al this time (Fainsod, How ", p.237).
26Fainsod noticed the beginnings of this trend when he compared the age of the delegales
of the 18th and 19th Party Congresses (Fainsod, How ,p.238).
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• better since 1949, when less than 20% of the delegatl's \'\las l'l'male.

Ir is significant lhat only 9 women were thought ta be fit III become

a member of th", obkom electt'd at the nimh Pllrty conference.

•
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APPENDIX IV

The collapse oC the kolkhoz "Tra ktor"

of the village of Zhitnikovo, in .he administrative zone of the

rural soviet of Zabolotski in the raion of Novokarel'

(fhe following is port of the report of Junuory 15. 1947. from the MGB colonel

Muksimov to the hend of the MGB for the Knlinin oblnst', Kova1ev, on the stnte of

ngriculturul in the Novokarel' raion; Pako, 147/4/519, 11.15-18).

From 1941 through 1944. a local of the village worked as
chair of this kolkhoz. the party member VDOVIN. During his
tenure, the kolkhoz chair VDOVIN behaved morally unstahle; as
a consequence the man fell apart, was rude, a drunk; he had
neither organizational talent nor did he know agriculture. As a
resu1t of his four years of leadership, the kolkhoz crumbled.
and out of the sixty-three households. only twenty-two
remained at the collective farm, while forty-one households,
which did not see any perspective for the improvement of their
lives left the kolkhoz. and moved ta the raion centre, the town
of Kalinin, or other towns and rai ons.

In place of the dismissed VDOVIN, DMITRIEV took over. a
communist party member, who had been dismissed from his
work at the drying factory of the seulement of Tolmachi for
systematic drunkenness and abuses at his job in the
department of supplies of the factory, who had never
worked in agriculture either, nor had any knowledge of il.
DMITRIEV worked one yeat' as chair. His an-ival in the kolkhoz
"Traktor" was fol1owed by systematic drinking bouts, ~heft,

and furtber decomposition of the kolkhoz. At the end of 1944,
he was dismissed. and in his stead the loca! kolkhoznitsa
KRUPOVA was appointed, not a communist, of seredniak
ancestry, semi-Hterate, not having appropriate organizational
talents, and not able to rally around her the kolkhoz Il.klir'and
a11 kolkbozniks for the improvement of the kolkhoz labour and
the material well-being of the kolkhozniks; in addition, Httle
aid was given to her by the raion soviet and party
org anizations .
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• When 1 met her. KR UPOVA told me: "The kolkhoznil~s

refuse to work; the workers of the lives!Ock sector cio not go
ta work a.1lyr:lore sinee January 2; and J, together with illY
daughter, in arder to save the caule t'rom starv:ltio.1l. neecl (0
take carl' of the cattle." She :Isked me ta help l'rel' her l'rom
chairing the kolkhoz.
KRlJPOVA js not capable of cljscharglng her duties :IdeQu;llely~

Sbe cannat ocgani~e laboue, strengthen discipline Md right the
sjtuatjon in the kolkhoz As 10Dg as there wHI Dot he an honest,
concecned, lih'rate. ocganjzational and economjcilIlY---ilp:lble
clliW:. the kolkhoz wHI continue ta raI! alllllL [ullderlined with
pencil i.n the record]

R75

rrut/ot/ni
other

500
390
240
154
444
Ml..
2,744

by all the

The productive activity of the kolkhoz is characterized by
the following daL".
ln 1946 the [wenty-two kolkhoz members worked 7,500
{rut/ot/m; of whom:
a. the kolkhoz chair
b. the bookkeeper
v. the storage man (ld<ft/o(·ync.lu'R)
g. th e w atchm an( sroroz~
d. the agrotechnician and mail carrier
e. the livestock workers

in ail
and only 4.756 {rut/at/m' were earr.ed
kolkhozlliks.
On the day of the visit at the kolkhoz no work whatsoever
was done. In Decewber a tractor-driven threshing machine for
the threshing of claver seeds arrived, but il stood idle for a
week and. not having threshed the clover, it was returned,
because the kolkhozniks did not come to work.

•

Maksimov added to this that none of the kolkhoznilcs had been

employed in procuring wood, and that most of the field work done in

1946 was performed by MTS machines and employees. Pel' rrut/oden'

the kolkhozniks r:!ceived 102 grams of grain in 1946.

The quality of Communist "cadres" is telling: two Party members

were complete fai1~'~es as directors. A testimony to the

incompetence of Party and soviet is the ratification or the



•

•

appointrnent of a person as chair, who had misbehaved, and was

completely ignorant in matters of agriculture. The kOlkhozniks'

apathy and antagonistic attitude are clear: it is doubte.:!! if this was

solely the result of the activities of their boozing directors. One

could deduce that the kolr.hozniks left Vdovin in place for so long (or

at leas' did not complain about him), because his presence gave

ample 0pp0rLunity ta pursue private interests, or ta leave for

greener pastures elsewhere. After all, officially one needed the

permission of the general meeting of the kolkhoz and its executive

ta be allowed ta leave the collective, which was probably not ail

that difficult with a pathological drinker as chair.

The remuneration of the kolkhozniks for their work amounted to a

pitiful sum in 1946: it is Iikely ··if we cancel out the possibility of

payment of trudodm' ta teenagers or outsiders for work on behalf of

the kolkhoz (which is probably wrong, because at least the daughter

of Krupova helped her mother)·· that the 4,756 tfudodm' were

divided by fourteen kolkhozniks, the other eight and their

remuneration being Iisted separately in the report. Thus a rank·and·

file member of the <irœJ' made 340 tfudodni per year; for each

trododeo', he or she received 202 grams of grain, sa that per day

every kolkhoznik received fewer than 200 grams of grain. From that

amount not only the rnernbers of the .1rte1' thernselves, but also their

dependents needed ta be fed with k;fS/;;( bread, and other flour

products. Furtherrnore, sorne grain was supposedly used as cattle

feé!d. As it is likely that others, who were not kolkhoz rnembers,

received sorne tfudodnr,' the actual remuneration was probably even

less,
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• ARCHIVAL SOURCES

IverskQj tseOlr dQkumelllatsii novejshei jstQrjj (Iver'), in which

the archive Qf tbe prQvincial organizatiQn Qf tbe fQrmer CQmmUniSl

Party Qf the SQviet UniQn is preserved. In the lext, ,'eferences tQ this

archive are indicated by lhe acrQnym "PakQ" (P:u1iù~.vi :irkhiv

k:tlininskoi obhisri).

Po77

Gosudarstvennyi arkhjv tverskoi Qblasti (Iver'), in which records

are kept Qf the prQvincial SQviet government, as weil as Qf eCQnomic,

social, (;ultural, and related Qrganizalions. References ta this :trchive

are indicated in the tex, by the acronym "Gako" (OOsudivsrvt'IJI~ri :frk1Ji.··

k<l/ininskoi obhisri).

Both archives in Tver' correspond ta PalE'icia Grimsted' s

description of their operation: tbe collections firsl divide inlo l'OIJ(tJ~

which in tum branell into oplj)o"(P.K. Grimsted, A HandbQok for Archjval

Research jn the USSR, The International Research and Exchanges BQard,

The Kennan Institute for Advanced Russian Studies, no place,1989, pp.

84-101). Within an opis', the content of the de/li is listed briefly

sometimes, however, the opis' descriptiQn of a certain de/o is

incomplete or inadequate. One can Qnly find out what a d::,/o contains by

perusing it oneself. The de/o cQntains aclua! documents. Often, and in

the former Communist Party's archive even without exception, the

materials are grouped together within the de/o because they were the

responsibility of the same department, or Qf the same persQn, as in the

case of Gagurin's letters in the State Archive. Thus, the Party Archive

categorizes the dt'/,1 according ta the different Party obkom

• departments (otdelJ'J: there are de/;i of the special sector, the



•

•
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agricultuntl aide/, the industry and transport aldel, the administrative

(Jldel and 50 forth. The location of the dela was thus contingent as weil

on the administrative organization of the obkom departments at a

certain time, since the Central Commitlee frequently reorganizf:!d the

obkom administration after the war.

Tsel1lral'nyLgosudarstvenny.j arkhjv Oktjabr'skoj Reyoljutsii.

~sshjkh organov gosudarstvennoj vlastj j orgaoov gosudarsrvennQgQ

upravltmjja SSSR (Moscow). references ta which are indicated as

"T~{JAOR."

RQssjjskjj ts!.'ntr khraneniia j jzychenje dokumentoy oovejshej

jstorij (Moscow), in which part of the archives of the former CPSU are

kept. although the collection is far from complete and many records

still are held (sorted out?) in the buildings of the former Central

Committee on Staraia Ploshchad' in Moscow and possibly in the Kremlin

itself. References to this archive are indicated in the text as "Moscow."
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