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SOVIET STUDIES, vol. XXXVI, no. 4, October 1984, pp. 560-570 

THE KULAK IN POST-WAR USSR: THE WEST UKRAINIAN EXAMPLE 

By DAVID R. MARPLES* 

IN a pioneering article in 1966, Moshe Lewin1 made an attempt to define the kulak in 
Soviet agriculture. Lewin noted that the problem had not been confronted by the Soviet 
authorities, and that no clear definition had emerged despite the fact that collectivisation 
of agriculture was only achieved after the 'elimination of the kulaks as a class'. Although 
the topic has not generated discussion lately, in part because there are few clear answers 
to the problems raised by Lewin, it is fair to say that Lewin's article leaves room for 
further study. By and large, it was confined to the period 1929-33. After 1939, however, 
the westward expansion of the USSR saw the incorporation of a wide area encompassing 
the Baltic republics, Right-Bank Moldavia, Western Belorussia and Western Ukraine. 
Collectivisation in most of these areas did not begin on a mass scale until 1948-9, but 
according to Soviet sources, it took place once again after an 'acute class struggle' with 
the kulak. It is pertinent then to ask whether the post-war kulak, the kulak in the Soviet 
borderlands during the last years of Stalinism, was the same kulak as his predecessor in 
the great social upheaval in the countryside during the 1930s. 

I should stress that my conclusions can only be tentative. This essay is based largely on 
Soviet statistics, which cannot be considered reliable. Moreover, this paper does not 
purport to discuss all aspects of the kulak question in the western oblasts of the Ukraine. 
The relationship between the so-called kulaks and the Ukrainian nationalists in the 
Western Ukrainian village is too complex a question to be compressed into the 
boundaries of this study, but clearly merits future analysis. 

This paper will concentrate largely on the Western Ukrainian regions, and especially 
those annexed from Poland after September 1939, in the areas of Galicia and Volhynia. 
The area constituted about 88,000 square kilometres,2 with a Ukrainian population of 
between 4.4 and 5-6 million.3 The Polish population of the area need not concern us here 
since it was largely removed in 1939-40 and during a population exchange between the 
Ukrainian SSR and Poland in 1944-46. 

The most basic difference between most areas of the USSR in 1929-33 and the 
Western Ukraine in September 1939 was that in the latter case the major landholders 
were not from the 'native' population. The large landowners, in particular, were 
predominantly non-Ukrainians. In 1921, for example, 81-5% of pomishchyky were 
Polish, 7% were Ukrainian, 5% Jewish and 3.8% Russian, according to a Soviet source. 
Only in Volyn was there a sizeable stratum (17.6%) of Ukrainian landowners.4 The 
Ukrainian farms were predominantly small affairs. In Ternopil, for example, it has been 
estimated that about 86% of all farms were under five hectares in size, and over 96% 
were under 10 hectares.5 In fact, one of the main reasons cited for the invasion of the 
Western Ukraine, by the Soviet authorities, was precisely to 'free' the poor West 
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Ukrainian peasant from the 'yoke of landlord [dominated] Poland'.6 How then was the 
West Ukrainian peasantry divided up into the various social strata of kulaks, serednyaks 
(middle peasants) and bidnyaks (poor peasants)? 

The 'Indices of Kulak Farms', quoted in Lewin, notes five criteria for 'kulak farms', 
only one of which had necessarily to apply to cause the process of 'dekulakization' to be 
implemented. These criteria consisted of hiring labour, owning an enterprise such as a 
flour mill, hiring out agricultural machinery, hiring out premises for business, and the 
presence of family members with sources of income not derived from labour.7 In defining 
the number of kulak farms at the start of the 1939-41 period of Soviet rule in the Western 
Ukraine, the Soviet scholar Varetsky adheres to the use of hired labour, declaring that 
about 60,000 farms in the Western Ukraine used hired labour in the Polish period.8 In 
addition, he refers to kulak farms in terms of sown area, a convenient simplification 
frequently used by Soviet scholars when they refer to the Western Ukraine. Varetsky 
states that the West Ukrainian peasantry was divided as follows at the beginning of 
Soviet rule: bidnyak farms (under five hectares), made up 76-0% of total farms; 
serednyak farms (5-10 hectares), 18.4%; and kulaks (10-50 hectares), 5-6%.9 We thus 
have two categories of kulak: a farm with a sown area of more than 10 hectares, and a 
farmer who used hired labour. Are we to assume, then, that the 60,000 farms cited by 
Varetsky fell into the 10-50 hectares category? 

This clearly was not the case. The Polish countryside in the inter-war period was the 
scene of chronic rural overpopulation. According to the Polish census of 1931, almost 
300,000 holdings employed hired labour. Of this number, 58-7% were under 10 hectares 
in size (there are no figures on individual voivoidships, so it is not possible to calculate 
the percentage in the West Ukrainian areas).'( In other words, the majority of farms 
employing hired labour could not be categorized as kulaks according to sown area. The 
hiring of labour was practised by all sectors of peasant society. 

If, on the other hand, we estimate the number of kulaks in the Western Ukraine 
according to sown area alone, the percentages of farms over 10 hectares were very low: 
Volyn, 8-4; Lviv, 1-5; Stanislav, 1-5; and Ternopil, 2-2, making up a total of about 35,900 
farms.11 Thus on both counts-hired labour and sown area-Varetsky's total of 60,000 
kulak farms mentioned above seems erroneous. Moreover, the above percentages would 
have included landholdings of Polish landlords and military settlers, who had been 
moved into the area according to laws of 1920 and 1925 and were removed by or fled 
from the Soviet authorities in the autumn of 1939.12 

An additional factor to be taken into consideration in estimating the number of kulaks 
in the period of pre-war Soviet rule in West Ukraine is that the Soviet authorities may 
have tried to raise the number of farms that fell into the kulak category of landholding 
during the 1939-40 land reform in West Ukraine. During the socialization of land in 
1939, according to Soviet figures, the authorities confiscated from the Polish landowners 
and others about 2-7 million hectares of land but only 1-13 million hectares had been 
redistributed by the end of the year.13 The bulk of the land had been retained by the 
state, ostensibly for the creation of state farms. But the net result was that while a few 
households increased the size of their landholdings, the majority remained land hungry. 
It is possible that the authorities were deliberately withholding the land in order that 
social differentiation might develop in the West Ukrainian countryside. 
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By April 1940 the percentage of kulak farms in Lviv oblast, for example, had 
reportedly increased from 1-6% at the end of the Polish period of rule to 2-2%, 
measured in terms of sown area.14 The Soviet regime had thus removed the 
(predominantly Polish) landlords, but had retained and evidently added to the 
landholdings of the kulak stratum. In the 1930s collectivization in the USSR generally 
had been accompanied by a 'class war' between the kulaks and the poor peasants. It is 
probable therefore that in the West Ukraine the lessons of the past were being applied 
and a similar 'conflict' was being fostered prior to collectivisation. The latter had already 
begun on a small scale in the spring of 1940, so preparations were being made for another 
mass campaign. In this way we can speak of an attempt to create kulak farms. The Soviet 
view was that the greater the social differentiation in the countryside, the more likely it 
was that the poorer peasants would become resentful toward those with more land, and 
the more likely they would begin to see the 'advantages' of joining a collective farm. 

Two other factors point to a Soviet attempt to create social divisions in the villages: 
first, although it is known that the vast majority of West Ukrainian peasants were living 
close to the poverty level, only 35% of peasant households were exempted from 
taxation;15 second, restrictions on land tenure were not implemented until March 1941, 
some 19 months after the commencement of Soviet rule. (The latter law restricted land 
tenure per peasant household to seven hectares in Galicia and 10 hectares in Volhynia, 
with slight increases for certain areas.)16 This delay in implementation gave some time 
for differences in peasant landholding to emerge. That this was related to the 
collectivisation campaign seems clear. In the Chernivtsi oblast (made up of the Khotyn 
uezd of Bessarabia and Northern Bukovyna), which had been annexed from Romania in 
June 1940, restrictive norms on land tenure were implemented as early as 26 September 
1940, yet collectivisation had not got under way prior to the outbreak of war in June 
1941.17 The collectivisation campaign required the presence of the class enemy in the 
village, the exploiter, the rich peasant. In Chernivtsi, mass collectivisation was left until 
after the Galician and Volhynian areas of the Western Ukraine had been propagandised. 
This is not the place to enter into a detailed explanation of the reasons for this: in brief, 
the largest areas of arable land were in the former Polish regions so it made sense to 
begin collectivisation there; and second, Chernivtsi had been under Soviet rule for only a 
year when war broke out. 

Whether a full-scale class war would have been developed in the West Ukrainian 
countryside is not known. The German and Romanian invasion not only delayed the 
process of collectivisation-evidently West Ukrainian peasants tried to disband most of 
the kolkhozy during the war-but also complicated the crucial kulak question. Before 
discussing the early post-war years in the Western Ukraine, it should be stated that the 
war had a profound psychological impact on the peasants of the Soviet western 
borderlands. Whereas Lewin's kulaks faced seemingly insuperable odds as the Soviet 
authorities and police forces entered their villages, in the western borderlands many of 
the peasants had had a chance to fight against Soviet rule, and perhaps more important, 
had seen the Soviet regime on the verge of total collapse. In all the western regions the 
Soviet forces faced guerrilla movements when they re-annexed the territories in 1944-45, 
and these insurgents were especially strong in Estonia, Right-Bank Moldavia and the 
Western Ukraine.18 
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As a result of this opposition, the category of kulak was expanded by the authorities to 
include the following: 

(1) those households that fitted the old pre-war formula of more than 10 hectares of 
arable land. 

(2) those who were opposed to the creation of kolkhozy. 
(3) those who were opposed to Soviet rule. 

Whereas the recalcitrant peasants of the 1930s had resisted Soviet anti-kulak measures 
passively, by trying to conceal grain and similar actions, the postwar opposition faced the 
authorities with active resistance for the first time. 

In Soviet ideology the kulak has always been the principal opponent of 'socialization' 
in the village. In the 1930s anti-kulak campaign which preceded the onset of mass 
collectivisation the kulak was isolated from his fellow peasants by discriminatory 
measures, while the Committees of Poor Peasants carried out grain and livestock 
requisitions from 'kulak' farms. But the post-war situation presented new problems, 
because opposition to Soviet rule pervaded all sectors of rural society.19 In order to 
maintain the line that the kulak again was principally responsible for resisting Soviet 
policy, the authorities either included the 'nationalists' within the category of kulak, or 
used the terms 'nationalist' and 'kulak' as synonymous in party and government reports. 
Like the small landowners, the churches and the monasteries, the nationalist insurgents 
in the Western Ukraine and the other western borderlands were included in the list of 
those to be expropriated in the post-war land reform imposed throughout these 
newly-annexed territories in 1944-45.2) 

At this time in the Western Ukraine a new phenomenon emerged in Soviet reports, 
namely the 'Ukrainian-German nationalist'. The name, which was apparently first 
coined by Khrushchev in March 1944,21 indicates the Soviet attempt to forge a direct link 
between the Ukrainian insurgents and the Nazi-German occupation regime. Both kulaks 
and insurgents were thus portrayed as 'lackeys' and 'active abettors' of the Germans. A 
further premise was that the Germans and their supporters were responsible for all the 
damage to industry and agriculture during the German-Soviet war. In the Western 
Ukraine the attacks of UPA insurgents were portrayed as a part and continuation of this 
purely destructive tendency. As a Soviet source declared, with reference to the spring of 
1945: 'Kulaks and nationalist bands tried in every way to hinder [reconstruction] work, 
destroyed documents, burnt down the residences of the village Soviet'.22 

While the 'class enemies', adhering faithfully to German policy, were carrying out the 
destruction, the line went, the Soviet regime was concerned solely with the reconstruc- 
tion of the economy and cultural life in the Western Ukraine. The prevalence of UPA 
insurgents in the post-war years suggests that this propaganda campaign enjoyed only 
limited success, but it nonetheless formed an integral part of early post-war Soviet policy. 

Once the Soviet western borderlands had been re-annexed (or, in the case of 
Transcarpathian Ukraine, annexed for the first time), the authorities implemented a 
major land reform, which saw the redistribution of about 3-2 million hectares of land, 
confiscated from the landowners, kulaks, churches and monasteries, among one million 
peasant households.23 In the Western Ukraine, it is reported that approximately 354,000 
households received some 513,000 hectares of land,24 or an average of 1-6 hectares per 
eligible household. Soviet reports claim that this land reform constituted a major attack 
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on kulak landholding.25 In Lviv oblast, for example, it is reported that in 1944 there were 
2,600 households with more than 10 hectares of land. By the end of the year, the 
authorities had reportedly confiscated 6,300 hectares of this kulak land and divided it 
among bidnyak households, and the process is said to have continued throughout the 
following year.2 

Despite the apparent scale of the reform, it affected only about 32% of West 
Ukrainian peasant households, and there was a marked reluctance on the part of the 
peasants to accept the land.27 There were probably two main reasons for this attitude. 
First, there was in all likelihood a natural reluctance on the part of the individual farmer 
to take land that was not his own-Soviet sources refer to this as the 'private farming 
mentality'. Second, there was a fear on the peasants' part that if they took the land, they 
might at some point be reclassified as 'kulaks'. The implication is that a campaign which 
one Soviet source has termed 'serednyakisation' (i.e., the creation of a large stratum of 
middle-sized peasant holdings of about 3-10 hectares), was but the forerunner of a major 
campaign against both serednyak and kulak households, under the guise of dekulakisa- 
tion. Because of the hostility toward the Soviet regime in the Western Ukraine, the term 
'kulak' was extended to include members of the serednyak stratum. As this did not 
comply with Leninist land policy, the authorities declared blandly that the kulaks were 
'concealing land and livestock'.28 In other words, serednyak farms were perceived often 
as kulak farms, the owners of which were trying to hoodwink the authorities. 

In 1947, a year after the land reform was allegedly completed in the Western Ukraine, 
the Soviet authorities tried to create a 'class war' in the countryside by adopting several 
measures against alleged kulak farms. First, they raised the obligatory deliveries of 
agricultural goods to the state. A decree of 3 June 1947 stated that, beginning 
immediately, kulak farms were to be subject to increased norms for the delivery of 
agricultural products to the state: for grain, sunflower, soya, potatoes, vegetables, straw, 
meat and milk, by 50% more than the norms established for other peasant households; 
and for wool, an increase of 100% over the established norm. The time limits for the 
delivery of these products to the state were reduced on kulak farms: by one month for 
grain, potatoes, vegetables, sunflower, soya and straw; by two months for meat and 
wool; and by three months for milk. The oblast executive committees were instructed to 
take steps to ensure that the confiscation of land, livestock and other property from 
kulak farms did not occur 'fictitiously'.29 

Significantly, however, the decree gave no indication of what was meant by a kulak 
farm. It also did not state what happened to those 'kulak farms' which failed to make the 
required delivery quotas on time. A non-Soviet source, however, states that the failure 
to make the deliveries of milk, for example, for which the time limit had been most 
drastically reduced, could result in the confiscation of the cow. For the non-delivery of 
meat, it was possible that the authorities would confiscate a farmer's horse.30 In this way, 
not only were 'kulak farms' punished and ostracized, but the authorities obtained 
livestock and draught animals that could be transferred to the newly established 
collective farms. For the most part, the latter appear to have been made up of landless 
and land hungry peasants,31 i.e., those households which had absolutely nothing to lose 
by joining, but which, since they were landless, lacked draught animals. These early 
collective farms lacked the basic prerequisites for farming. 
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This confiscation of draught animals was undoubtedly one of the main reasons why 
peasants began to dislike the kolkhoz so intensely. For one thing, the horse or ox in most 
cases was the farmer's principal means of farming. But since in the West Ukraine the 
majority of his compatriots lacked even a draught animal (and about 35% of West 
Ukrainian peasant households lacked a horse at the end of 1945),32 he was raised by the 
authorities to the rank of 'kulak' on a comparative basis. The problem was not unique to 
the West Ukraine, but applied to all areas of the USSR at the time of collectivisation to a 
greater or lesser degree. Perhaps the matter became especially acute in the newly 
annexed Ukrainian areas as the number of horses (and other animals) actually decreased 
in the early post-war years (see below). We have to allow also for the Ukrainian farmer's 
viewpoint. One eyewitness (describing the 1939-41 period) declared that he was 
'heartbroken' to see the horse he had himself reared confiscated for the use of the 
kolkhoz.33 Throughout the post-war period prior to the time of full collectivisation, the 
Soviet authorities had problems collectivising personal livestock (in theory, the peasant 
was allowed to retain his own cow or horse). The 'kulak' resisted this. But we should 
bear in mind that we are not speaking of the 'rural rich', but of those peasant households 
that were fortunate enough to own a horse. After the destruction of warfare, such 

ownership elevated a peasant above his fellows, and thus he became a prime target of 
Soviet anti-kulak policies. 

A second decree, adopted on 23 August 1947, 'Concerning the taxation of peasant 
households of the Ukraine', which applied almost exclusively to the western oblasts, 
implemented an income tax on the 'wealthy'. It established an increase in taxation of 
50% on those earning up to 10,000 rubles per annum, 75% on incomes up to 15,000 
rubles per annum, and 100% for those with incomes exceeding 15,000 rubles.34 Since this 
decree has not been published thus far, it is not known whether it contained other clauses 
giving a more precise definition of a kulak. But the differentiation had now begun in 
terms of income. 

Although Soviet sources do not give details about the precise amount of taxation paid 
out by alleged kulak households in the Western Ukraine, the identical measures carried 
out in the other western borderlands (implemented in most cases one week later on 30 
August 1947) permit a revealing insight into the predicament of the so-called class 
enemy. In Right-Bank Moldavia the average taxation paid by a kulak household is said 
to have increased from 553 roubles in 1947 to 1,274 roubles in 1948, or by 230%. At this 
time, the kulak household was paying 44 times more in taxes than kolkhoz households 
and 7-6 times more than individual bidnyak households.35 Thus the kulak's livelihood 
was being brought quickly to ruin. How did these policies affect Western Ukrainians? 

In 1947 a Soviet source indicates that the farms of over 10 hectares in the Western 
Ukraine had now completely disappeared.36 If we assume that the stratum disappeared 
by the end of the year (the source is unclear), when taxes became due, the question arises 
as to where these 'kulak farms' went. There are two possible answers. First, it is probable 
that many kulaks, anticipating restrictive measures on the part of the authorities, divided 
their lands up among family members (and possibly even among friends). It is known, for 
example, that the number of peasant households in Ternopil oblast increased 
considerably in these early post-war years.37 Second, a large number of so-called kulak 
households moved to the kolkhozy at this time. This second point requires a brief 
elaboration. 
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During the period of mass collectivisation, Soviet sources (and this applies to all areas, 
not just the Western Ukraine) declare that the kulak, instead of offering resistance, 
'changed his tactics', and 'wormed his way into the kolkhoz to destroy it from within'.38 
Whether or not the majority of kulaks entered the kolkhoz with such a precise aim in 
mind is not known, but it is true that many of those designated kulaks entered the 
kolkhozy. The reason for this was, as noted, in order to avoid the restrictive policies 
directed at kulak farms. But the number of those households entering the kolkhozy in 
the Western Ukraine at the end of 1947, when taxes were due, suggests that it was 
primarily the serednyak who was most affected by these laws. Thus for the former Polish 
regions of the Western Ukraine the percentage of households in kolkhozy increased from 
5-4% at the start of 1947 to 41-2% at the end of the year.39 By any definition only a tiny 
minority of these households could have fitted into the kulak category, yet the increase 
was largely due to taxes and delivery quotas placed on 'kulak farms'. As the Estonian 

specialist Rein Taagepera has noted, in Estonia during this same period, 'Anyone 
considered "anti-kolkhoz" could be secretly reclassified as a kulak and . .. the only way 
to escape the "anti-kolkhoz" label was to join a kolkhoz'.40 It is not likely that the kulak 
joined the kolkhoz with much enthusiasm, but he was more or less obliged to join in 
order to survive. 

Beermann notes that during mass collectivisation in the 1929-33 period, the kulaks 
were divided into three groups: criminals and terrorists; wealthy peasants who exploited 
labour; and others who employed labour, but were not so wealthy.41 The second 
category was scheduled for deportation, while the third was generally resettled outside 
the arable lands of the kolkhoz (the members of the first group were put on trial, but as 
straightforward criminals hardly qualified as 'kulaks'). In the Western Ukraine, it is 
known that in some regions (possibly in all) collectivisation on a mass scale was preceded 
by deportations. This is also known to have occurred in Estonia.42 For the Western 
Ukraine, let us look at the example of Volyn oblast. 

According to a Western source, a report concerning the latter part of 1947 appeared in 
Newsletter from behind the Iron Curtain of the following year. This stated that on 20-21 
October 1947, the Soviet authorities carried out an unprecedented deportation of persons 
from the oblast, totalling between 500,000 and 800,000 people, or between one fifth and 
one quarter of the oblast's population. These included all the prominent people who 
were put on the deportation list on charges of either collaborating with the UPA or with 
the German occupation forces during the war.43 

Were these people 'kulaks'? The facts from the Soviet side suggest that they might 
have been considered so. On 22 December 1948 the Ukrainian party newspaper, 
Radyanska Ukraina, declared that an essential measure for the success of collectivisation 
in Volyn had been the 'isolation of the kulak', and the 'liquidation' of his influence on the 
bidnyaks and serednyaks . At first, the paper stated, the kulaks were ostracized, but soon 
the bulk of peasants turned against them and 'demanded their liquidation as a class'. The 
statement is ominous. To the peasants are attributed the actual deeds of the authorities. 
An example of the authorities' attitude toward the kulaks in 1948 is provided by a raion 
secretary in Right-Bank Moldavia, who declared 

"We must resolve the kulak question. In the report given, I have not heard directions on this 
problem. How is it that in the village Maramanovka, which has achieved full collectivisation, 
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there remain 22 kulak farms? What are we to do about them? You see, they will not sit quietly, 
they will do harm, they will wreck the kolkhozy, they will take every possible diversionary act 
against the kolkhozy.... It is absolutely vital to isolate these kulaks.... [Leaving them alone] is 
tantamount to capturing a fortress and leaving its defenders armed. We must disarm [the kulak], 
isolate him and wage a decisive struggle against him."44 

One can assume that this attitude prevailed generally throughout the western 
borderlands during the period of mass collectivisation. 

Another pointer indicating that the deportations might have seen the removal of the 
'kulaks' was the tremendous increase in the number of households collectivized in Volyn 
following the period of deportations: in percentages an increase from 9-9% to 71-2% 
over the course of the year.45 This suggests that the deportations were directly related 
and a prelude to the mass collectivisation campaign. The class enemy had to be 
eliminated to 'encourage' peasants to enter the kolkhozy. The likelihood is that the 
terrified peasants joined the kolkhoz because this seemed to be the only way to be sure of 
avoiding deportation. 

What is one to make of the number of those deported? First, the figures as stated are 
too large to have embraced kulak farms, if by the latter we mean farms that fell into that 
category in terms of sown area or hiring of labour. They could have included farms which 
hired labour during the war, however. This suggests that once a peasant landholder had 
been characterized as a kulak, he retained the label no matter what he did in the future, 
even if he divided up his lands or joined the kolkhoz. In fact, only in this way could the 
numbers of kulaks have been high enough to merit the 1947 measures. The numbers 
deported, however, also add weight to Lewin's statement that the kulak was anyone 
'who is declared to be such by the authorities'.46 Because of the terrorist attacks carried 
out by UPA bands in the Western Ukraine, especially on kolkhozy and on Soviet 
officials, the category of kulak, or class enemy was expanded to include anyone opposed 
to the Soviet regime. 

Collectivisation in the Western Ukraine was reportedly completed by the end of 
1950.47 During this period the kulak was supposedly 'eliminated as a class'.48 But was this 
true? The evidence suggests otherwise. In Soviet documents of late-1950 the 'kulak' in 
the Western Ukraine is still cited as the chief menace to collectivised society.49 Events of 
the early 1950s also suggest that the 'class enemy' was still at work. In 1953 Ukrainian 
first secretary L. G. Mel'nikov was dismissed for, among other reasons, his failure 'to 
consolidate organizationally and economically the kolkhozy in the Western Ukraine'.50 
In plain language, this meant that many of the kolkhozy were disbanding themselves and 
proving unworkable, clear evidence one would have thought in Soviet eyes that the 
'kulaks' were continuing their activities. 

One should beware here of oversimplification. There were many reasons why West 
Ukrainian peasants should have opposed the kolkhoz. First, the pre-war experience has 
to be taken into account. Collectivisation in Chernivtsi, for example, and in the recently 
annexed Transcarpathian oblast (June 1945) took place much faster than in the former 
Polish regions of the Ukraine.51 This suggests that the process was more difficult in those 
areas which had some firsthand experience of collective farming in 1939-41. Second, the 
important factor of armed nationalist bands has already been noted. Other reasons also 
spring to mind.52 It is possible, however, that in creating the class enemy, the authorities 
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did their work too well, and managed to engender a real and lasting hatred for the 
kolkhoz and all that it symbolised. One of the reasons for this was the vagueness that 
applied to the category of kulak. Instead of creating a small minority of would-be 
exploiters, the regime had in fact antagonized a broad sector of the village community. 
Because of this, even in 1953, four years after the completion of collectivization in the 
Western Ukraine, the kolkhozy were still unstable.53 

In conclusion, we can say the following. Even before the first Soviet annexation, the 
so-called 'kulak stratum' in the Western Ukraine was small. Many households, from 
bidnyaks to landowners, employed hired labour, so this categorization is too vague to be 
used. The vast majority of West Ukrainian farms were short of draught animals and 

implements, and this situation persisted in the postwar years when the agricultural 
associations were created. The class war in the villages, noted in Soviet works, was 
fomented by the Soviet authorities. There are no indications of class antagonism between 
the various strata of peasants. In general, the differences beween the peasants were too 
minimal to create friction, and also the West Ukrainians could remain united in the face 
of the common enemy: the Bolshevik, commonly represented in this region by Eastern 
Ukrainians and Russians in the MVD.54 

Between the pre-war kulak and the West Ukrainian example lies a profound 
difference. In his analysis of the 1929-33 Soviet kulak, Lewin did not have to allow for a 
genuine opposition movement based on a clearly developed ideology like that in the 
Western Ukraine, which can be loosely termed Ukrainian nationalism. This meant that 
whereas Lewin's kulak had the utmost difficulty in thinking or organising as a group, 
those opposed to Soviet rule in the Western Ukraine had no such problems. This is why 
the problem of the kulak (and collectivisation) in the Western Ukraine was declared to 
be so difficult.55 The Soviet authorities actually failed on two counts: they did not 
manage to create serious class divisions in the West Ukrainian villages, but they did 
create an attitude of hostility among the peasantry that persisted in addition to 
nationalist opposition and continued long after the nationalist bands had reportedly been 
eliminated. The Western Ukraine had had no NEP to foster a peasant hierarchy. But the 
Polish period had, for all its problems, helped to produce a closely knit Ukrainian 
community. The kulaks in the Western Ukraine were those who utilised this community 
network to oppose the kolkhoz in the early post-war years. Once one dispenses with the 
superficial Soviet categories-exploiter of peasants, hirer of labour, leaser of land- 
which clearly do not apply to the Western Ukraine, the kulak of 1944-50 emerges as 
what he was, namely a political opponent of the Soviet regime who had to be taken very 
seriously. In contrast, Lewin's kulak was a more ethereal figure, who offered limited 
resistance to the authorities only when forced to do so by the most unmitigating of 
circumstances. 

University of Alberta 

* I would like to express my appreciation to Dr. Everett M. Jacobs of the University of Sheffield, whose 
comments inspired this paper. 
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