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TheSovietpolicyoftheindigenizationofnationalminoritieswasmarked
byanattempttoconvert toafullysettledwayof life theGipsies(theself-
name—rom,roma,Romenandalsootherethnonyms:sindhu,manusha,kale,
boshebi)whobeforeandaftertheexodusfromIndiaforcenturiesandeven
millenniahadbeenleadinganomadiclife.

Bothinthepre-SovietandintheSovietperioditwasimpossibletoobtain
realdataonthenumberoftheGipsies.IntheUSSR,accordingtothe1926
census,theirnumbertotaled61,294(20–25,000families),andintheRSFSR
—40,948.Thesedatadidnotabsolutelycorrespondtotherealnumberofthis
people.Thiswasthestatusquointhesubsequentyears.In1936thenumber
of theGipsies in theUSSRwasestimatedat80,000people.Butalreadyat
that time theSovietofficials found the indicated figure rather approximate
(“Soveshchanie po trudoustrojstvu i kul’turno-bytovomu obsluzhivaniyu
cygan,”1936).InthedistrictsandterritoriesofthesouthofRussiathesituation
waspracticallythesame.Thus,accordingtothe1926census,2,666Gipsies
residedintheterritoryofthefourKubandistrictsoftheNorthCaucasuster-
ritory:namelyintheKubandistrict—1,383(52%),intheArmavirdistrict
—935(35%),intheMaikopdistrict—242(9%),intheBlackSeadistrict—
106(4%)(Kirej,2010).Theaccuracyofthefiguresbothforthewholecoun-
tryandfortheregionsissimplyastonishing.Moreover,thistraditionofthe
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“accuracy”wasobservedinthesubsequentyears.Thus,thesecretaryofthe
KrasnodardistrictpartycommitteeS.E.Sanininhismemo“Onthepresence
oftheGipsiesandtheirlifestyleinKrasnodarterritory”tothedeputyheadof
thedepartmentofpropagandaandagitationoftheCentralCommitteeofthe
All-UnionCommunistParty(Bolsheviks)K.F.Kalashnikovreportedthatas
of1Augusttherewere839Gipsies,including501adultsand338childrenin
theterritory(Bugaj,2010).

From the middle of the 1920s the state started the conversion of the
Gipsiestoasettledwayoflife.TheresettlementdepartmentoftheRSFSR
People’s Commissariat forAgriculture by the resolution of the Presidium
of theAll-UnionCentral ExecutiveCommittee ofAugust 30, 1926 set up
aspecialcommitteethatgotdowntothedevelopmentofconcretemeasures
to carryoutthisfantasticproject.Thedecisiverecommendationswereissued
bythesupremeorgansoftheAll-UnionCommunistParty(Bolsheviks)and
theauthorities.

Thefirstandmostdetailedact in thisdirectionwasaspecial resolution
oftheCentralExecutiveCommitteeandtheUSSRCouncilofthePeople’s
CommissarsofOctober1,1926“Onthemeasurestopromotetheconversion
of thenomadicGipsies toaworkingsettledwayof life”(Izvestiya Severo-
Kavkazskogo Kraevogo Ispolnitel’nogo Komiteta, 1928). This resolution
suggested that the Central Executive Committees and the Councils of the
People’sCommissarsoftheunionrepublicsshouldtakemeasurestoprovide
withlandinthefirstplacetheGipsieswhowerewillingtoconverttoasettled
wayoflife.

On the basis of this document the Presidium of theAll-Union Central
ExecutiveCommitteeand theRSFSRCouncilof thePeople’sCommissars
onFebruary20,1928passedaresolution“Ontheprovisionwithlandofthe
Gipsiesconverting toaworkingsettledwayof life.”The resolutionbound
“the landorgans toprovidewith land from thevacant land fundaccording
to the localworking normboth for the cultivation and the organization of
the farm-based settledway of life in the first place theGipsieswilling to
converttoasettledwayoflifeandengagethemselvesinfarming”(Izvestiya 
CIK,1928).Apartfromtheorganizationofindividualresidentialsettlements,
thisresolutionalsoenvisagedthesettlingoftheGipsiesinthealreadyexist-
inglandcommunitiesonequaltermsaccordingtoArticle46oftheRSFSR
LandCode.Thereasonforobtainingthefarmlandhadtobetheappropriate
applicationsubmittedbytheGipsiestothelandorgansintheplaceoftheir
residence. Besides, the indigenization expenseswere paid from the public
funds.TheGipsieswere entitled to all the privileges for the settlers stipu-
latedbythelegislation,specificallythepaymentoftheallowanceof500to
1,000roublestosetupahouse.Thissumexceededtheallowancepaidtothe
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settlers of other nationalities.The authorities in their indigenization policy
reliedheavilyontheAll-RussiaGipsyUnion,establishedin1925(chairman
A.S. Taranov). The rules passed by the People’s Commissariat of Home
Affairs (PCHA) on July 15, 1926, proclaimed the following goals of the
organization:theunificationoftheGipsies,theprotectionoftheirinterests,
the raising of their cultural standards, mutual assistance. It was expected
that theUnionwouldpromotetheopeningofeveningandSundayschools,
clubs, libraries, cooperatives, communes and industrial workshops, would
publish newspapers, textbooks and other literature in the Gipsy language
(Bessonov,Demeter,&Kutenkov,2000).Theorganizersdeclaredthat they
would lead the struggleagainst alcoholism, fortune-telling, anomadic life-
style.TheworkoftheUnionaswellasofallotherpublicorganizationswas
supervisedbythePeople’sCommissariatofHomeAffairs,whereto,incom-
pliancewiththerules,theyweretoregularlysubmittheinformationaboutthe
availablepersonnel.TheUnionwasplanningtoopentheirbranchesinmany
regionsofthecountry.AmongthefirstwasthebranchinRostov-on-Don.In
1925intheDonterritory,notwithouttheparticipationoftheUnion,thefirst
Gipsycollectivefarm-communenamedthe“Krikunovfarm”inhonorofits
founder,youngGipsyN.Krikunov,wasorganized.InRostovtheysetuptwo
Gipsycooperativesocieties(Avdulov,Kucherenko,&Shumenko,2009).

Howeverin1928theAll-RussiaGipsyUnionwasliquidatedas“having
failedtoserveitspurpose.”In1932thejournaloftheUSSRCentralExecutive
CommitteeSovetskoe stroitel’stvo (TheSovietconstruction)amongtherea-
sonsforclosingdowntheorganizationnamedpettyintrigues,embezzlement
(15,000roubles),and,aboveall,theabsenceofanyresultsintheworkonthe
organizationofthebranchesintheprovinces(Bril&Popova,1932).

And the endof1920s theorganizationof collective farms tookoff and
the settlement policy as regards theGipsieswas implemented in the form
of the organization of the national collective farms. According to the
CollectiveFarmCenter,by1932intheUSSRtherewere25Gipsycollective
farmsthatcomprisedonly490families.Accordingtotheofficialdata,inthe
NorthCaucasus territory therewere four collective farmsandonemore in
DagestanASSRwhichin1931joinedtheNorthCaucasusterritory(Bril&
Popova,1932).

TheGipsycollectivefarmsweresetupintheKuban,StavropolieandDon
territories,forexampleinthesuburbsofRostovandTaganrogandinTarasov
district(thenorth-westpartoftoday’sRostovdistrict).Howeverthemajority
oftheGipsycollectivefarmsofthesouthofRussiaexistedforashorttime:
aweek,amonth,aseasonor,atthebest,notmorethanoneyear,whereupon
thecollectivefarmwoulddisintegrateastheGipsieswouldsetoffwandering
again.Moreoftenthannotthosetemporary“one-daycollectivefarms”could
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disappear in theblinkofaneyeafter theallowancesand loansassigned to
set up a house hadbeen received, payments for the fulfillment of the sea-
sonalworkhadbeenmade,whentheadministrativemeasuresregardingthe
“Gipsies’sidejobs”hadbeentoughenedup,inthecaseofnaturaldisasters,
badharvest,etc.

InabookbyN.Nikolaenkowecanreadaboutsuch“collectivefarms”inthe
regionofthelargeCossackvillages(stanitsa)Bagaevskaya,Semikarakorskaya,
Vesiolaya.“TheGipsybandwouldstartmigrationinMayorinearlysummer
when the time was ripe for haymaking. The Gipsies were mowing, stack-
ing, transporting — whatever the collective farms asked them to do. The
Gipsy baronmade arrangementswith the chairman and theGipsiesworked
to contract.TheGipsies got the samework-day units as ordinary collective
farmers.Thecollective farmspaid theGipsyband inkind:products—part
of the crop, manufactured goods, for example, cooking utensils, fabrics or
whatever might be useful in the Gipsy household. When the work in one
collective farm was done, the Gipsy band would fold up tents and move
to another collective farm where hands were wanted” (Nikolaenko, 2003).

Such situation was practically the same everywhere. The newspaper
Krestianskaya Pravdaof1928gavethefollowinganalysisof thesituation
regarding the provision of the Gipsies with land and their conversion to
a settled way of life: “The Gipsies’ occupations, life andmanners are in
direct contradiction to the fundamentals of our socialist society. The old
exploitativeand speculative systemunder tsarismwasmorebeneficial for
theGipsies’ activities. Though the revolution brought theGipsies a great
improvement in their legalstatus, itdealtapainfulblowto thesourcesof
theirmeansofsubsistence-trade,begging,prejudices—thebreeding-ground
for fortune-telling, sorcery, etc.Hence it becomes clear, that the property
statusoftheGipsieswhohadnotchangedtheirnomadiclifestyleandtheir
former occupations, deteriorated sharply. The Gipsies grew very poor”
(Bessonov,Demeter,&Kutenkov,2000).

ButtherewereotherpositiveexampleswhentheGipsycollectivefarm-settle-
mentsstoodthetestoftime.Amongthemisthe“TrudRomen”(Theworking
gipsy)collectivefarminStavropolie.Thecollectivefarmwassetupin1928
andwas locatedat thefootofBykMountain,18–20kmawayfromthedis-
trict centerMineralnyeVody, in close proximity to the health resorts of the
CaucasianMineralWatersarea.

Withintwoyears300Gipsieswhohadarrivedfromvariousregionsofthe
NorthCaucasusandUkrainesettledinthecollective-farmvillage.Thestate
providedthesettlerswithfertilelands(2,160hectares),gavethemallowan-
cestosetuphouseandextendedtothemalltheprivilegesstipulatedbythe
legislation.Thanks to the help from theworking teams of theMineralnye
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Vody railway men, from the oil industry workers who offered the supply
ofhigh-qualitywater fromtheir reservoirpiped into the“TrudRomen,” the
collectivefarmwasabletosuccessfullyorganizeitslifeonthelandandjoin
in the agriculturalwork.The socio-cultural infrastructureof the residential
settlement was intensively developing. According to the press reports, in
1931theMineralnyeVodydistrictcollective-farmuniondevelopedthepro-
jectofamulti-flathouseforthecollective-farmworkersinordertobuildin
thefollowingyearintheGipsycollectivefarmnotlessthan10suchhouses
(“TrudRomen,” 1931). The settlement operated a club and an elementary
schoolwhere teachingwasdone in theGipsy language, a chorus, adrama
club,anurseryschoolandtheplaygrounds.Thecollective-farmworkerswere
engagedingrowinggraincropsandin1931theyundertookacommitmentto
delivertothestateover40,000pudsofgrain,i.e.652tons.TheGipsieswere
moresuccessfulincattlebreeding,particularlyhorsebreeding.

ThecorrespondentofthePut’ SovetovmagazineS.Chernyak,afteracquaint-
inghimselfwiththesettlement,stated:“Havingfirmlysettledontheland,the
Gipsy collective farm turned into one of the best mode collective farms in
MineralnyeVody district” (Chernyak, 1931). Certainly, thiswas a bit of an
exaggeration.

ThemostimportantpoliticalactwasgrantingthisGipsyvillagethestatus
ofthenationalvillagecouncilthatbecamethefirstGipsyvillagecouncilin
the south ofRussia.Bezludsky, oneof the founders of the settlement and,
possibly, the only literate collective-farmworkerwas appointed chair-man
ofthevillagecouncil.Theabsenceinthesettlementofthepartycellresulted
inastaffproblemwhichcausedcomplicationswiththeindigenizationofthe
personnel.Besides, theGipsiesspokedifferentdialectsandevenlanguages
— that iswhy therewere proposals to switch over the teaching of school
subjectstotheRussianlanguage.Totrainthepersonneltheyformedtheparty
reservefromtheranksoftheYoungCommunistLeaguemembers.In1931
therewere35membersintheYoungCommunistLeaguecell.

Close attention paid to the collective farmby the central and territorial
authorities enablesus tocome to theconclusion that “TrudRomen”was to
playanimportantpoliticalandideologicalrole—ontheconcreteexampleof
oneoftheworld’smostbackwardethnicgroupstodemonstratethetriumph
of theLenin-Stalinnationalpolicy.Thiswas all themore important as the
CaucasianMineralWaters health resortswerevisitedbynumerous foreign
delegationsandtheGipsycollectivefarmwasoneoftheroutesplannedfor
visiting by foreigners. S. Chernyak in his article in a territorial magazine
spokeaboutthevisittotheGipsycollectivefarmpaid“bytheinternational
teamofforeignwritersandjournalistsledbytheFrenchwriter,editor-in-chief
ofthecommunistnewspaper‘L’Humanite’PaulVaillant-Couturier.Beforehis
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departure fromMineralnyeVodyVaillant-Couturier addressed themeeting
oftheworkersandcollectivefarmers.Havingsharedhisimpressionsofthe
Gipsycollectivefarmhenoted:‘TheUSSRissolvingthenationalquestion
thewaynoothercapitalistcountryiscapableof.Ashiningexampleofthis
istheGipsycollectivefarminMineralnyeVodydistrictwherethecollective
farmhassettledthepeoplewhoaltogetheraredevelopingtheirfarmandwho,
undertsarism,haven’tevendareddreamaboutthis’”(Chernyak,1931).

Those visits by foreigners including numerous Gipsy delegations from
different countriesmade “TrudRomen” a kind of amodel to follow in the
processoftheprovisionoftheGipsieswithlandandtheirconversiontoaset-
tledwayoflifeinotherregionsoftheUSSR.Andthissecuredsubstantialaid
fromthestatetothecollectivefarmirrespectiveoftheefficiencyofitsagri-
culturalworkandfinalresults.Asinthecaseof“TrudRomen”andingeneral
in their striving for converting theGipsies toa settledwayof lifeonecan
seeachieflyideologicalmotive.Weagreewiththeopinionofthehistorian
A.Kilinthattheeconomiceffectofsuchmeasureswashighlyquestionable
andthecostsoftheirrealizationwerequiterealandsubstantial(Kilin,2005).

Paying somuch attention to the collective farmgave rise in its leaders
and the population to increased demands towards the local authorities, to
the extent of sponging when the Gipsy community in the expectation of
whatwaspromisedtothemdidnotmakeanyindependenteffortstoincrease
the efficiency of their own farm. Even in 1936 themodel collective farm
“TrudRomen” did not grow in number— it united only 46 farms out of
112farmswithhighcapacityforwork,demonstratedlowlaborproductivity
despite the leaders’clichésabout theprogressivegrowth in theagricultural
produce.Bezludsky,thepermanentchairmanofthevillagecouncilreported
fromyeartoyear:“Allthecommitmentstothestatearecompletelyfulfilled
bythecollectivefarm.Theproductivityofcropsisnothighthoughitisrising
fromyeartoyear”(“Soveshchaniepotrudoustrojstvu…,”1936).

TheclaimsmadebyBezludskyon the localauthorities inhisspeech in
Moscowin1936 testify to the factsofsponging:“The territorialexecutive
committee is demonstrating a bureaucratic attitude when asked for help.
Weneeded800roublestobuyseeds:theterritoriallandadministrationand
the territorial executive committee refusedhelp.There is no control of the
villagecouncilon thepartof thedistrict executivecommittee.Thedistrict
executive committee instructorvisited the collective farmonlyonce—on
November11,1934andafterthisheneverdroppedin”.Incidentallyitwas
acknowledged that the collective farm got its own tractors, three collect-
ive farmerswere directed to the tractor-driving training course, one— to
the team-leaders’ training course, four— toMoscow pedagogical college
(“Soveshchaniepotrudoustrojstvu…,”1936).
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Nevertheless,againstthebackgroundofothercollectivefarms“TrudRomen”
couldbeconsideredextremelysuccessful. In theabsenceofprogress in the
indigenizationandintheorganizationofcollectivefarmsamongtheGipsies
across the country, the center put the blame on the local organs.Thus, the
managementboardoftheCollectiveFarmCenterinitsresolutionofJanuary
5,1931noted,that“latelytherehasbeenabiginfluxoftheGipsydelegates
petitioning the landorgans toprovide themwith land toorganizecollective
farms.DespitethefactthattheGipsymassesareundergoingaradicalbreak-up
ofthenomadicwayoflifeanddespitetheirdesiretoconverttotheworking
trackbyunitingthemselvesintocollectivefarms,thelandorgansandcollec-
tivefarmsintheprovincesmoreoftenthannotpayinsufficientattentiontothis
causeneglectingthespecificfeaturesofthisnationality”(Bessonov,Demeter,
&Kutenkov,2000).

TheabsenceofserioussuccessesintheindigenizationoftheGipsiesforced
thestatetopassanewnormativeact.InApril1932thePresidiumoftheAll-
RussiaCentralExecutiveCommitteeoftheRSFSRissuedtheresolution“On
thestateoftheworkovertheprovisionofservicesfortheworkingGipsies.”
ThisdocumentlistedthemeasurestointroducetheworkingGipsiestocrafts
andagriculture.Thoughtheresolutionstatedcertainachievementsitwasnoted
that“becauseoftheunderestimationbysomecontrolgovernmentdepartments
andlocalexecutivecommitteesandvillagecouncilsoftheimportanceofthe
workamongtheworkingGipsies,themeasuresplannedontheirworkemploy-
ment and socio-cultural service have failed to receive their proper practical
realization”(Kilin,2005).

The People’s Commissariat forAgriculture was recommended to work
out and submit to the Council of the People’s Commissars of the RSFSR
aconcreteplantoprovidetheworkingGipsieswithlandfor theircompact
settlement,securingthismeasurebytheallotmentofthelandplotsfromthe
state landfundandbythepropermaterialandtechnicalbasis.TheRSFSR
People’sCommissariatforAgriculture,theCollectiveFarmCenter(theAll-
UnionAssociationofAgriculturalCollectiveBodies)andalsotheexecutive
committeesandvillagecouncilswereordered:a)onthebasisoftheorgan-
izationalandeconomicconsolidationoftheexistingGipsycollectivefarms,
demonstrationandpopularizationoftheirworktointensifytheinvolvement
of thenomadicworkingGipsies in thecollective farms thatare tobecome
theinitiatorsofthesettlingofthenomadicGipsies.Simultaneouslywiththis
theywere instructed to start work on the purge of the collective farms of
theclass-alienelements;b)toenvisagetheessentialmeasurestoenhancethe
economicpositionof thenewly-emergedGipsycollective farms (financing
andcreditingofthecollectivefarms,theirprovisionwithseeds,machinesand
draughtanimals);c)withinamonth’stimetodevelopandtakespecialmeas-
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ures to train collective farmworkers from the ranks of theworkingGipsy
environment;d) in1932 todevelopmeasures toemploy theGipsyartisans
(blacksmiths,tinners,harness-markers,etc.)intheworkshopsattachedtothe
machineandtractorstationsandinthecollectivefarmsbytakingmeasures
toimprovetheirqualificationsandtraintractor-driversfromtheranksofthe
workingGipsyenvironment.The resolutionalso spokeabout themeasures
targetedattheGipsies’socio-culturaldevelopment.

AccordingtoN.PlatunovandA.Kilin,fromthemomentoftherealization
ofthisdecisiononecanspeakaboutthepurposivepolicyofthestateregard-
ingthisnomadicpeople(Platunov,1976;Kilin,2005).Moreover,withinthe
secondfive-yearplan(1933–1937)thestrategicgoal—tobuildthesocialist
society—wastobeachieved.Bythistimetheplanonthetotalconversion
ofthenomadstoasettledwayoflifeandcollectiveworkhadtoberealized.
Inconnectionwiththisin1934theAll-UnionCentralExecutiveCommittee
setupacommissionledbytheitssecretaryA.S.Kiselevonthesettlingofthe
nomadicandsemi-nomadicpeoplesonthefarms.Asimilarcommissionfor
theGipsieswassetupbythePresidiumoftheAll-UnionCentralExecutive
Committeeaftertheconferenceontheproblemsofsettlingthenomadicand
semi-nomadicpeoplesorganizedbytheUSSRCouncilofNationalitiesofthe
Central Executive Committee (September, 1935). This commission, above
allelse,waschargedwithdiscussing theproblemof theexpediencyof the
settlingof theGipsiesinoneplace(Hackevich,1935).OnJanuary4,1936
theyheldaspecialmeetingontheGipsies’employmentandtheculturaland
personal service thatwaschairedby the secretaryof theUSSRCouncilof
NationalitiesoftheCentralExeculativeCommitteeA.I.Khatskevich.Among
theparticipantsweretheleadingSovietofficialsfromdifferentgovernment
departments, and also representatives of Gipsy cultural and educational
organizations(theCentralGipsyclub,thetheatre,thepedagogicalcollege),
productionteams,chairmenoftheGipsycollectivefarmsandvillagecoun-
cils, representatives of the central press and others (“Soveshchanie po tru-
doustrojstvu…,”1936).

ThereportbyKhatskevichoutlinedthehistoryoftheSovietpolicyregard-
ingtheGipsies,accordingtohim,“themostdowntrodden,themostbackward
people”with“thewildest,thebloodiest,perhapsthemostconfoundedhistory
ofallthehistoriesofallthepeoples”(“Soveshchaniepotrudoustrojstvu…,”
1936).Itwasstatedthatmorethan40Gipsycollectivefarms(includingfour
in the North Caucasus) comprising 1.5 thousand families were organized
acrosstheUSSR.

One of the main problems in Khatskevich’s report and the reports of
other speakerswas theproblemof theorganizationof the territorialGipsy
regions tobepopulatedby theworkingGipsies.Moreover the issueof the
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bestregionfor theorganizationof thewould-beGipsydistrict(ordistricts)
was activly debated. The report by the representative of the All-Union
ResettlementCommitteeoftheUSSRPeople’sCommissariatforAgriculture
Zubietov noted that the Resettlement Committee had sent an inquiry to
anumberoftheterritoriesandregionsaboutthepossibilityoftheallotment
of the territory for the organization of the Gipsy settlement of 30–35,000
Gipsies. In his view there were enough opportunities inWest Siberia, the
Urals andother eastern regionsof the country.TheUSSRdeputypeople’s
commissar for agriculture F.A. Tsylko, expressing his disagreement with
Zubietov, declared that the Gipsies should be granted the best land and
in good climatic conditions. The Gipsies have a bent for cattle-breeding,
horse-breeding,pig-breeding.Itisnecessarytofindsucharegionwhereone
coulddevelopthesebranches.Bezludsky,thechairmanofthevillagecouncil
of themost successfulGipsy collective farm “TrudRomen” inMineralnye
Vody district of the North Caucasus territory, jumping at the opportunity,
declared:“If theGipsieshavetheirownterritory, theirownnewspaper, the
workwillgoright.ThemostsuitabledistrictforthesettlementoftheGipsies
wouldbeStavropolshchina.TherearemanymigratingGipsiesthere.Wecan
acceptintoourowncollectivefarm150–200familiesifwearegivenhelp”
(“Soveshchaniepotrudoustrojstvu…,”1936).

Simultaneously,BezludskycriticizedtheNorthCaucasusterritorialexec-
utivecommittee,theterritorialLandAdministrationandtheterritorialexecu-
tivecommitteeforthelackofattentionandhelptothecollectivefarm.Wedo
notthinkthiscriticismwasjust.Itisnomerechancethattherepresentative
of the RSFSR People’s Committee for Agriculture Voronin, the previous
speaker,havinginformedthemeetingthatintheRSFSRterritorytherewere
26 collective farms with 611 households (about 3,000 people), noted that
“on thepartof someGipsycollective farmsonecanobserve the sponging
sentiment—heavyrelianceonthehelpfromthecenter”(“Soveshchaniepo
trudoustrojstvu…,”1936).Politcorrectnessdidnotpermittheofficialtosay
“absolutemajority”insteadof“some.”

The instructor of the work among the Gipsies of the Department of
Nationalities of the RSFSR All-Russia Central Executive Committee
I.P. Tokmakov reported that over the previous years the RSFSR People’s
CommissariatforAgriculturehadearmarkedforthesettlementoftheGipsies
thefollowingsums: in1932—300,000roubles,1933—105,000roubles,
1934—103,000 roubles.However, in 1935 the financingwas suspended.
TheefficiencyoftheseexpensescanbejudgedbythenumberoftheGipsy
collectivefarmsthathadbeenorganized:in1932—2,in1933—5,in1934
—8 and in 1935—1.The resources assigned for the organizationof the
collectivefarmswerelootedandneverreachedtheaddressee.Alltheblame
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wasputontherichmen—kulaks.“TheGipsykulaksget30,000roublesfor
purchasing cows but theworkingGipsies never see these cows.When the
governmentinspectioncommissionarrivedtocheckthefacts, thekulakhit
upon the ideaofbribing thecowboy from theneighboringvillage tobring
inforthetimeofthecommission’sstaytheherdofwell-fattenedcows,but
as soon as the commission left, the members of the collective farm were
againleftwithoutthecows,andthekulakescapedwiththe30,000roubles”
(“Soveshchaniepotrudoustrojstvu…,”1936).

Theparticipantsinthemeetingputforwardalotofproposalsastothebest
territoryfortheorganizationoftheGipsynationaldistrict.Itisinterestingto
notethatinhisconclusivespeechthechairmanspokeinfavorofStavropolie.
Khatskevichdeclared:“IfullyagreewithcomradeTsylkowhopointstothe
area for theGipsies near Stavropolwhere there are all the necessary con-
ditions for theorganizationof thecollective farmsamong theGipsies.The
Gipsiesshouldbesettledtherewheretheyhavealreadybecomeacclimatized”
(“Soveshchaniepotrudoustrojstvu…,”1936).

But the final word rested not with Khatskevich, but with the superior
executiveswhohadnoplanstoorganizeanothernationaldistrictinthesouth
ofRussia.Atleasttherewasnoconcreteinformationaboutitintheresolu-
tionofthePresidiumoftheUSSRCentralExecutiveCommitteeofApril7,
1936“OnthemeasurestoemploythenomadicworkingGipsiesandimprove
theireconomic,culturalandpersonalservice.”Thedocumentconsistingof
four points, spoke about the need for further involvement of the nomadic
Gipsies in industry, collective production teams (artels), collective farms,
state farms and the improvement of the provision of cultural and personal
servicefortheGipsieswhohadconvertedorwereconvertingtoaworking,
settledwayoflife.ThePeople’sCommissariatforAgriculturewascharged
withtakingmeasuresaimedatthecomprehensiveorganizationandeconomic
consolidationoftheexistingGipsycollectivefarms,theircattle-breedingand
horse-breedingfarms;intheyeartocometofullyimplementtheorganization
oftheuseoflandofalltheGipsycollectivefarmswiththeissuetothemon
behalfofthestateoftheinstrumentfortheperpetualuseofland;toguarantee
throughthesystemsoftheagriculturalbanktherequiredloansfortheacqui-
sitionof cowsby theGipsies—membersof the collective farms; to train
fromtheGipsyrankscombineoperators,tractor-drivers,fieldteamleaders,
cattle-breeders, accountants and other workers for the existing and newly
emergingcollectivefarms.Andonlypoint4oftheresolutionspokeaboutthe
districtswheretheGipsycollectivefarmscouldbeorganized.“Whileapprov-
ingoftheAll-RussiaCentralExecutiveCommittee’smeasurestoallotspecial
territoriesforthedevelopmentofthecollectivefarmsofthesettlingGipsies,
tocharge theAll-Union resettlementcommitteewithina twomonths’ time
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withoutlining the appropriate territories for the settlementby thenomadic
Gipsieswhoarewillingtoconverttoasettledwayoflifebyprovidingthe
newly-emergedGipsycollectivefarmswiththeresettlementtaxprivileges”
(“Soveshchaniepotrudoustrojstvu…,”1936).

OntheeveoftheadoptionoftheUnionConstitution(1936)itwasneces-
sarytodemonstrateseriousachievementsintheindigenizationoftheGipsies
andinthespiritofthetraditionalSovietrushedworkandwindow-dressing
toorganizetwodozennewGipsyresettlementcollectivefarmsandintensify
measurestoconverttheGipsiestoasettledwaylife.Itwasplannedin1937
toresettleathousandGipsyfamilies,400ofthemweretobesettledinthe
alreadyexistingcollectivefarmsandtoorganize6newcollectivefarmsout
of600Gipsyfamilieswhohadalreadyresettled.

Soonafter theadoptionof the resolutionofApril7,1936, to theutmost
satisfactionoftheNorthCaucasusterritoryauthorities,adecisionwasmadeto
organizetheGipsynationaldistrictinKuibyshevregion.Tothisendtwoagri-
culturaldistrictswereunited—Kuibyshev(thelocationoftheGipsycollect-
ivefarm“Nevibacht”)andTerengul(Bessonov,Demeter,&Kutenkov,2000).

By1938therewere52officialGipsycollectivefarmsthatcomprisedafew
percentofthewholeGipsypopulationofthecountry(Bessonov,Demeter,&
Kutenkov,2000).

But right at that time the policy of the Soviet state regarding national
minoritieswasundergoingcardinalchangesinthespiritofthede-nationaliza-
tionoftheirlifeandthepromotionofassimilation.Inthepre-waryearsitwas
“impermissibleluxury”tospendmoneyonthecash-deficitconsumingproject
toimprovetheGipsycollectivefarms.ThismadetheGipsiesloseallinter-
estinthecollectivefarms.ThemajorityoftheGipsycollectivefarmseither
provedtobeinviableanddisintegratedallbythemselvesorweredestroyed
duringthefascistoccupation.

Let us summarize.We agree with those researchers who believed that
the settlement policy of the Soviet authorities expressed in the indigeniz-
ation andorganizationof thenationalGipsy collective farmsat the endof
the1920s–1930swastheresultofacompromisebetweentheinterestsofthe
authoritiesandtheGipsycommunities(Kilin,2005).

Thestateincompliancewiththedeclaredcourseofactiontobuildinthe
USSRthefoundationsofsocialismwasinterestedintheshortestpossibletime
toconvert theGipsiestoasettledwayoflife.ButtheGipsies, too,pursuing
theirownpragmaticgoals,onlybackedup theorganizationof thecollective
farmsifthispromisedbenefits:provisionoffood,assignmentofcashorother
loans,supplyofmachinesandcattle,legalizationoftheirstatusandsoonand
soforth.Assoonasthecollectivefarmbecameonerousforthem,they,having
receivedthesubsidiesorloans,wouldimmediatelyabandontheallottedland.
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Thecausesfortheflightfromthecollectivefarms(theGipsies’“protestswith
feet”) were numerous: suspension of the help, previously promised, tough-
ening of the administrativemeasures regarding “theGipsies’ side jobs,” the
anti-Gipsysentimentandtheprotestsofthepopulationfromtheneighboring
villages (often taking place not without the local authorities’ participation),
in thecaseofnaturaldisasters,crop failure,etc.Forexample, the famineof
1932–1933thatbecameepoch-makinginthehistoryoftheGipsysettlements
andcollectivefarmsofthesouthofRussiaforcedamajorpartoftheGipsiesto
leavetheregioninsearchofthecountry’smorefavorableterritoriestolivein.

Onthewhole,forallthecontroversyofthepolicyoftheconversionofthe
GipsiestoasettledwayoflifetheveryexistenceoftheGipsysettlementsand
collectivefarmswasapositiveformof theirnationalandculturaldevelop-
ment(Akopyan,2015).
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КвопросуорепатриацииполяковСеверногоКавказа 
вПольшупослеПервоймировойвойны

Резюме

Встатьенаосновеархивныхдокументовиопубликованныхисследованийрассма-
триваютсяособенностирепатриациивПольшупроживавшихнаСеверномКавказеэтни-
ческихполяковкакбеженцевПервоймировойвойныивоеннопленных,такироссийских
поданных.Отмечается,чтопроцессмассовойрепатриации,начавшийсясразужепосле
окончанияПервоймировойвойны,восновномзавершилсяв1923году.Этоткороткий
временнойотрезок,можноусловноразделитьнанесколькоэтапов.Первый—отвос-
становления11ноября1918годапольскойгосударственностиидовесны1920года.На
этомэтаперепатриациейвосновномзанималисьрегиональныепольскиедипломатиче-
скиепредставительстваинациональныеполитическиеорганизации.Второй—свесны
1920года,когданаСеверномКавказеокончательноутвердиласьсоветскаявласть,идо
конца 1921 года. На этом этапе репатриацию осуществляли отделения Центрального
управления по эвакуации населения и польские национальные секции. Завершающий
этапмассовойрепатриацииприходитсяна1922–1923годы.

ThepolicyoftheconversionoftheSovietGipsies 
toasettledandagriculturalwayoflife 

inthesouthofRussiainthe1920s–1930s

Summary

The article dealswith the policy of the Soviet state on the indigenization of the south
RussianGipsiesintheinterwarperiod(1920s–1930s).Accordingtothenormativeactsofthe
Sovietauthorities,thelocallandbodieswereobligedtoprovidewithland(fromthevacantland
fundandaccordingtothelocalworkingnorm)thoseGipsieswhowerewillingtoconvertto
asettledwayoflifeandengagethemselvesinagriculturalbusiness.Theauthorsadheretothe
viewpointthattheindigenizationoftheGipsiesandtheorganizationoftheirnationalcollective
farmswastheresultofthecompromisebetweentheinterestsoftheauthoritiesandthoseofthe
Gipsycommunities.TheGipsiespursuingtheirownpragmaticgoalssupportedtheorganiza-
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tionofthecollectivefarmsprovidedtheycouldbenefitfromthis.Butassoonasthecollective
farmsbecameonerousforthemtheGipsieshavingreceivedthecashbenefitsandloanswould
atonceabandontheallottedland.Theauthorsofthearticleareoftheopinionthatforallthe
controversyof thepolicyof theconversionof theGipsies toa settledwayof life, thevery
existenceoftheGipsysettlementsisapositiveformoftheirnationalandculturaldevelopment.
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