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Abstract

Introduction. The study highlights course and results of the migration campaign initiated in the USSR in 1944 to overcome
the negative economic and demographic consequences of the eviction of Crimean Tatars from Crimea in May of the same
year. The relevance of the topic is conditioned by the remaining lacunas in the historiography. In particular, the South
Russian regional historiography does not sufficiently analyse the activities of the local Party and Soviet authorities in the
implementation of government resolutions on the resettlement of Don, Kuban and Stavropol collective farmers in the
Crimea and the attitude of collective farmers themselves to this campaign.

Materials and Methods. This paper is based on archival and published documents and materials. The leading research
methods were chronological and comparative-historical.

Results. 1t is noted that the deportation of Crimean Tatars entailed a sharp deterioration of the economic and demographic
situation on the peninsula. In an effort to restore the economy of the Crimea, in 1944 the USSR government organised the
resettlement of 17 thousand collective farmers’ farms to the peninsula. The Ukrainian SSR and the RSFSR acted as donor
regions for resettlement to the Crimea. In particular, such administrative-territorial formations of the Russian Federation
as Rostov Oblast, Krasnodar and Stavropol Territories were to allocate 7 thousand farms for resettlement to the Crimea.
Many collective farmers actively responded to the call of the authorities and voluntarily resettled in the Crimea. All this
made it possible to fulfil the planned resettlement plans.

Discussion and Conclusion. 1t has been proved that the final effect of this compensatory migration was minimal. The
main reason for the failure of the government’s plans was the fact that neither resettlement collective farms nor ordinary
collective farmers could fully adapt to the unfamiliar natural, climatic and economic conditions of the Crimea. This
hindered the process of economic consolidation of settlers on the peninsula and stimulated the mass return of collective
farmers to their homeland.
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OpueuﬂaﬂbHoe meopemuvyeckoe uccnedosamue

Jdenopranuu u KOMIIEHCATOPHbIE MUTPAIlMU B A30BO-UepHOMOPCKOM permoHe
B roabl Besmmkoit OtedecTBeHHOi BOMHBI (Ha MmaTepuaJax /lona, Kyoann u CraBponosbs)

H.B. lllumosa , B.A. Bougapes [
JloHCKOM rocynapcTBEHHBIH TeXHUUECKUH yHUBEpcUTeT, I. PoctoB-Ha-Jlony, Poccuiickas @enepanus
DA< vitalijj-bondarev27@rambler.ru

AHHOTaHUSA

Beeoenue. OcBeniarorcst XoA U pe3ybTaThl MUTPAlMOHHON KaMmanuu, naunuupoanHoit B CCCP B 1944 1. ¢ uenbio
IPECOaOJICHUA HETATUBHBIX 3KOHOMI/IKO-JICMOFpa(1)I/I‘IeCKI/IX HOCHG}]CTBI/Iﬁ IMPOBEACHHOI'O B MAa€ TOI0 K€ roaa BBICCIICHUA
n3 Kpbima KpeIMCKHX TaTap. AKTYaJIbHOCTb TEMBI 00yCIIOBJIEHA COXPAHSIOIIMMUCS B ICTOpHOrpady JaKyHaMu. B gact-
HOCTH, B I0)KHO-POCCHICKON peTHOHAIILHON HCTOpHOrpaduy HEOCTATOYHO MPOAHATM3UPOBAHBI MEPOIIPUSTHS MECTHBIX
MapTHHHO-COBETCKHUX BJIACTEH IO pean3alliy MMPaBUTEIbCTBEHHBIX MOCTAHOBICHUH O mepeceneHny B KpeIM JoHCKHX,
Ky6aHCKI/IX N CTaBPOIIOJIBCKHUX KOJIXO3HUKOB U OTHOHMICHUEC CaMUX KOJIXO3HHUKOB K HaHHOﬁ KaMITaHUU.

Mamepuanwvt u memoowt. Hactosimast pabora 6azupyeTcs Ha apXUBHBIX U OITyOJIMKOBaHHBIX JOKyMEHTaX M MaTrepHanax.
BenymmMun MeTonamMu McciieoBaHus BEICTY MM XPOHOJIOTHYECKUH ¥ CPAaBHUTEIILHO-HCTOPHYCCKHUH.

Pezynoemamut uccnedosanusn. OTMEUEHO, YTO JETIOPTAIM KPBIMCKUX TaTap MOBJIEKIa 3a co00l pe3koe yXy/IIeHne IKo-
HOMUKO-AeMOTpauIecKoi CUTyalui Ha MoyocTpoBe. CTpeMsiCh BOCCTAHOBUTH DKOHOMHKY KpbiMa, MpaBHUTEIHCTBO
CCCP B 1944 1. opranmn3oBajo nepecereHie Ha IOIyoCTPOB 17 THIC. XO3SHCTB KOJIIXO3HUKOB. PernoHaMu-1o0HOpaMu 1ie-
pecenenus B KpeiM BeicTynum Ykpaunckas CCP u PCOCP. B wactHOCTH, Takue aIMIHUCTPATHBHO-TEPPUTOPUATIBHEIE
obpazoBanust Poccuiickoit deneparmu, xkak PoctoBckas o6nacts, KpacHomapckuit u CTaBponoiabCcKuil Kpasi, TOKHBI
ObUTH BBIACTINUTD JJIA MEPECCIICHUA B KpLIM 7 TBIC. X03iCTB. MHOTHE KOJXO3HHUKH aKTUBHO OTKJIMKHYJIMCh Ha NPHU3bIB
BIacTel M JOOPOBONBHO Mepecersnuck B Kpeim. Bee 3T0 M03BONMHIIO BEIMOJIHUTE HAMEUECHHBIC TUTAHBI IEPECENICHHS.
Oécyscoenue u 3axniovenue. JJokazaHo, 9To KOHEUHBIH 3(D(PEKT JTaHHOH KOMIIEHCATOPHOM MUTPAIK OBbUT MUHUMAJIEH.
Benymiei npuauHON CpbIBa 3aMBICIIOB TIPABUTENBCTBA BBICTYIIMIIO TO, YTO HU HEPECEICHUYECKUE KOJIX03bl, HU PSIIOBbIC
KOJIXO3HUKH HE CMOTJIU B ITOJTHOM MEpEe HpI/ICHOCO6I/ITBCﬂ K HCTIPUBBIYHBIM NIPUPOAHO-KIIUMATUYCCKUM U X031 CTBEHHBIM
ycnoBusM Kpsima. DT0 3aTpyaHsIIO MPOLEce X03sMCTBEHHOTO 3aKPETIICHNUS! IEPECENICHIIEB Ha TIOIyOCTPOBE M CTHMYIIH-
POBAJIO MacCcOBOE BO3BPAILICHNE KOJIXO3HUKOB Ha POJIMHY.

KuioueBble cioBa: A3oBo-UepHoMopckuii pervioH, Benukas OTedecTBeHHAsI BOWHA, EMOPTAITHs, KOJIX03bI, KOJIXO3HH-
KW, KOMIICHCATOpHas MUATpawst, KppiM, KpIMCKHE TaTaphl

Jast umrupoBanus. [lIumosa H.B., bounapes B.A. Jlenopranuu n KxoMneHcaTropHble Murpanuyd B A3oBo-YepHoMOp-
CKOM pernoHe B ronsl Benmkoit OteuecTBeHHOH BOIHEI (Ha Marepranax Jlona, Kybanu u CraBpononss). Hayynuiii ane-
manax cmpan Ipuuepromopws. 2025;11(1):59-67. https://doi.org/10.23947/2414-1143-2025-11-1-59-67

Introduction. The Great Patriotic War includes many diverse events, among which the deportations of small peoples
of the USSR, carried out by the Soviet government in order to eliminate a potential ‘fifth column’ and ensure the security
of the rear of the Red Army, occupy a special place. At various times, Soviet Germans, Balkars, Karachais, Kalmyks,
Crimean Tatars, Chechens, Ingush and other peoples were resettled from their former places of residence in Siberia,
the Urals and Central Asia. During the Soviet period, this painful topic was strictly taboo, and it was only during the
‘perestroika’ period and after the collapse of the USSR that researchers were able to cover it freely. To date, there is a
significant number of scientific works that thoroughly analyse the processes of forced resettlement of certain peoples of
the Soviet Union in the first half of the 1940s. [1; 2; 3; 4; 5; 6]. At the same time, there are still a number of inadequately
covered issues within the framework of the above-mentioned problems. As a rule, scholars concentrate their efforts on
identifying the causes, methods and scale of deportations, the conditions of transportation of displaced peoples, the
peculiarities and difficulties of their settlement and life in the new territories, the negative demographic and economic
consequences of deportations — the reduction in the number of workers, the cessation of the functioning of collective and
state farms, and so on. The ‘compensatory migrations’ remain on the periphery of research attention [5, p. 131], carried
out by the Party-Soviet leadership in order to minimise the negative consequences of deportations. Only a few works that
analyse these issues can be mentioned [7; 8]. In the South Russian historiography this kind of problematics was practically
not touched upon.

Given the obvious gaps in the regional historiography, in this publication we have attempted to analyse the efforts of
the Soviet government to optimise the socio-economic situation in those areas of the Azov-Black Sea that were subjected
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to deportation during the Great Patriotic War. Being limited by the scope of the article, we focused on the specific
content of the measures implemented by the leadership of the Rostov region, Krasnodar and Stavropol territories in the
framework of the implementation of government decrees that envisaged economic recovery and replenishment of the
population loss in Crimea after the deportation of Crimean Tatars from the peninsula in 1944. The object of this paper
is the process of forced displacement of the peoples of the USSR initiated by the Soviet government during the Great
Patriotic War. The subject of the study is the governmental measures to minimise the demographic and economic damage
caused by deportations in the Azov-Black Sea region, which we consider on the example of the Crimea, Rostov region,
Krasnodar and Stavropol territories, since the resources of these southern Russian regions were actively used by the Party-
Soviet authorities to improve the situation on the peninsula.

Materials and Methods. The central elements of the source base of this study are archival and published documents
and materials. In the representative collections of documents: ‘Joseph Stalin to Lavrentiy Beria: ‘They must be deported”
(Moscow, 1992) and ’Stalin’s Deportations. 1928-1953° (Moscow, 2005), contain a sufficient amount of information
about the motives, time and circumstances of the Crimean Tatars’ deportation, the number of deportees, and the places of
their settlement. Archival funds provide information on governmental measures to organise the resettlement of residents
of the Rostov region, Krasnodar and Stavropol territories to the Crimean regions that were emptied after the deportations.
We analysed the documents of the Rostov Oblast and Krasnodar and Stavropol Territory Committees of the Communist
Party, which were the highest authorities in the boundaries of the mentioned administrative-territorial formations. These
documents are now stored in the Centres for Documentation of Contemporary History of Rostov Oblast (f. 9) and
Krasnodar Krai (f. 1774a), the State Archive of Contemporary History of Stavropol Krai (f. 1). Their study makes it
possible to establish what measures regional authorities took to implement government decisions on the resettlement of
Don, Kuban and Stavropol residents to the Crimea. The documents of the Rostov Regional Executive Committee kept in
the State Archive of the Rostov Region (f. p-3737) are also very informative. They contain information on the organisation
of the resettlement campaign on the Don, statistical data on the number of resettlers, their professional composition, the
number of livestock transported with them, etc.

The leading research methods were chronological and comparative-historical. Using these methods, it was possible
to identify common features and local peculiarities of the resettlement campaigns in Rostov, Krasnodar and Stavropol
regions, the effectiveness of resettlement and the factors that influenced the results of these campaigns.

Results. After Crimea was liberated from Hitler’s occupation in April-May 1944 and found itself in the rear of the
advancing Red Army, the Soviet government became concerned about ensuring order and security on the peninsula.
This work included the detection of enemy spies and saboteurs, active collaborators, and anti-Soviet elements.
Counterintelligence quickly established that although ‘a significant part of the Tatar population’ during the occupation of
the peninsula by the Nazis remained loyal to the Soviet authorities, still ‘many of the Crimean Tatars were in the service of
the enemy’ [9, p. 11]. People’s Commissar of Internal Affairs L.P. Beria in a letter to I.V. Stalin on 10 May 1944 claimed that
more than 20 thousand Crimean Tatars (with the total number of the Tatar population on the peninsula in 140—160 thousand
people) deserted from the Red Army and fought with weapons in their hands on the side of the Nazis [10, p. 496]. According
to Beria’s data, the staff of the People’s Commissariats of Internal Affairs and State Security arrested 5,381 collaborators
of Hitlerites in Crimea by 7 May 1944 [10, p. 496]. At the same time, many collaborators remained on the peninsula,
trying to dissolve in the mass of the Tatar population and escape from justice, which threatened the security of the rear
of the Soviet troops. For this reason, on 11 May 1944 GKO adopted a resolution Ne 5859ss ‘On the Crimean Tatars’,
according to which it was necessary to ‘evict all Tatars from the territory of the Crimea and settle them permanently as
special settlers in the areas of the Uzbek SSR’ [10, p. 494].

The operation to evict the Crimean Tatars, carried out by the NKVD forces, began in the morning of 18 May 1944
and ended at 4 p. m. on 20 May. According to the initial data contained in a telegram addressed to Commissar of Internal
Affairs Beria, signed by Deputy Commissars [.A. Serov and B.Z. Kobulov, 180,014 thousand Crimean Tatars were
deported [9, p. 138]. According to revised information, 191,014 Crimean Tatars (over 47 thousand families) were subjected
to forced resettlement [10, p. 492].

According to fair observations of researchers, after the eviction of Crimean Tatars on the peninsula ‘a catastrophic
situation was created’ [3, p. 74] in the economy. [3, p. 74] in the economy. Repeated deportations (at different times, not
only Crimean Tatars, but also Germans, Greeks, Bulgarians, Armenians living on the peninsula were evicted) extremely
worsened the demographic situation in Crimea, already complicated by hostilities and terror during the Nazi occupation.
By the summer of 1945, the population of Crimea decreased by more than half — from 875 thousand people who lived
here before the war to 379 thousand people [10, p. 492]. On the peninsula there was an acute shortage of labourers and
specialists, vast field areas, orchards and vineyards were left without care and fell out of agricultural rotation. Urgent
measures were required to remedy the dire socio-economic situation.
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The authorities in Crimea made maximum use of internal resources to close the gaps in the national economy of the
peninsula. The collective and Soviet farms of the neighbouring regions of Crimea, workers and employees, soldiers and
officers of the Red Army mobilised in the cities and rural areas of the peninsula were involved in the processing of the
devastated lands of the evicted Tatar collective farms [3, p. 75]. However, the socio-economic damage inflicted on Crimea
was too severe for the peninsula authorities to overcome it by their own efforts. This required the use of not regional, but
state resources. Deportations of Crimean Tatars and other peoples of Crimea led to the need to resettle to the peninsula
significant contingents of able-bodied population from other regions, territories and republics of the USSR.

First of all, it was about the able-bodied rural population. It is important to emphasise here that almost all the deported
peoples during the Great Patriotic War were ‘predominantly rural in terms of settlement and agrarian in terms of occupation
structure’ [5, p. 131]. The Crimean Tatars had the largest urban population: 28% of them (the second place in the degree of
‘urbanisation’ went to the Soviet Germans - among them the urban population made up 20% [5, p. 131]). But, and in this
case, as we see, the vast majority of able-bodied Tatars were employed in the agrarian sector of the economy. Therefore,
the first and urgent task of the government was to organise the relocation of tens of thousands of collective farmers from
different regions of the USSR to the regions of Crimea, where the Crimean Tatars lived until May 1944.

In order to solve this national economic task, on 12 August 1944 the State Committee of the Soviet Union adopted a
decree ‘On the resettlement of collective farmers in the Crimean regions’, according to which 17 thousand peasant farms
with a total number of up to 65 thousand people were to be resettled to the peninsula [11, p. 95]. The Ukrainian SSR and
Bryansk, Voronezh, Kursk, Orel, Rostov, Tambov regions and Krasnodar and Stavropol Territories of the RSFSR were
specified as donors of migration in the decree. Collective farmers from these regions were to be settled in the Alushta,
Bala-Klava, Bakhchisarai, Karasubazar, Kuibyshev, Starokrym, Sudak and Yalta districts of Crimea [3, pp. 81-82].

The Krasnodar and Stavropol Territories and the Rostov Region were to send a total of 7,000 farms (more than 21,000
people) to Crimea. The regional party committees took the GKO decree with due seriousness and promptly responded to it.

On 17 August 1944 the Krasnodar Regional Committee of the All-Union Communist Party of Bolsheviks (Bolsheviks)
adopted a resolution ‘On the resettlement of collective farmers of the region in the Crimean regions’, which indicated
that by 1 October of the current year it was necessary to select and transport to the peninsula 3 thousand households
of ‘conscientious and hardworking collective farmers’, including 11 collective farm chairmen and the same number of
village council chairmen, 11 teachers, 5 doctors, 15 tractor drivers, 5 agronomists, 2 mechanics and 2 zootechnicians. 2.5
thousand farms of Kuban collective farmers were to be sent to the Alushta district of Crimea and another 500 farms to the
Sudak district [12, p. 31].

At the same time, the Stavropol Regional Committee of the All-Union Communist Party of Bolsheviks adopted a
resolution ‘On the resettlement of collective farmers in the Sudak district of Crimea’, according to which the number
of resettlers was 2,000 households (6,000 people). They included 16 collective farm chairmen and 13 village council
chairmen, 16 teachers, 5 doctors, 10 tractor drivers, 2 mechanics, 5 agronomists, 2 zootechnicians [13, 1. 15].

On 18 August 1944, ajoint meeting of the Rostov Regional Committee of the All-Union Communist Party of Bolsheviks
(Bolsheviks) and the regional executive committee was held, which resulted in the adoption of a broad resolution ‘On
the resettlement of collective farmers to the Crimean regions’. Representatives of the Party and Soviet leadership of the
Rostov region decided that 2 thousand collective farmers’ farms (6 thousand people) should be selected for resettlement
to the Crimea, including 21 collective farm chairmen and 12 village council chairmen, 20 teachers, 5 doctors, 10 tractor
drivers, 2 mechanics, 5 agronomists, 2 zootechnicians. One thousand farms of Don collective farmers were sent to the
Staro-Krymsky district and the same number to the Yalta district. Resettlement should have been completed, as well as
for Kuban and Stavropol, until 1 October 1944 [14, 1. 23].

The resettlement of South Russian collective farmers in the Don, Kuban and Stavropol regions was led by commissions
composed of senior representatives of the local leadership: in the Rostov region, for example, the first secretary of
the regional committee, B.A. Dvinsky, was personally in charge of such a commission, and its members included the
chairman, I.P. Kiparenko, and the head of the regional land department (oblzo), Chumakov. In the districts, commissions
were also set up consisting of the first secretary of the district committee, the chairman of the district executive committee
and the head of the district land department; these commissions acted together with an authorised person from among the
senior officials of the regional level who was seconded to a district. The district commissions were responsible for the bulk
of the tasks to inform the local population about the resettlement to the Crimea, select resettlers, ensure their transport,
etc. Secretaries of district committees and chairman of district executive committees were personally responsible for the
selection of settlers and the implementation of resettlement work strictly within the established deadlines [14, 1. 23, 230b, 25].
In wartime conditions, the regional departments of the People’s Commissars of Internal Affairs and State Security were
also involved in the inspection of collective farmers who wished to move to Crimea [15, 1. 106].
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The documents of the authorities specifically stressed that the resettlement of collective farmers in the Crimea was
organised within the framework of solving important national economic tasks, ‘in order to quickly develop the fertile
lands, orchards and vineyards’ of the peninsula [14, p. 23]. Based on this, only ‘conscientious and hardworking collective
farmers’ were subject to resettlement, primarily those who were familiar with horticulture, viticulture and tobacco growing
and could ‘in the shortest possible time develop the fertile lands of the Crimea’ [14, 1. 23]. The authorities responsible for
the formation of resettlement contingents should have sought to ensure that each family of collective farmers — resettlers
had at least 1-2 able-bodied members [14, p. 23]. It was forbidden to resettle families without able-bodied members to
Crimea [14, p. 230b].

The population migrations organised by the Soviet government during the Great Patriotic War to compensate for
the economic and demographic losses caused by deportations are described by researchers as ‘formally voluntary, but,
in fact, forced’ [5, p. 131]. It seems that this judgement can hardly be recognised as fully fair. Of course, compensatory
migrations were of an organised nature and pursued the implementation of plans established by the government to resettle
a certain number of people. All this, naturally, contradicted the principle of voluntariness and led to the extensive use of
administrative levers and even coercion for resettlement. Nevertheless, some migrants were ready to move to a new place
of residence quite voluntarily, as the state was not stingy with benefits in this case.

In particular, a long list of various benefits was envisaged for collective farmers resettled in the Don, Kuban and
Stavropol regions who wished to go to the Crimea. Not later than five days before leaving for the Crimea, the settlers
had to receive a full payment for the labour days they had worked in collective farms where they had worked before the
move [14, 1. 230b]. Each family was given a lump-sum allowance of 2.5 thousand rubles and guaranteed the transport of
cargo weighing up to two tonnes [13, 1. 17]. Moreover, travel, transport of livestock and personal property of the settlers,
as well as their medical care on the road, were at the expense of the state [14, p. 24].

All arrears of monetary taxes, insurance payments and state supplies of natural products were cancelled from the
resettlers. They retained all crops from their homestead plots in the places of their former residence; they had the right to
surrender these crops, as well as livestock, to the state procurement authorities and receive an equal amount of produce
and animals in the places of resettlement. At the new place of residence, the farms of settlers (as well as collective
farms moved to the Crimea from Don, Kuban and Stavropol) were exempted from all payments, fees and supplies
in 1944-1945 [14, fol. 230D, 24].

The state provided the formed contingents of resettlers with transport for travelling and transporting property to
railway stations. Before boarding the echelons, resettled families were to receive a dry ration — bread and other foodstuffs —
for five days; the ration was given to the resettlers according to the norms established for workers, i. e. the highest norms
(700-1,000 g per day; in comparison, the norms for servants were up to 500 g). In addition, while travelling, the resettlers
were to be provided with a hot meal of two meals once a day. A doctor and two nurses ‘with a proper supply of medicines’
were allocated for each echelon of settlers. The authorities of the Crimean ASSR were obliged to organise the meeting and
resettlement of collective farmers arriving on the peninsula, to provide them with food during unloading and transporting
them and their property to the places of settlement [14, 1. 240b].

In the places of resettlement collective farmers could buy food grain at state prices in the amount of 2 cents per
family. In 1944—-1945, cowless resettlement families were given the opportunity to buy a cow or a heifer at state purchase
prices (in such cases, as a rule, kolkhozes or sovkhozes acted as sellers of livestock). The Agricultural Bank was allowed
to issue loans to needy settlers in the places of settlement for household equipment and other needs in the amount of 5
thousand rubles per household with the condition of repayment within 5 years [14, p. 24]. The People’s Commissariat of
Textile Industry of the USSR was obliged to ship to Crimea a certain amount of cotton fabric for sale to needy settlers
by 15 September 1944. Finally, the government obliged the USSR People’s Commissariat for Foreign Trade to allocate
to Crimea in August and September 1944 a certain amount of linen, clothes and shoes from among the so-called ‘foreign
gifts’ (this was humanitarian aid in the form of household items, usually clothes and shoes, which citizens of the USA
and Canada donated to the population of the USSR). Such ‘gifts’ were to be given to especially needy migrants and their
children [14, 1. 240b].

Upon arrival in Crimea, the settlers received houses, outbuildings, homestead plots, as well as agricultural equipment
and household items previously owned by Tatars. The conditions under which settlers acquired ownership rights to former
Tatar property varied. The crops from the plots sown by the Tatars were transferred to the resettlers free of charge (as one
can understand from the content of the relevant documents). Agricultural equipment and household items were provided
to them for a fee; the cost of both was assessed by the local bodies of the People’s Commissariat of Finance. As for houses
and buildings, they became the personal property of the new owners not earlier than after five years of ‘continuous work
in the collective farm’; until then, the settlers could not sell or rent the property [14, fol. 24, 240b]. Nevertheless, the
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collective farmers arriving in Crimea did not have to build their own housing: they were accommodated in ready-made
houses left by the previous owners.

Promises of large irrevocable grants, cancellation of all debts owed to the state, sale of livestock to cowless families at
state prices, provision of food on the way, free housing and land in the places of settlement - all this certainly stimulated
the interest of South Russian collective farmers, especially the less well-off families, to resettle in the Crimea. One
of the most tempting promises, obviously, was the possibility of acquiring a cow or heifer at state prices, which were
lower than market prices. In the extreme conditions of the war, when inflation permanently devalued money, the cow
was a real breadwinner, on which the welfare of the whole family depended directly and which the owners valued very
much. It is indicative that during the resettlement to the Crimea in September 1944 there were not isolated cases when
collective farmers did not want to surrender their livestock, especially cows, to the procurement authorities (in order to
receive new animals upon arrival), but sought to bring them with them, despite all the difficulties and inconveniences.
Thus, resettlers from the Kagalnitsky district of the Rostov region loaded 20 cows into the train, but handed over only
2 cows, 11 sheep, and 1 calf to the procurement office; resettlers from the Razvalensky district took with them 27 cows,
14 calves, 5 pigs, and 5 sheep, but handed over only 5 cows to the procurement office; Collective farmers from Kuiba-
Shev, Malchev, Matveevo-Kurgan, Neklinovsky districts of Rostov region took all the livestock with them, without
surrendering anything to the procurers [16, fol. 3, 4, 6, 10, 11, 13]. Against the general background, the information of the
authorities of the Orlovsky district of Rostov region, who reported to the regional leadership on September 29, 1944, that
all 73 collective farms to be resettled had fully surrendered their livestock (65 cows, 20 calves, 28 sheep, 5 pigs) to the
procurement organisations, looks unusual. However, the case was explained by the fact that ‘the cattle were not loaded
into the echelons because the wagons were not delivered’ [16, p. 20].

The documents at our disposal allow us to state that the number of collective farmers who voluntarily wished to move
to the Crimea was quite significant in the South of Russia. In a number of cases, the district commissions encountered
an oversupply of volunteers and rejected certain candidates. In particular, in Rodionovo-Nesvetaisky district of Rostov
region 183 applications for resettlement in Crimea were submitted, and the district resettlement commission approved
179 of them; in Salsky district up to 500 applications were received, 346 were approved; in Tarasovsky district out of
253 applications 239 were approved; out of more than 600 applications submitted by residents of Tselinsky district, the
district commission approved 239 [15, fol. 30, 94, 101, 124]. All this allowed, in general, to fulfil and even exceed the
government plans for the resettlement of 7 thousand collective farms of Don, Kuban and Stavropol to the Crimea.

Discussion and Conclusion. In October 1944, the campaign to resettle collective farmers of the RSFSR and Ukraine
to the Crimea was completed. As envisaged in the plans, more than 17 thousand resettlement households arrived on the
peninsula, including 2,400 families from the Rostov region, 2,980 families from the Krasnodar region and 1,973 families
from the Stavropol region [3, p. 84]. Don, Kuban and Stavropol collective farmers settled Alushta, Starokrymsk, Sudak,
Yalta districts of Crimea. In the second half of the 1940s, 198 resettlement collective farms operated in Crimea [17, p. 60].
Thus, the resettlement of collective farmers from the RSFSR and Ukraine, organised by the Soviet government in 1944,
allowed at first to compensate for the demographic damage caused to the peninsula by the war and deportations. At the
same time, the realisation of the most important task, which was the restoration of the functioning of the Crimean agrarian
sector, was not so brilliant.

It seemed that the collective farms formed from migrants had opportunities for effective functioning. After all,
the government granted benefits not only to the collective farmers resettled in Crimea, but also to the newly formed
collective farms on the peninsula. The government decrees indicated that the newly organised collective farms in Crimea,
consisting of migrants, received at their disposal not only land areas and lands of evicted Tatar collective farms, but
also the harvest from these fields and plantations [14, p. 24]. The new collective farms transferred a certain part of this
harvest to the state on account of compulsory deliveries of agricultural products, but the rest they could use to replenish
seed funds and pay for labour days worked by collective farmers [14, f. 240b]. The Crimean authorities were obliged
to provide the new collective farms with all possible assistance and co-operation. The fact that, when selecting settlers,
the authorities paid special attention to collective farmers familiar with horticulture, viticulture and tobacco growing
(industries that played an important role in the agricultural production of the Crimea), made it possible to hope that the
new collective farms would be provided with a sufficient number of specialists able to quickly adapt to the peculiarities
of economic activity on the peninsula.

In reality, however, the organisational and economic condition of most resettlement collective farms was far from
acceptable. In the conditions of the ongoing war, the newly formed collective farms in Crimea faced the same problems
as collective farms throughout the USSR: shortage of machinery, draught cattle, sowing material, etc. The acute problem
was the ignorance of the vast majority of resettlers of the natural-climatic and climatic conditions. An acute problem
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was the ignorance of the overwhelming majority of immigrants of the natural-climatic and, accordingly, economic
conditions of the Crimea. Attempts by the authorities to recruit as many collective farmers as possible with knowledge
of horticulture and viticulture or with skills in growing technical crops (such as tobacco) did not yield any noticeable
results. As a result, although the new collective farms in Crimea sought to expand grain crops, they could not overcome
the crisis in tobacco growing, viticulture and horticulture caused by the deportation of Crimean Tatars [17, p. 60]. The
organisation of the production process in the above-mentioned sectors required skills that most of the migrants did not
possess [5, p. 135].

An important factor that extremely hindered the effective functioning of the collective farms organised in 1944 in
Crimea was the difficult material and living conditions of many collective farmers-settlers. Among the many everyday
problems they faced on the peninsula, the unaccustomed for them natural and climatic conditions of the Crimea, the
shortage of drinking water and, in particular, the poor condition of the housing stock left by the evicted Tatars came to
the fore [17, p. 60, 61]. The settlers pointed out that the farmsteads handed over to them often lacked outbuildings, so
there was no place to keep livestock, and the dwellings either did not meet the requirements of sanitation and hygiene
(had earthen roofs or were dugouts and half-dugouts) or were in need of repair. The credit promised to the resettlers for
household equipment and other needs in the amount of 5 thousand rubles per household (with repayment within 5 years)
was often too small: in fact, according to available data, the construction of a new house required 16 thousand rubles or
more [17, p. 60]. At the same time, the settlers regularly complained about bureaucratic red tape in addressing vital issues
and the indifferent and callous attitude of local officials to their needs [17, p. 60].

Difficult living and material conditions naturally undermined labour discipline in the new collective farms of Crimea,
reduced the production motivation of ordinary agrarians and provoked their return from the peninsula to their native land.
Already by April 1945, about 11.4 thousand families left Crimea, while only 1 thousand entered. By July 1948, 52.5% of
the families that arrived on the peninsula since 1944 left Crimea [5, c. 135].

It should be added that, unable to optimise the economic and demographic situation in Crimea, the resettlement of
collective farmers from other regions of the USSR to the peninsula in 1944 had a negative impact on the economy of these
regions. This issue is not practically touched upon in the scientific literature; however, in this case, the interconnection
between the demographic and economic situation in Crimea and the resettlement donor regions is obvious. During
the Great Patriotic War, agrarian production in certain regions of the Soviet Union experienced an acute shortage of
workers due to continuous mobilisations to the active army, and compensatory resettlement only increased the severity
of this problem.

In particular, in the collective farms of the Rostov Oblast, Krasnodar and Stavropol Krais the number of able-
bodied men and women of both sexes in 1943 was only 61% of the 1940 level, in 1944 — 55.6%, in 1945 — 61.4%
[18, 1. 4; 19, pp. 395-396, 397-398]. Including, already by the end of 1941 in the listed regions able-bodied
male collective farmers remained only 60% of the pre-war level, in 1943 - 24.8%, in 1944 — 19.4%, in 1945 —
27.4% [18, 1. 28; 20, 1. 28; 20, 1. 1; 21, 1. 2; 22, 1. 1; 23, 1. 333, 326, 319; 24, 1. 90; 25, 1.82]. Of course, the number of
migrants sent from Don, Kuban and Stavropol to Crimea in 1944 was small compared to those mobilised to the active
army and amounted to less than 1% of the total rural population available here. However, in the conditions of a huge
reduction of labour force, even these small losses became very tangible and turned into one of the factors of agricultural
production decline in the South Russian regions. It is indicative that even in 1945 the sown area in the collective farms of
the Don was no more than 56.2% of the level of 1941 [24, p. 37].

It should be noted that during the Great Patriotic War, the Soviet government used resettlement as a means of
compensating for demographic losses and restoring the national economy in those regions that had suffered from the
war and Nazi occupation and were subjected to politically motivated deportations of the local population. In 1944, the
donors of such compensatory migrations included the Rostov region, Krasnodar and Stavropol krais, which, according
to the government’s decision, were to send thousands of local collective farmers to compensate for the economic and
demographic losses suffered by the Crimean ASSR as a result of the mass deportation of the Tatars living on the peninsula.
The South Russian regions fulfilled the resettlement tasks assigned to them by the government, thus contributing to the
optimisation of the social and economic situation in Crimea. However, the newly formed resettlement collective farms in
Crimea proved to be too weak in organisational and economic terms and were unable to adapt to the local natural, climatic
and economic conditions. Many resettled collective farmers, faced with unfamiliar natural conditions and material and
domestic difficulties in their new place of residence, preferred to return home. Thus, the migration campaign of 1944 had
a very limited effect and not only failed to radically improve the difficult situation in the Crimea, but also, to some extent,
aggravated the difficult situation in the agrarian sector of the Don, Kuban and Stavropol regions.

65



66

Shihova N.V. et al. Deportations and compensatory migrations in the Azov-Black Sea region ...

References

1. Bugai N.F. Operatsiya “Ulusi” = Operation “Ulus”. Elista: Kalmyk book publishing house; 1991. 88 p.
(In Russ.)

2. Bugai N.F., Gonov A.M. Kavkaz: Narodi v eshlonah: 20—-60ie = Caucasus: Peoples in echelons: 20—60s. Moscow:
INSAN; 1998. 365 p. (In Russ.)

3. Broshevan V.M., Tyglyants P.K. Izgnaniye i vozvrashcheniye = Exile and Return. Simferopol: Tavrida; 1994. 176 p.
(In Russ.)

4. Vyltsan M.A. Deportatsiya narodov v gody Velikoy Otechestvennoy voyny = Deportation of peoples during the
Great Patriotic War. Etnograficheskoye obozreniye.1995;3:26—44 (In Russ.)

5. Polyan P.M. Ne po svoyey vole... Istoriya i geografiya prinuditelnykh mi-gratsiy v SSSR = Not of their own free
will... History and geography of forced migrations in the USSR. Moskva: OGI; 2001. 326 p. (In Russ.)

6. Chomaev K. Nakazannyy narod = Punished people. Cherkessk: PUL; 1993. 228 p. (In Russ.)

7. Kononirenko V.A. Demograficheskoye i khozyaystvennoye osvoyeniye territoriy deportatsii Povolzhya, Severnogo
Kavkaza i Kryma v 1941-1953 gg = Demographic and economic development of the territories of deportation of the
Volga region, North Caucasus and Crimea in 1941-1953. Dissertation of the candidate of historical sciences. Saratov;
2017. 237 p. (In Russ.)

8. Seitova E.I. Pereselencheskiy bilet: trudovaya migratsiya v Krym, 1944—1976 = Resettlement ticket: labor migration
to Crimea, 1944—-1976. Simferopol: Antikva; 2013. 236 p. (In Russ.)

9. losif Stalin — Lavrentiyu Berii: «lkh nado deportirovaty. Dokumenty, fakty, kommentarii = Joseph Stalin to Lavrentiy
Beria: “They must be deported.” Documents, facts, comments. Introductory article N.F. Bugai. Moscow: Druzhba
Narodov; 1992. 288 p. (In Russ.)

10. Stalinskiye deportatsii. 1928—1953 = Stalin’s deportations. 1928—1953. Moscow: MFD: Materik; 2005. 904 p.
(In Russ.)

11. Volobuyev O.V. Rozhdeniye i sud’by novoy krymskoy gosudarstvennosti v pervoy polovine XX veka =
The Birth and Fate of the New Crimean Statehood in the First Half of the 20th Century. Otechestvennaya istoriya.
1999;2:89-99 (In Russ.)

12. Tsentr dokumentatsii noveyshey istorii Krasnodarskogo kraya = Center for Documentation of Contemporary
History of Krasnodar Region. F. 1774a. Op. 2. D. 1008 (In Russ.)

13. Gosudarstvennyy arkhiv noveyshey istorii Stavropolskogo kraya = State Archive of Contemporary History of
Stavropol Krai. F. 1. Op. 2. D. 756 (In Russ.)

14. Tsentr dokumentatsii noveyshey istorii Rostovskoy oblasti = Center for Documentation of Contemporary History
of Rostov Region. F. 9. Op. 1. D. 503 (In Russ.)

15. Gosudarstvennyy arkhiv Rostovskoy oblasti = State Archives of the Rostov Region. F. 1-3737. Op. 8. D. 17 (In Russ.)

16. Gosudarstvennyy arkhiv Rostovskoy oblasti = State Archives of the Rostov Region. F. r-3737. Op. 8. D. 18.

17. Kononirenko V.A. Pereseleniye kolkhoznikov iz Rossii i Ukrainy na post-deportatsionnyye territorii Kryma
v 1944-1953 gody = Resettlement of collective farmers from Russia and Ukraine to the post-deportation territories
of Crimea in 1944-1953. Izvestiva Saratovskogo unmiversiteta. Novaya seriya. Seriya: Istoriya. Mezhdunarodnyye
otnosheniya. 2017;17(1):59-63 (In Russ.)

18. Rossiyskiy gosudarstvennyy arkhiv ekonomiki = Russian State Archive of Economics. F. 1562. Op. 323. D. 415
(In Russ.)

19. Arutyunyan YU.V. Sovetskoye krestyanstvo v gody Velikoy Otechestvennoy voyny = Soviet peasantry during the
Great Patriotic War. Moskva; 1970. 466 p. (In Russ.)

20. Gosudarstvennyy arkhiv Stavropolskogo kraya = State Archives of Stavropol Krai. F. r-1886. Op. 2. D. 214
(In Russ.)

21. Gosudarstvennyy arkhiv Stavropolskogo kraya = State Archives of Stavropol Krai. F. r-1886. Op. 3. D. 747
(In Russ.)

22. Gosudarstvennyy arkhiv Stavropolskogo kraya = State Archives of Stavropol Krai. F. r-1886. Op. 3. D. 756
(In Russ.)

23. Gosudarstvennyy arkhiv Krasnodarskogo kraya = State Archives of Krasnodar Krai. F. 1-1480. Op. 1. D. 580
(In Russ.)

24. Gosudarstvennyy arkhiv Krasnodarskogo kraya = State Archives of Krasnodar Krai. F. r-4034. Op. 8. D. 1
(In Russ.)

25. Gosudarstvennyy arkhiv Krasnodarskogo kraya = State Archives of Krasnodar Krai. F.1-4034. Op. 8. D. 43 (In Russ.)



Science Almanac of Black Sea Region Countries. 2025;11(1):59-67. eISSN 2414-1143

About the Authors:
Shihova Natalya Vasilevna, Cand. Sci. (History), Associate Professor, Head of the Department of History and
Cultural Studies, Don State Technical University (1, Gagarin Sq., Rostov-on-Don, 344003, Russian Federation), ORCID,

SPIN-code, Scopus, nshishova@donstu.ru

Bondarev Vitaly Alexandrovich, D. Sc. (History), Associate Professor, Professor of Department of History and
Cultural Studies, Don State Technical University Don State Technical University (1, Gagarin Sq., Rostov-on-Don, 344003,
Russian Federation), ORCID, SPIN-code, Scopus, vitalijj-bondarev27@rambler.ru

Contflict of Interest Statement: the authors declare no conflict of interest.

All authors have read and approved the final manuscript.

06 asmopax:
IMumoBa Haranpsa BacuiabeBHa, KaHAWIAT MCTOPHYECKHAX HAyK, JOICHT, 3aBeAyromas Kadeapod HCTOPHH H
KYJIBTYpOJIoruH, JIOHCKO# rocynapcTBeHHBIN TexHn4Ieckuid yHuBepceuteT (Poccuiickas @enepartus, 344003, . Poctos-Ha-J{oHy,

1. ["arapuna, 1), ORCID, SPIN-kox, Scopus, nshishova@donstu.ru

BonnapeB Butanmii AsrekcaHapoBUY, JOKTOp UCTOPUYECKUX HayK, IOLEHT, Mpodeccop Kadeapbl HCTOPHH U KyJIb-
Typosoruu, JJoHCKO# rocymapcTBeHHBIH TexHImYeckuil yHuBepcuteT (Poccuiickas ®eneparms, 344003, . Poctos-Ha-/{oHy,
. ["arapuna, 1), ORCID, SPIN-koz, Scopus, vitalijj-bondarev27@rambler.ru

Kongpnukm unmepecos: aBpTopnl 3asiBJISIIOT 00 OTCYTCTBUM KOH()INKTA HHTEPECOB.

Bce asmopubl npouumanu u 0006punu 0KOHUAMeENbHBLL 6aPUAHIM PYKORUCH.

Received / IToctynuiia B pexakumio 16.02.2025
Revised / [Toctynuia nociie penensupoBanus 04.03.2025
Accepted / IlpunsTa k myoaukanun 06.03.2025

67


https://orcid.org/orcid-search/search?searchQuery=0009-0001-8422-5922
https://www.elibrary.ru/author_items.asp?authorid=797213 
https://www.scopus.com/authid/detail.uri?authorId=57218108994
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4558-3564
https://www.elibrary.ru/author_items.asp?authorid=277944 
https://www.scopus.com/authid/detail.uri?authorId=57230740400
https://orcid.org/orcid-search/search?searchQuery=0009-0001-8422-5922
https://www.elibrary.ru/author_items.asp?authorid=797213
https://www.scopus.com/authid/detail.uri?authorId=57218108994
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4558-3564
https://www.elibrary.ru/author_items.asp?authorid=277944
https://www.scopus.com/authid/detail.uri?authorId=57230740400
mailto:nshishova@donstu.ru
mailto:vitalijj-bondarev27@rambler.ru
mailto:nshishova@donstu.ru
mailto:vitalijj-bondarev27@rambler.ru

