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Introduction

Until the middle of the twentieth century, Romanian society was basically rural. Accord-
ing to the official census in 1948, around 75 percent of the population was living in vil-
lages.1 As the rural area was perceived as a backward element of Romanian society, the 
discourse and politics related to it were closely connected to the issue of modernization. 

The discussion about the underdevelopment of the rural areas started in the middle of 
the nineteenth century, with some of the revolutionaries from 1848 including elements 
regarding the improvement of the peasants’ situation in their programs and occasionally 
even suggesting the distribution of land.2 Throughout the twentieth century the problem 
of backwardness in the rural area became more important, and different governments ap-
plied specific solutions. In 1921 and 1945, agricultural land was distributed to the peasants 
in an attempt to solve the problem of poverty and in order to raise agricultural productiv-
ity. After World War II, the Communist regime succeeded in placing the land under direct 
state control through collectivization. The reinstatement of property rights (together with 
a limited land redistribution)3 followed in the 1990s.

In this paper I will focus on how collectivization changed social relations in rural areas. 
The starting assumption of my article is that violence and repression should not be the key 
elements in analyzing this process. Such a statement may seem strange, especially when 
talking about Communism, a political regime which viewed the use of repressive force as 
an acceptable element of government action.

Instead, I consider two different levels in discussing the events. The first is the ethical 
dimension, based upon which the repression is not to be analyzed only by taking statistics 
about it into consideration. Hence, it is not important how many people were affected by 
state-sponsored arbitrary actions, but rather the very existence thereof, as well as the lack 
of freedom as a result of repression. Yet, aside this ‘politically correct’ perspective, there 
is an ‘emic’4 one, focusing on how the people interpret violence and repression. From this 
point of view, some degree of force could be considered acceptable, as linked with a certain 
tradition of violence and lack of modern notions such as democracy, free will, liberty etc., 
a situation that was typical of Romanian rural areas at the time. Perhaps the Communist 
repression was new for the Romanian interwar elites (who were actually the social category 
who suffered most because of it), but in the villages violence was not discovered by party 
secretaries, as, for example, large scale violence had been used to suppress the peasant 
uprising of 1907, and administrative abuses are recorded in interwar literature and press.5

It is also to be asked to which extent the Communist Party itself was ready to use vio-
lence against the peasants. Despite the official ideology underlining the importance of the 
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‘working class’, this group at the time represented only a small fraction of the Romanian 
population and the party was actually obliged to rely on the peasants for political support.6 
This was true especially at a moment when its membership numbers swelled from around 
1,000 in the interwar period to 710,000 in 19477 (see Appendix 1). These circumstances 
would explain the restraint of Communist officials to speak openly about collectivization 
before 1949 and would also raise some questions about the party’s willingness to use high-
scale violence in rural areas.

Actually, according to some authors, the use of violence in the Communist period was 
solely a complementary element of the party’s overall strategy (and not its general strategy). 
This opinion is shared by the Romanian historian and political scientist Daniel Barbu who, 
in an interesting essay about the myth of violence in Communist Romania, concludes that 
at the most 8 percent of Romanians were affected (directly or indirectly) by repression 
between 1945 and 1967.8 Other authors noticed the overall poor situation of the interwar 
Romanian economy and the low living standards compared even with the neighbouring 
countries in the Balkan area.9 This would lead to some interesting questions about how 
economic growth in the first years of the Communist regime was perceived by the average 
Romanian and what role it played in the possible acceptance of the regime.

The use of violence as a general strategy is also questioned by different case studies about 
the Romanian villages during collectivization which tend to actually prove the ‘minimum 
usage of symbolic violence’, to quote the social anthropologist Katherine Verdery, studying 
the collectivization in the Transylvanian village of Binţinţi (today called Aurel Vlaicu).10 
The party strategy seems to have focused rather on the symbolic destruction of local elites, 
considered the more likely opposition to its politics, rather than in attacking the whole 
village community. With some notable exceptions, where open rebellions were crushed by 
Securitate troops, the collectivization took the form of a dangerous game, with violence as 
a hidden threat, but rarely employed openly.

A difficult start

In the first years after World War II, the Communist party refused to openly discuss about 
the collectivization of agriculture. In March 1948, for example, at a meeting with party 
activists, Teohari Georgescu, Minister of the Interior, expressed concern about rumours 
regarding the creation of collective farms, which he considered to be dangerous due to 
their potential to lead to unrest among the peasants.11

Debates were finally provoked by a Cominform resolution issued in June 1948. Against 
the background of political conflict between the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia, the reso-
lution condemned the overall politics of the Yugoslav Communist Party. Regarding the 
peasantry, the conclusion was clear:

‘The experience of the Communist (Bolshevik) Party of the Soviet Union proves that 
the liquidation of the last and most numerous exploiting class – that of the chiaburi 
[the Romanian term for “kulak”] – is possible only through the mass collectivization 
of agriculture and that liquidation of the chiaburi as a class is an organic component 
of the collectivization of agriculture’.12 This was an indirect way of imposing not only 
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collectivization as a task upon the Eastern European Communist Parties, but also the 
strategy to be used: the class struggle.

Class struggle was in theory a reasonable strategy. It implied the recruitment of the poor 
peasantry against the so called chiaburi, an indefinite category of rich peasants considered to 
be the worst enemies of Communism and collectivization alike. As proved by the growing 
number of party members, the poor peasants were actually ready to become party members 
and to use the advantages resulting from this position. Yet, they hardly shared their vision 
and long-term objectives and this made them difficult to control. These facts were known to 
the high-ranking Communist officials who, beginning with 1948, tried to regain control over 
the party organizations, by cleansing it of the new insubordinate members. Between 1948 
and 1955 around 465,000 of the new members, representing 45 percent of the total number, 
were expelled from the party13 (see also Appendix 2). Hence, as collectivization implied a 
radical transformation of the rural areas, it was posing serious problems to a party passing 
through a period of reorganization and which was unable to fully trust its local organizations.

A first discussion about the new resolution took place during a Political Bureau meeting 
in July 1948. Some members explicitly opposed collectivization, such as the Deputy Prime 
Minister Chivu Stoica, who proposed the text not even to be published in Scânteia, the 
party’s official newspaper.14 Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej, the party secretary, backed by some 
others, defined around 60 to 70 percent of the peasants as ‘bourgeois elements’, highly influ-
enced by old mentalities and offered to prepare a paper on collectivization.15 Yet even he was 
aware of the political and social implications and viewed it as a long-term process, empha-
sizing the persuasion of peasants through propaganda rather than the use of open violence.

In February 1949, the documentation which Gheorghiu-Dej had offered to present had 
been finalized.16 His report started by reviewing the social configuration of the peasantry 
and underling the predominance of the poor peasants, i.e. those who owned up to 3 hec
tares of land (53.2 percent of the rural population). The average ones (between 3 and 10 
hectares) represented 40.7 percent and finally, the chiaburi, and the great owners holding 
up to 50 hectares after the 1945 land expropriation, counted for the rest of 6.1 percent. 
While the statistical sources used by Gheorghiu-Dej are not very clear, the data resulting 
from the official census from January 1948 (see Appendix 3) reflect Romanian agriculture’s 
main problem being the lack of land rather than its distribution. The party secretary was 
aware of this situation and, quoting Stalin, identified two possibilities of solving it: either 
the capitalist one, of concentrating rural property in private hands, or the Communist 
one, consisting of uniting small and average-sized property in larger collective farms. The 
last solution was, of course, preferred, based on the strategy of class struggle, by using the 
agricultural proletariat (the peasants without land) as the ‘main force of class struggle in 
the countryside’, together with the average peasantry against the chiaburi.17

The limits of class struggle were obvious even to the party secretary. It was efficient, 
combined with discriminatory fiscal politics, in fighting against the chiaburi, but not in 
convincing the peasants to join their own land in collective farms. These were to be created 
only with the approval of the central administration (either the government or the Party 
Central Committee) in areas with specific (although undefined) ‘proper conditions’. 

The major role in collectivization was actually to be played by other forms of social-
ist structures. The most important were perhaps the Stations for Machines and Tractors 
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(SMT), introducing modern technology to rural areas and working preferentially on the 
land of collective farms or of other kinds of associations. An important role was also played 
by village cooperatives (which replaced the stores distributing industrial products and 
hence increasing party control over the rural area), local party organizations, and state 
farms as models for modern land working.

Dej’s document was first discussed at a Political Bureau meeting held between February 
15 and February 17, 1949. Some of the members, among them Ana Pauker, number two in 
the party hierarchy, considered the paper provided for a massive collectivization, which 
she deemed as dangerous at that moment18, while others such as Vasile Luca, Minister of 
Finance, noted that the chiaburi were the main agricultural producers and hence the most 
important tax payers in the rural area and therefore ‘class struggle’ could lead to economic 
problems.19

The discussions during the Party Central Committee Plenum in March 1949 had an 
even worse tone.20 Most of the speakers underlined the difficulty of collectivization, due 
to the traditional social relations in the rural areas, the importance of the peasantry in 
Romanian society and the economic implications of destroying the chiaburi, actually the 
main agricultural producers. Many noticed that the socialist sector was not at all prepared 
to sustain collectivization: the state farms were not economically viable and the SMT were 
still unorganized and lacked party organizations. Constantin Pârvulescu, a veteran Com-
munist, drew attention to the lack of reliable party members in the villages and the neces-
sity of cleansing the disobedient members from local party organizations.

At the end of the session, even Gheorghiu-Dej accepted that ‘we are not talking about a 
mass collectivization here’. The most important goal was actually the fight against the chia-
buri, who had no chance to integrate into the new socialist order by joining the Collective 
Agricultural Farms (Gospodării Agricole Colective, GAC). Ana Pauker, who advocated the 
creation of a small number of collective farms under the supervision of the Party Central 
Committee and state authorities, was to be in charge of the collectivization process.

Even the conclusions of the session, or, as they were officially named, the ‘actions 
planned for bringing to reality the decision of the Plenum’ focused on strengthening the 
party’s position in the rural area rather than on real collectivization. Only paragraph IV 
stipulated ‘preparatory measures’ for creating collective farms.21 The same ideas were car-
ried on in a resolution published in Scânteia, on March 15, 1949.22

Class struggle and chaos in the rural area (1949–1953)

In its first stage the collectivization process took on a chaotic form, reflecting on the one 
hand the different visions among the high-ranking party officials and on the other hand 
the indecisiveness of the local party organizations. Gheorghiu-Dej, partially under the 
pressure of soviet advisors, was in favour of a rapid process and of the delegation of the 
responsibility to local party structures. Ana Pauker tried to maintain the central control 
over collectivization, and allowed only a small number of collective farms to be founded. 
This situation, lasting until the spring of 1952, when Pauker and some of her collaborators 
were accused of deviationism and eliminated from the party, is reflected in the discrepan-
cies between the numbers of collective farms established each year (see Appendix 4).
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Symptomatic for the party’s reluctance to use repression is the fact that until 1957 the peas-
ants opposing the collectivization were convicted based on the decree 183/1949, for not 
accomplishing the production plan or obstructing the gathering (colectare) process. Only 
after 1957 they were accused based on the 209 article of Criminal Code, for propaganda 
and agitation against the social order.23 Under these circumstances, the local agents of the 
party used different ‘persuasion’ means, ranging from threatening with the deportation to 
Siberia, short period of arrest for different pretexts, such as unleashed dogs, or convoca-
tions for discussions at the local mayor’s office, when direct violence (beatings) was some-
times used. The political police (Securitate) was mostly not directly involved in the process, 
aside the regions were the opposition took the form of direct mutinies, but was often used 
as a threat by the local party officials. The local organizations were also under pressure as 
the party itself was passing through a period of political purges and every member feared 
to lose his or her position, a situation encouraging the using of repression at the local level. 

The hesitant strategy of the party was also reflected in its attitude towards the chiaburi. 
In 1949, despite the official position of Gheorghiu-Dej, it was still possible for them to do-
nate some land to the state farms, while a year later this was no longer possible and their 
land was to be confiscated and used for the creation of the collective farms. 

The new collective farms also represented a problem. An article published in November 
1949 in Lupta de Clasă (The Class Struggle), the party’s official ideological publication, 
sharply criticised their functioning. The article appeared at a time when the local propos-
als were still carefully selected by an Agrarian Commission under the leadership of Ana 
Pauker. According to the article, the chiaburi were of course to blame, but also the peasants 
in general, because of the ‘backward mentality, selfishness of private property, and lack of 
belief in the invincible force of the cooperation between the working people’.24 

Actually, since the new collective farms did not include all the peasants in a village, the 
new collectivists were mostly members of the administration or party organizations, usu-
ally paid as bureaucrats and hence unable or unwilling to work on the field. In most cases, 
the bureaucrats and the poor peasants were the most likely to join the ‘socialist system’, 
but they did not have much land or agricultural inventory to bring in, so the new collective 
farms were rather inefficient.25

To make things even more complicated, some other forms of associations were proposed 
to the peasants. The ‘Land Working Associations’ (Întovărăşiri agricole de tip sovietic, 
TOZ), were actually considered inferior to the collective farms, as the peasants remained 
the owners of the land. They were founded mostly before 1949, as a form of working the 
land with the new technology of the SMTs. In 1952, when even for Gheorghiu-Dej it was 
obvious that collectivization would be a long process, the party used the TOZ as a replace-
ment for the collective farms (see Appendix 5).

The chiaburi also caused problems. They had enjoyed high prestige in the villages, de-
veloping complicated kinship (real or fictive) and clientele networks. It is reasonable to 
assume that the wealthier families consisted of more members due to the better living 
conditions (related to nutrition and to the possibility to access, up to some extent, medical 
care, leading to a smaller probability of infant mortality), and hence the tendency to back 
up each other in the face of the party’s assault. The fictive kinship relations (the godfather 
institution for example), were also dependent on some ‘ceremonial expenses’26 and their 
development was closely linked to family wealth.
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More often the chiaburi were more educated than the average peasants, due to the pos-
sibility to follow other forms of schooling after primary education or simply because, liv-
ing in wealthier families, they were to some extent relieved from the field work during 
their childhood and school time. Their membership in the collective farms would have 
improved the overall organization through their management skills and would have acted 
as an example, softening other peasants’ resistance. Unfortunately, the chiaburi were not 
allowed to become members in collective farms and this split the villages in two groups: 
the collectivists and the others, and, as the collective farms were far from being an example 
of viable economic enterprises, most of the peasants preferred to stay away from them.

Strengthening the socialist sector (1953–1955)

The first stage of collectivization continued until the summer of 1953. The death of Stalin in 
March 1953 was perhaps one of the reasons for criticizing the way in which collectivization 
was carried out during a Party Central Committee Plenum in August 1953; but two other 
elements were especially emphasized during discussions: first, there was the general unsat-
isfactory situation of the socialist sector in agriculture. Both the individual activities and 
collective farms had been affected by the party’s policy to invest heavily in the development 
of industry, as admitted by a Plenum communiqué.27 Actually most of the investments in 
agriculture were absorbed by the state sector (SMTs and State Farms) (see Appendix 6). 
The socialist system suffered heavy criticism in all respects: The collective farms were con-
sidered insufficiently developed, the State Farms too extended and disorganized, the SMTs 
inefficient due to the shortage of agricultural machines. As underlined by different speak-
ers, the lack of reliable staff in the rural area also remained an unsolved problem.

Under these circumstances, the Plenum decided to raise the investments in agriculture 
and to sustain private farming through credits, higher acquisition prices and tax reduc-
tions. The Plenum also condemned the attacks against the chiaburi (blaming Ana Pauker’s 
faction for them) for being unreasonable and leading to unrest in the rural areas.28 As some 
of the speakers noticed, there were also situations in which the chiaburi refused to work 
the land because of the high taxes. The Plenum decided that they should be subject to cer-
tain containment but not to destruction (deschiaburire), because of the resulting economic 
problems.29 The deschiaburire process was to be implemented in the long term, through 
‘legitimate quotas’, not exceeding 50 percent of the surplus of the production.

Overall these decisions meant renouncing the rapid collectivization through ‘class 
struggle’. Yet, they did not mean that the party had given up its long term objective. As one 
can see in Appendix 6, the planned investments in the collective farms in 1955 were to be 
equal with the ones for private households, the latter being actually more numerous in Ro-
manian agriculture. The party’s policy seems to have shifted from creating new collective 
farms to strengthening the existing ones, and thus turning them into better propagandistic 
tools.30

This second stage lasted until the end of 1955 with collective farms being strengthened 
while the private ones were spared.31 Meanwhile, some other factors contributed to the de-
struction of traditional social relations in the rural area, which were in fact the main source 
of resistance to the collectivization. 
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A central problem discussed both in 1949 and 1953 was the problem of party and ad-
ministration staff. The lack of competent and reliable personnel was signalled by different 
speakers and the need to improve this aspect appeared in the conclusion of both meetings. 
The new specialists were a necessity in the attempt to modernize the rural areas so, during 
the 1950s they became a significant presence in the villages, and took their place in local 
society by replacing to some extent the old local elites, whose position had been based on 
property ownership.32 Actually this new hierarchy, based on the wage level and political or 
administrative positions, was constructed and strictly controlled by the party since often, 
in occupying a position, obedience came before professionalism.

It seems logical to assume that, especially during the process of strengthening the col-
lective farms, these new party-controlled structures attracted more and more peasants and 
helped the political power in better controlling the rural areas. The growth of rural bureau-
cracy (both administrative and political), accelerated after 1955, when the party purge had 
finished and the numbers of local officials rose by more than 50 percent, from 538,815 to 
807,140 in 1960 (see again Appendix 2). 

‘Bureaucratization’ was also closely linked to the expansion of education. On the one 
hand, the party educational system emphasized the political training in the forming of party 
officials, while on the other hand, the existing pre-war higher education system was expand-
ed and different forms of financial aid were made available for the poor students. As a result, 
between 1949 and 1950 the party system classes were attended by 249,125 students33 and the 
overall number of university students in Romania grew from 26,500 in 1938 to 115,600 in 
1956.34 Of course, the efficiency of this expanding education system is questionable, but it is 
certain that the diplomas offered their possessors a real possibility of social ascension. Yet, 
higher education, especially at the university level, was conditioned by obedience to party 
politics and hence, in this particular case, by the attitude towards collectivization.35

Finally, a last element that is sometimes underestimated as a tool of persuasion is urban 
migration. When the peasantry is dominant in a society, not only the distribution of the 
land is important but also the possibility to cut the demographic pressure in rural areas 
by offering individuals the possibility to migrate to the cities and find an occupation in 
the non-agricultural sectors. The period between in 1948 and 1966 was characterized by a 
very high rural to urban migration rate, perhaps the highest in the history of Romania (see 
Appendix 7). By taking into account that in 1965 the normal income of a person working 
in agriculture was half of the national average,36 the wish of the peasants to migrate to the 
cities is understandable. Moreover, as usually the migration tends to be a selective process, 
one can say that the most young and dynamic peasants, probably the main opposition to 
the collectivization, left the villages.

Overall even the living conditions in the villages improved during this second stage, 
both for the collectivist peasants and individual landowners, as the total agricultural pro-
duction reached once again the levels achieved in 1938, although with important yearly 
fluctuations (1938: 100 percent, 1953: 101.2 percent, 1954: 97.8 percent, 1955: 118.8 percent, 
1956: 88.6 percent).37 Yet the professionalized staff problem was far from being solved. In 
1954, a party official admitted during a meeting that sometimes not even the party mem-
bers knew what a working association really is.38 In the same year, during a session of 
the Political Bureau, one of the speakers made the shocking assertion that at the Popu-
lar Councils the basic administrative structures of the period, equivalent with the ‘local 
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councils’ in interwar and today Romania, ‘the agronomic agents are illiterate in a propor-
tion of 50 percent’.39

Using the administration (1956–1962)

The resumption of collectivization was decided during the Second Congress of the Roma-
nian Workers’ Party in December 1955. According to a report presented by Gheorghiu-Dej, 
the socialist sector in agriculture comprised 26.5 percent of the total arable land and the 
party’s position in rural areas was strong enough to finally begin mass collectivization.40

A report presented by Alexandru Moghioroş during a Political Bureau meeting in Au-
gust 1956 detailed the strategy to be applied. Accordingly, until 1960 the socialist sector 
in agriculture was to produce around 60 to 70 percent of the total production, mention-
ing that at the moment of the Plenum 76.1 percent of the total production was still be-
ing achieved by the private sector.41 Yet now the notion of ‘socialist sector’ was somehow 
enlarged, by including other forms of association, such as the land working associations, 
with the possibility for them to be later turned into Collective Agricultural Farms. Some 
concessions were also made to the peasants, as the ones who joining the collective farms 
would receive some compensation for their animals, the right to keep the house plot in 
private property and to use a small area of land every year.

Through its attitude towards the chiaburi the party totally dropped the class struggle 
strategy. The report noticed their tendency to renounce the land and allowed them to 
join the collective farms in villages with predominant socialized agriculture.42 The main 
force of collectivization was to be the average peasant, hence the need to find methods to 
strengthen this group from the material point of view. Some other problems had remained 
unchanged since 1953, such as the necessity to train party staff and to improve the situation 
of collective farms.

Giving up the class struggle ideal meant also to renounce to the egalitarian idea. As the 
purges ended in 1955, the party ranks were now open even to the chiaburi, who brought 
their expertise in the collective farm management, gaining important positions at the local 
level. The bureaucracy developed through the collectivization, which was in fact a way of 
establishing new hierarchies in the villages, was less important in the ‘class struggle’ phase 
of the beginning of the 50s, but it was definitely very important in the end stages. The first 
collective farms might have been established by the poor peasants more ready to adhere to 
an egalitarian ideal, but the later joining average peasants and chiaburi regarded this con-
cept with mistrust. Meanwhile, the process was placed more and more under state control, 
a course of action emphasizing the formal hierarchical structures rather than the collective 
decision of the collective farms’ assemblies.

As the party totally dropped the class struggle idea, the change in attitude towards the 
chiaburi and ‘average peasants’ was completed with a change in the approach towards con-
vincing them to join the collective farms. The administrative structures played an impor-
tant role during this last stage. The State Committee of the Agricultural Products Gathering 
(Comitetul de Stat al Colectării Produselor agricole), enacted from 1950, was transformed in 
1955 into the Ministry of Gatherings (Ministerul Colectărilor) and functioned until 1957, 
playing an important role in the last stage of collectivization. In January 1956 two separate 
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Ministries of Forestry and State Farms were established, a decision which allowed the Min-
istry of Agriculture to concentrate almost exclusively on collectivization, taking over the 
attributions of Ministry of Gatherings beginning with 1957.43

The main persuasion tools were the agricultural quotas, the collection of which had 
been improved through the enforcement of the administration. Actually, the whole social-
ist system was much better organized and this also can be seen by regarding the devel-
opment of specific legislation. In 1949 the collectivization was regulated through a short 
legislative text, the decree 319/1949, containing only two articles. It approved the enacting 
of new collective farms, through Government decisions, at the proposal of the Ministry of 
Agriculture.44 A model statute for collective farms was proposed, but it was published only 
in June 1953.45 For the other type of associations, the so called TOZ, the first statute was 
published in 1952.46 Yet, the situation of the new associative organizations was clarified 
only in decree 31/1954, when they were recognized as socialist economic organizations. 
Because of this it was possible, by using different legal tricks such as the ‘merger’ of differ-
ent associative juridical persons, to turn the ‘inferior’ working associations into ‘superior’ 
collective farms. In September 1956, a model statute of an Agricultural Cooperative of 
Production, was published, although it was still unapproved by the Council of Ministers. 
This new juridical form of organization was an intermediate form between the collective 
farms and the associations for working the land. It provided for the peasants to remain the 
owners of the land, although they had only a right of ‘nude property’, without any other 
ownership attributes such as the right of land usage. As the peasants were actually land 
owners, it was possible for the associations for working the land to be turned into coopera-
tive of production and, according to the 1965 Constitution these became the only form of 
collective farms legally recognized.47

The existence of a complex legislation regulating the process proves a professionaliza-
tion of the administration in rural areas, acquired both through the training of the older 
party staff and through the acceptance of more educated chiaburi. Allowing their joining 
of the collective farms gave them the possibility of occupying important positions in the 
administrative and even party structures. As it was easier for them to join the administra-
tion rather than the party, the role assigned to administration seems to indicate that actu-
ally the chiaburi skills were used during this last stage of collectivisation.

As different positions became available for everybody accepting the new regime, more 
peasants tried to take advantage of them. However, the process tended to produce its own 
fuel, as the few peasants left outside the ‘socialist sector’, were actually an easy target for 
harassment by the authorities, from the changing of plots through land mergers to differ-
ent forms of discrimination, such as in the area of education, in a rural world more and 
more dependent on the state.

Conclusion

The collectivization of agriculture was decided outside Romania and the local Communist 
Party was not prepared for its implementation. Between 1949 and 1953 the latter applied 
the class struggle strategy, in an attempt to use the poor peasants as its agents in the rural 
area. The differences of vision among the high-ranking party officials and the difficulty 
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to control the ‘class struggle’ led to the abandonment of this strategy in 1953. An interval 
of several years was used to consolidate the local political and administrative structures 
which became more efficient and capable of being used as propagandistic tools. Thus, the 
party managed to slowly control the rural social hierarchy and became the main distribu-
tor of social positions in the villages. 

The new social structures eventually replaced the old ones, based on land ownership. 
Some other elements contributed to this process, such as the migration to urban areas or 
the improvement of peasants’ living standards. Although the repression was used directly 
in certain moments and remained a threat during the whole period, it was neither the only 
nor the most important factor that brought the peasants into the collective farms. 

However, it is difficult to consider the collectivization of agriculture a success. The party 
reached its objectives of creating collective farms and controlling agriculture. However, the 
egalitarian project was not accomplished since rural society remained strongly differenti-
ated and the old elites from the interwar period managed to keep their positions, at least 
to some extent. 

Appendix 1: Growth of the Communist Parties in Eastern Europe after WWII48

country before WWII 1947 growth
Romania 1,000 710,000 710 times
Hungary 30,000 750,000 25 times
Czechoslovakia 80,000 1,300,000 16,2 times
Poland 20,000 800,000 40 times
Yugoslavia 15,000 400,000 26,6 times
Bulgaria 8,000 510,000 83,7 times

Appendix 2: Evolution of Romanian Communist Party membership during the Communist 
regime49

congresses/conferences date membership numbers
National Conference October 1945 256,863
1st Congress of the Romanian 
Workers Party50 

February 1948 1,057,428

2nd Congress of the Romanian 
Workers Party 

December 1955 538,815

3rd Congress of the Romanian 
Workers Party

June 1960 807,140

9th Congress of the Romanian 
Communist Party 

July 1965 1,411,066

10th Congress of the Romani-
an Communist Party 

August 1969 1,915,232



73

11th Congress of the Romanian 
Communist Party

November 1974 2,462,380

12th Congress of the Romani-
an Communist Party 

November 1979 2,980,970

13th Congress of the Romani-
an Communist Party 

November 1984 3,440,000

14th Congress of the Romanian 
Communist Party 

November 1989 3,824,782

Appendix 3: Land distribution in Romania before collectivization, according to the national 
census from January 194851

Agrarian property

class area (ha) amount (%)
1 < 0,5 16.40
2 0,5–1 20.00
3 1–2 26.80
 4 2–3 12.70
5 3–5 6.60
6 5–10 1.60
7 10–50 0.70

Agrarian households

class area (ha) exploitations (%)

1 < 0.5 7.5
2 0.5–1 9.6
3 1–3 35.7
4 3–5 22.8
5 5–10 17.8
6 10–20 5
7 20–50 1.1
8 > 50 0.5
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Appendix 4: Collective Agricultural Farms (GAC) in Romania, 1949–195652

1949 1950 1951 1952 1953 1954 1955 1956
number 56 1,027 1,089 1,795 1,997 2,070 2,152 2,564
families 4,042 67,719 75,379 171,445 169,004 178,561 183,188 231,329
total area 
(ha)

14,693 277,719 301,690 736,346 826,537 884,194 932,587 1,101,605

Appendix 5: Associations for working the land in Romania, 1952–195653

1952 1953 1954 1955 1956
number 1,834 2,026 2,833 4,471 8,130
families 83,990 102,061 139,125 206,354 452,117
total area (ha) 187,662 235,270 315,119 392,045 753,352

Appendix 6: Investments in Romanian agriculture according to the documentary materials of 
the August 1953 Central Committee Plenum (million Romanian Lei)54

1951 1952 1953 1954 1955
state sector 817 913 1,054 (planned) 

229 (supplement)
2,190 

(planned)
2,650 

(planned)
GACs 43 43 100 

(planned)
100 

(planned)
200 

(planned)
individual 
households

– – – 200 
(planned)

200 
(planned)

Appendix 7: Growth of urban population, 1948–1971 (%)

1948 1956 1966 1971
urban 23.4 31.3 38.2 41.1
rural 76.6 68.7 61.8 58.9
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