History Department Summer Independent Learning 2025.

Task 1:

Use your planning sheet to write up the AO1 section of your History coursework.
Your coursework must:

e Be word processed

e Be no longer than 2,400 words. Remember, exceeding the overall
word count automatically results in a 10% markdown.

e  Must be footnoted.

e Include bibliography (footnotes and bibliography do not contribute to the word count).

o The deadline for this will be the first week of Y13.

Ensure you have selected and completed the three AO2 primary sources which you wish to include in your final
answer. The word limit for all three AO2 sources should be around 1,200 words.

You are also encouraged to spend extra time completing additional reading/research to develop your
understanding/arguments. What do you know that other students might not? For each monarch, ensure you have
accessed the wider reading on Teams.

Task 2:

Complete the reading looking at the impact of Stalin’s policy of
collectivisation. This will be the first topic we will cover in September.

Consider: Why did Stalin collectivise the peasantry?

What was the impact of collectivisation?

ﬂ newcollaborative

Learning Trust
Rinewcolcoe EBlnewcolcoe BInewcollege | wind Acsdemy



" :
L ia s A WAR) W .




Backgroun
industrialisation drive in the context of Marxist jq d 29
of the class war, Karl Marx had maintajneq s ology. In analygis
social system was a direct product of its economj Society’s politica] ang
its economic base that its political ang instity tf Structure; j¢ was on
rested. In theol'y ) 19.17 had been ar eVOIutio Oonal super—structure
Bolshevik-led proletariat had broken the re n from

should be left to develop at its own ace, : 4
government. In marked contrast, sptaun’n?::;ﬁerferm from the
the late 1920s onwards proposed the inversion of this Programme from
Marxist th«;:_otxl'ly on £t§ ;ead. Instead of the economypl'ocess. Hemtg‘;
haracter of the politic system, the politi detcxmmg L
Ehe character of the economy. political system would determine
*This is not to suggest that the centralisi : d
under Stalin was entirely novel. In Lenmal’lssltl:;sn(?ftlfecoc;;I“‘:_‘:l Planning
agency, Gosplan, had been introduced. However what wes planning
. about Stalin’s plans was their scale, speed and intensity. Under slﬁl !lm'
State control was to be comprehensive and all-embracing. Historians
are still not entirely sure of Stalin’s motivation. He had no great
reputation as an economic thinker before 1928 and seems to have relied
heavily on the theories of Preobrazhensky, the leading economist
among the Left Bolsheviks. Perhaps the strongest probability is that
Stalin saw a hard-line policy as providing the means of consolidating his
political authority over Party and government. As was seen in
2, it is not possible entirely to separate political and economic
considerations when studying the power struggle of the 1920s. It is also
noteworthy that when he introduced his radical economic changes
Stalin proclaimed that they marked as significant a stage in Soviet
Communism as had Lenin’s fateful decision to sanction the October
rising in 1917. This comparison was obviously intended to enhance his
own status as a revolutionary leader following in the footsteps of Lenin.
However, it would be wrong to regard Stalin’s policy as wholly a m:g;
of political expediency. Judging from his speechm. and acpo;suldbe
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Collectivisation 3]

ulaks were defined as rich peasants who : :
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labour to farm it. By hoarding their farm produce an; €ap peasant
artificially high food prices, they were exploiting the needs of ¢
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However, the concept of a Kulak class has
have been a Stalinist myth. The so-called Kull;:;n v::roev:nea?lyymm
industrious peasants who, by their own efforts, had proved somewhat
more efficient farmers than their neighbours. In no sense did they
constitute the class of exploiting land-owners described in Stalin’s
propaganda campaign against them. Nonetheless, given the tradition of
Jandlord oppression going back to Tsarist times, the myth of a Kulak
class proved a very potent one and provided the pretext for the coercion
of the peasantry as a whole — middle and poor peasants, as well as
Kulaks.

*Stalin justified his measures towards the peasants in terms of Party
principles. Bolshevism was a proletarian creed. It taught that the days
of the peasantry as a revolutionary social force had passed. The future
belonged to the urban workers. October 1917 had been the first stage in
the triumph of this proletarian class. Therefore it was perfectly fitting
that the peasantry should, in a time of national crisis, become wholly
subservient to the demands of industrialisation. That subservience took
the form of a simple formula. The USSR needed industrial investment
and manpower. The land could provide both. Surplus grain would be
sold abroad to raise investment funds for industry; surplus peasants
would be recruited into the industrial labour force. i

One part of the formula was correct; for generations the Russian
countryside had been overpopulated, creating a chronic land shortage.
The other part was a gross and deliberate misrepresentation. There was
no grain surplus. Indeed, even in the best years of the NEP food
production had seldom matched requirements. Yet Stalin insisted that
e problem was not a lack of food supplies but their meﬁeleal:;
distribution. He asserted that the apparent fooc_i shortages werem
result of grain-hoarding by the rich peasants. This argument Was -
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mnoral justification for the onslaught on the Kulaks, who w;f(el
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*De-Stalinisation in the 1950s revealed Stalin’s crimes
Party. However, it was not until the 1980s that Stalin’s offenc
the Russian people began to be publicly admitted in the USSR.
atmosphere of glasnost, associated with the Gorbachev reforms of
late 19805, it became possible to say the previously unsayable. In ]
the Soviet historian, Dmitri Volkogonov, produced the first
gated Russian biography of Joseph Stalin. In his book Volkog
confirmed many of the suspicions iong entertained in the West of
Stalin’s inh ity. Of special interest in relation to the collectivisation
period was Volko, Soviet records that
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