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Preface

‘The task of the historian is the notoriously difficult one of trying to
represent clearly and truly in a few hundred pages events which cover
years of time and nations of men and women. We may perhaps put this in
perspective in the present case by saying that in the actions here recorded
about twenty human lives were lost for, not every word, but every letter, in
this book.

Hennfcl( acknowledgements are therefore due to all who supported
and assisted me. In the first place to the Harvard University Ukrainian
Research Institute and the Ukrainian National Association which were
my prime sponsors; and to Professors Omeljan Pritsak, Thor Sevcenko
and Adam Ulam (all oer;rvard) who were instrumental in providing or
suggesting this sponsol

In the unnl work, l have to acknowledge above all the nu;or co-
operation and contribution of Dr James Mace, also of Harvard, in both
massive research and detailed discussion. I am also most p-mful to Dr
Mikhail Bernstam, of the Hoover Institution, Stanford University,
especially for his expert assistance on the demographic and economic
side; and to Helena Stone, also of Stanford, for truly invaluable help both
in the general research and in checking innumerable references. Of the
many who have, in different ways, usefully drawn my attention to
particular lines of evidence, [ would thank particularly Professor Martha
Brill Olcutt, Professor Bohdan Struminsky, Professor Taras Lukach and
Dr Dana Dalrymple.

I have normally used the Ukrainian spelling of Ukrainian place and
personal names, except for Kiev, Kharkov and Odessa (though I have not
been entirely consistent with minor localities which are variously
transliterated in English language sources). On a lesser point, I write of
“the Ukraine’ rather than simply ‘Ukraine’. A few Ukrainians regard this
as in some way slightly derogatory, implying a local or dependent rather



Preface
than a national status. Butl ﬁnd thati in almot( -Ilcmsworh byWeslern

scholars to
prominent Ukrainian writers, use ‘the Uknin ’, which is :lso
countenanced by the Harvard Ukmnnn Research lmnne Itis a matter
of current English usage, and certainly no more indicative of non-
independence than for example, ‘The’ Net.huhnds 1 ask those readers
who may nevertheless feel irritated to forgive me, and to consider the
larger number who would feel the omission strained or unnatural.
Devoted and lengthy secretarial work, often from havely Icnblc
manuscript, was performed with her usual cheerful efficiency by Mrs
Amy Desai. Mr John Beichman is also to be thanked for helping with this,
as is my wife, who took time from her own writing to deal with some of the
more impenetrable parts of the MS ~ though also, as ever, for her more

general support and encouragement.

Ofthe in Americaand E vhich Ih lied,
1 mld make special acknowledgement to the Hoover Institution’s
incomparable Library and Archives.

Stanford, California R.C.
1985
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Fiﬁyynnuonlwmemueword;,m:Ukmnemdd\cUknwm

ossack and other areas to its east — a great stretch of territory with some
fmy million inhabitants - was like one vast Belsen. A quarter of the rural
population, men, women and children, lay dead or dying, the rest in
various stages of debilitation with no strength to bury their families or
neighbours. At the same time, (as at Belsen), well-fed squads of police or
party officials supervised the victims.

‘This was the climax of the ‘revolution from above’, as Sulin put it, in
which he and his associates crushed two elements seen as irremediably
hostile to the regime: the peasantry of the USSR as 2 whole, and the
Ukrainian nation.

In terms of regimes and policies fifty years is a long time. In terms of
individual lives, not so long. | have met men and women who went
through the experiences you will read of as children or even as young
adults. Among them were people with ‘survivors’ guilt’ — that irrational
shame that they should be the ones to live on when their friends, parents,
brothers and sisters died, which is also to be found among the survivors of
the Nazi camps.

Ata different level, what oocurr:d was all part of the normal political

of the senior oday’s in the Kremlin.
And the syslem then established in the countryside is pan of the Soviet
order as it exists today. Nor have the methods employed to create itbeen
repudiated, except as to inessentials.

.
The events with which we deal may be summed up as follows: In 1929-
1932 the Soviet Communist Party under Stalin's leadership, for reasons
that will emerge in the course of our narrative, struck a double blow at the
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The Harvest of Sorrow

peasantry of the USSR as a whole: dekulakization and collectivization.
Dekulakization meant the killing, or deportation to the Arctic with their
families, of millions of peasants, in principle the better-off, in practice the
most influential and the most recalcitrant to the Party’s plans.
Collectivization meant the effective abolition of private property in land,
and the concentration of the remaining peasantry in ‘collective’ farms
under Party control. These two measures resulted in millions of deaths —
unmxﬂnedzponmmpmmnln but also among the undeported in

rtain areas such as

‘I'hel\ in 1932-3 came what 1 may be described as a terror-famine
inflicted on the collectivized peasants of the Ukraine and the largely
Ukrainian Kuban (totcthn with the Don and Volga areas) by the methods
of setting for them grain quotas fu nbove the pomble, mnovm‘ every
handful of food, and areas
of the USSR - from reaching the starving. This action, even more
destructive of life than those of 1929-1932, was accompanied by a wide-
ranging attack on all Ukrainian cultural and intellectual centres and
leaders, and on the Ukrainian churches. The supposed
contumaciousness of the Ukrainian peasants in not surrendering grain
l.hcy did not have was explicitly blamed on nationalism: all of which was in

accord with Stalin’s dictum that the national problem was in essence a
peasant problem. The Ukrainian peasant thus suffered in double guise —
as a peasant and as a Ukrainian.

‘Thus there are two distinct, or partly distinct, elements before us: the
Party's struggle with the peasanty, and the Party's struggle with
Ukrainian national fcelmg And before telling of the climaxes of this
history, we must examine the backgrounds of both. This we do in the first
pufll{: this book.

centre of our narrative is nevertheless in the events of 1929 to
1933. In this period, of about the same length as that of the First World
‘War, a struggle on the same scale took place in the Soviet countryside.
Though confined to a single state, the number dying in Stalin’s war
against the peasants was higher than the total deaths for all countries in
World War L. There were differences: in the Soviet case, for practical
purposes, only one side was armed, and the casualties (as might be
expected) were almost all on the other side. They included, moreover,
‘women, children and the old.

There are hundreds of histories and other works on the First World
War. It would not be true to say that there are no books on the
collectivization and the t:nw-famme Much has in fact been published,
but it has almost all be ofa (and
I have been greatly indebted to both). But no history in the ordinary sense
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Introduction

of the word has previously appeared.

The purpose of this book is thus a strange one. It is to register in the
public consciousness of the West a knowledge of and feeling for major
events, involving millions of people and millions of deaths, which took
plwe vm.hm living memory.

ible that th 1

ly
our publw consciousness?

There are, | think, three main reasons.

First, they seem far removed from Western experience. The very word
‘peasant’ is strange to an American or a Briton, referring to a condition in
distant lands, or in times long past. And indeed, the story of the Russian or
:_Jknin‘un peasant is very different from that of the British or American
farmer.

‘The Ukraine, too, does not declare itself as a nation in the Western
consciousness as Polawd or Hungary or even Lithuania do. In modern
times it had a and it d d for only a few
years. It has appeared on our maps for two centuries as merely part of the
Russian Empire or the Soviet Union. Its language is comparatively close
to Russian - as Dutch is to German, or Norwegian to Swedish - not in
itself a touchstone of political feeling, yet tending to appear so in the
absence of ot dj

Finally, one of the most nnpomm obstacles to an understanding was
the ability of Stalin and the Soviet authorities to conceal or confuse the
facts. Moreover, they were abetted by many Westerners who for one
reason or another wished to deceive or be deceived. And even when t.he
facvs, or some of them, ay the We

hich tended to i h

l.. p.mm, the image was projected of the :lplmnnl “kulak’ —
powerful and purged (evenifan
of the Party, of progress, and of the peasant masses. In fact this figure, to
the extent that he had existed at all, had disappeared by 1918, and the
word was used of a farmer with two or three cows, or even of a poorer
farmer friendly to the first. And by the time of the terror-famine, even
these were no longer to be found in the villages.

.

‘These actions by the Soviet government were interlinked. On the face of
it, there was no necessary connection. Logically, dekulakization could
have taken place without collectivization (and something of the sort had
indeed happened in 1918) Collmvnunon could have taken place
without ists had urged just that. And
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the famine need not have follmd

d each and all of th of

‘The reasons why
this triple blwwnllemmemwrlen

*

A fun.her element in the story is that there are social and economic
and matters of i party doctrinal dispute.

The economic side, though cmrcd as spanngiy and digestibly as
possible, is indeed dealt with here; though in their essentials the
problems, and the struggles, were not economic ones in the normal sense.
Fifty years later it would be hard to maintain that economic forces are
properly understood even in the West where the study has flourished
without constraint. In the Soviet Union in the 1920s understanding was at
a far lower level. Moreover, the available information and statistics were
erroneous or inadequate to a marked degree. The Party’s economic
theorists held views which had even then been long superseded in serious
academic circles. But, above all, the Party thought of genuine economic
trends as obstacles to be overcome by the power of State decrees.

Most useful recent work has appeared in the West by skilled
economists who have lately studied the themes fully, and are yet not
inclined — as most of their predecessors were — to seek an economic
rationality, or a reliability of official ﬁgures, in areas where nmher apply.

op
enough to avoid controversial points; in others I advance the alternatives,
or take a view and explain why. But this is, in any case, a minor element in
the story, and it is not our purpose to chew on economic detail).

The other theme of the period on which much has been written is the
factional struggle within the Communist Party, and Stalin’s rise to power.
This too is covered here, but mainly to the degree that it s relevant to the
vaster events in the countryside; and even then not, as has been so often
done, taking the various arguments at their ideological face value so much
as in the context of the prospects actually facing the Party mind.

For the events we recount here were the result not simply of an urge to
power, an insi forces in th
but also of a set of doctrines about the social and economic results
achievable by terror and falsehood. The expected results did not emerge:
but it may in any case be thought that to make such sacrifices in the name
of hitherto untested dogma was a moral as well as a mental perversion.
And this is even apart from the unstated or unconscious motivations to be
met with here as elsewhere.




Introduction

That is, not merely at the level of personal advancement, of personal
vendetta, of personal gain, but even more profoundly in the sense which
Or:ell so cleaﬂy saw n. l.he Communuls pmmded, perhaps. lhcy even

that for ang
that just mund the comer there lay a paradise whcre human beings
would be free and equal’, butin reality, ‘Power is notameans, itisan end’.

‘Whatever view be taken of (and even accepting the Stalinists’
motivations at their face value), it is at least clear that, at more than one
level, the sort of rationality sometimes allowed even by critics opposed
the programme was not really much in evidence, or only at a shallow Izvel
uuppmpnm to the complelnnex of reality.

tragedy of 1930-33. Above all, what

characterizes the penod is the special brand of| hypocrisy or evasion which

he brought to it. These are not the necessary concomitants of terror. But

in this case, deception was the crux of every move. In his campaign against

the Right, he never admitted (until the last moment) that he was attacking

them, and compromised, if ?:Lly :erhally, when d\ehy:romd; in the
k led that i “class’ of rich

whom the poorer jected from their homes; in the
collectivization, his public line was that it was a voluntary movement, and
that any use of force was a deplorable aberration; and when it came to the
terror-famine of 1932-3, he simply denied that it existed.

.

It u a very appropriate moment to establish the true story beyond

. For we now have so much evsd:nce, and from such a variety
or mutually confirmatory sources, that no serious doubts remain about
any aspect of the period.

Our types of evidence may be summed up. First, a great deal of material
directly bearing on these events became available, often in driblets
inserted into masses of orthodox sentiment, from Soviet scholars —
though more in the Khrushchev interlude, and especially the early 1960s,
than later." (Indeed after Khrushchev’s fall attacks were made on lhou
scholars who, while keeping withi ibed limits, had
show some of the errors, and the terrors, of the Stalin approach xo
peasants).

Soviet scholars also in effect rehabilitated and made public the basic
figures of th d 1937 census. So them with
Soviet estimates of the ‘natural rate of growth’ of the pmod and thus,
with reasonable accuracy, estimate the huge death roll of 1930-33. (It
may be added that even accepting the figures of the falsified census of
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1939, this remains dmmnng)
en, official with the include
FCTapR A ut e ever )
Moscow, some of it only recendy available. In addition, a number of
confidential documents at a local level have reached the West, in the
‘Smolensk Archives’ now at Harvard, and in other ways.

‘Then, we have the testimony of former Party activists who took partin
the infliction of the regime’s policies on the peasantry. These include
such distinguished dissidents, now in exile, as General Petro Grigorenko
and Dr Lev Kopelev.

Another important source is the accounts of some of the foreign
correspondents then in Russia (even though at the time they were
wl\sudenbly hindered in lheur efforts, and oulllnnked by m.luts

dto plmte, or even become f, the regis

shall examine in Chapter 17). There are the rewns of foreign cmms
visiting their original homes and of foreign Communists working in the
USSR. There are letters written from villagers to co-religionists,
nlanvec. and others in the West.

all, there are a great number of first-hand reports bysurvwon
both of the deportations and of the famine. Some of these come in
individual books or articles; many more in the devoted work of
documentation by Ukrainian scholars who actively sought testimony from
witnesses scattered the world over. In addition, a great number of
individual accounts are to be found, for example, in the Harvard Research
Interview Project. And as the acknowledgements in the Preface
inadequately indicate, 2 great deal of scattered information from all over
the world has been made available to me. The most remarkable feature of
such testimony, especially from peasants themselves, is the plain and
‘matter-of-fact tone in which terrible events are usually narrated.

Itis especially gratifying to be able to confirm and give full credit to this
first-hand evidence. For a long time testimony which was both honestand
true was doubted or denounced — by Soviet spokesmen, of course, but
also by many in the West who for various reasons were not ready to face
the appalling facts. It is a great satisfaction to be able to say that these
sturdy witnesses to the truth, so long calumniated or ignored, are now
wholly vindicated.

‘Then there is fiction, or reality appearing in fiction. One of the world’s
leading scholars in the field of Soviet economics, Professor Alec Nove,
has noted that in the USSR ‘the best material about the village appears in
the literary monthlies’.

Some fiction actually published in the USSR is clearly autobio-
graphical and veridical. Mikhail Sholokhov's Virgin Soil Upturned,
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published in the 1930s, even if somewhat restrained by his Communist
point of view, already contains remarkably frank and clear accounts of the
events in the villages.
the USSR in the Khrushchev

period, and another cycle of work by the new ‘country writers’, appearing
before 1982, give very frank accounts.

One modern Soviet author wbllsl\ed in 1964 an account of the famine

di ) d i der or another, all the grain

all the fodder were taken away. Horses began to die en masse and in 1933

there was a terible famine. Whol familis dicd, houses fell apart, village

streets grew empty . ¥ In 1972 the same writer could complain: ‘one

l.hm‘ is striking: in mu single lenbook on contemporary luswrywdl you
101933, the year

Unpublnhed samizdat work is, of course, fnnker and more vveniy
condemnatory. We must note above all Forever Flowing by the Stalin
Prize-winning novelist Vasily Grossman, whose chapter on  the
collectivization and the famine is among the most moving writing on the
period. Grossman, himself Jewish, was co-editor of the Soviet section of
the Black Book on the Nazi holocaust (never published in the USSR), and
the author of a terrible documentary work, The Hell of Treblinka.

In general, two things should be noted. First, the sheer amount of
evidence is enormous. Almost every particular incident in the villages
recounted here could be matched by a dozen, sometimes even a hundred,
more.

More important yet, the material is mutually confirmatory. The
accounts of the emigré survivors, which might have been thought
distorted by anti-Soviet sentiment, are exactly paralleled in the other
sources. Indeed, the reader will in many cases probably find it hard to
guess whether testimony is Soviet or emigré.

is mutual reinforcement of evidence is clearly of the greatest value;
and in general one can say that the course of events is now put beyond
question.

.

This was not the only terror to afflict the subjects of the Soviet regime.
The death roll of 1918-22 was devastating enough. The present writer
has elsewhere recounted the history of the ‘Great Terror’ of 1936-8; and
the post-war terror was little better. But it remains true that the rural
terror of 1930-33 was more deadly yet, and has been less adequately
recorded.

The story is a terrible one. Pasternak writes in his unpublished

9
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memoirs, ‘In the early 1930s, there was a movement among writers to
travel to the collective farms and gather material about the new life of the
village. I wanted to be with everyone else and likewise mad: sucha n-lp
with the 2im of writing a book. What I saw could not be expressed in
words. There was such inhuman, unimaginable misery, such a terrible
disaster, that it beg-n to seem almost abstract, it would not fit within the
bounds of consciousness. I fell ill. For an entire year I could not write’.> A
modern Soviet author who tl'pﬂ'lcnl:td the famine as a boy, similarly
remarks, ‘I should probably write a whole book about 1933, hm Tcannot
raise enough courage: 1 wm-ld have to relive everythmg apm
For the present writer too, though er farless d

task has often b ing that h hardly felt nbk to
ymtee
Itis for the historis di d regi to

put the facts beyond doubt and in their context. This central duty dmu it
cannot mean that he has taken no view of the matters he de:

present writer does not pretend to a moral neutrality; and indeed belmres
that there can be few nowadays who would not share his estimate of the
events recorded in the pages which follow.

.



PART I
The Protagonists: Party, Peasants and Nation

‘The Communist revolution is carried
through by the class which is itself
the expression of the dissolution of
all classes, nationalities, etc.

Marx and Engels



1
The Peasants and the Party

Clest dur, Pagriculture
2Zola

At the beginning of 1927, the Soviet peasant, whether Russian,
Ukrainian, or of other nationality, had good reason to look forward to a
tolerable future. The land was his; and he was reasonably free to dispose
of his crop. The fearful period of grain-seizure, of peasant risings
suppressed in blood, of devastating famine, were over, and the Bolshevik
government seemed to have adopted a reasonable settlement of the
countryside's interests.

There were, it was true, many imperfections in the prospect before
him. The and i in their price
and tax policies. And suspicions of thelr long term intentions could
not be wholly put aside. The government and its agents remained
alien to the peasant, as governments always had been - the viast, or
‘power’, to be watched with circumspection and handled with care
and cunning.

But meanwhile, there was comparative prosperity. Under the New
Economic Policy which had granted the peasant his economic freedom,
the ruined countryside had made a great recovery.

Allin all, it was 2 moment to savour. For the first time in history, almost
all the country's land was in the possession of those who tilled it, and its
product at their disposal. And if Ukrainian they were, in their national
capacity, in a far better position than at any time since the extinction of the
remnants of the old Ukrainian state a century and a half before: now, at
least, their language and culture were allowed to flourish.

‘This nationality aspect we shall consider in a later chapter, and here
deal only with the past and the present shared by all the peasantry.

13
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mdemko!pmmthsmrymwwla.wmmmfwm

p:vvwce to province, vmksprud anomalies of tenure, and legal

ddled i ’t'nbtwmd.lympcmn-nbk ll
will be sufficient to our purpose to present in a general fashion
conditions of life of the peasantry in the main areas.

The of cultivation was of the sort we read of in Western
Europe’s Middle Ages. The ‘three field system’, where one field in three
was left fallow, prevailed; and each peasant household owned strips of
land in each of the fields, and observed the cycle laid down by the vil
as a whole. Or such was the norm: in fact fields might be left fallow for
several years, or abandoned dlogethen

Genenlly speaking, the country's soil fell into two main zones, with

social consequences.

In the north, the country was and still is to a considerable degree
naturally forest. The villages were settled in clearings, typically no more
than a dozen or so two-storeyed houses of logs thatched with straw, with
outbuildings. That is, the peasants were in zﬂm, and often in reality, one
large family, with its Mld.mp naturally held in common. The soil was
poor, and much effort went into hunting and fishing on the one hand and
household industries on the other.

In the south, and particularly the bulk of the Ulkraine, lies the steppe,
most of it the fertile ‘black earth’ belt. There the villages are typically
much larger. Perhaps a couple of hundred houses of poles phsured wldl
yellow clay would line the two sides of one of the rare streams in
valley, their fields being up on the steppe. The soil was much m:ller. b\lt
also more liable to variations of weather affecting the crop. A large village
like Khmeliv in the Poltava Province numbered, with its outlying hamlets,
nearly 2,500 farms. It had two churches, sixteen windmills, a steam-mill,
a clinic, a village school of five classes and (nearby) a large commercial

granary.

The peasant’s position was, until 1861, that of a serf - one usual
Russian word (rab) meaning in fact ‘slave’ —~ whom his landlord actually
oowned, subject to higher authority. This sounds like what pmalled inthe
West in the period often chauclenud as ‘feudal‘ Bnt '!endxl-sm is such
a broad word that mapp)y itto Medi d 18th-19d
Russia alike is to miss the major dlﬂ'emlces ln dn first ylue, undu
Western ‘feudalism’ the serf
a-vis the King. In Russia, after Mongol times, d-e lower simply had
obl:nmms to the higher.

Then, in the West serfdom gradually died out. In Russia, it became
more widespread, more onerous, and more inhuman right into the 19th
century, as more and more was demanded from them in labour and taxes.

14



The Peasants and the Party
By the turn of the century 34 million of a population of 36 million were
serfs.

Under serfdom, especially in Russia proper, the village commune, or
mr, held mm responsibility for taxes, and for the redistribution of land
the village which took place from time to time. This * repamnon 8
lhmadl known earlier, became common from the 17th century. (Tools
and livestock remained family property and the plots round the actual
household were allotted hereditarily.)

In the Ukraine west of the Dnieper (and in Byelorussia) the commune
existed but did not, generally speaking, possess the right of repartition.
Instead hereditary houschold tenure existed — though there was
communal control over choice of crop, and of field rotation, a co-
ordination necessary under the strip system of cultivation.

.

The Emancipation of the Serfs carried out by Tsar Alexander I1in 1861
was a remarkable, if severely flawed, advance. The peasant was
henceforth a free man, and held his own Jand. The snags were that he was
not given all the land he had previously cultivated and for the land he was
given he had to make redemption payments over a long period.
Emancipation had been seen for some time by most educated subjects
of the Tsar as a necessity if the country was not to remain a stagnant
backwater; and the defeat and humiliation of the Crimean War was held
to show that the older order could no longer compete. But a reform
organized from above, and designed not to revolutionize society,
inevitably carried with it a desire to protect the landlord’s interest as well
as that of the peasant. Throughout the ensuing period :t is clear that the

held by the landlord as rightfully his own.

Saill, up to a point the peasant benefited, and knew that he benefited.

Figures given by a recent Soviet authority on the number of peasant

disorders in 1859-63 and 1878-82 respectively are illuminating: 3.579 in
the carlier period, 136 in the later. Clearly the emancipated peasant had
less resentment than is sometimes supposed.’

Nevertheless, redemption charges were based on an economic over-
valuation (except in Wmem provinces, including the Wm»bmk

Ukraine) and were a fearful the pe: Moreover, is
population meant that the size of peasant holdings diminished - by up
a quarter in the Black Earth districts. Arrears piled up. But ﬁnlllylhe detn

was reduced or cancelled by a series of government decrees.
Meanwhile, between 1860 and 1897 the peasant population of the

15
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empire’s Europcanucnonmfmnshonmlhon and land-hunger
increased. Yet in 1877, the average peasant allotment was about 35.5
acres. In France, at the time, the e average of all holdmp. peasant and
landlord, was less th f |
less than five acres. In fact, after every allowance for clmule andsoon, the
real trouble was that the Russian peasant did not use his land efficiendy.

There were some good signs: annual yield per acre increased from
387 Ibs in 1861-70 to 520 Ibs in 1896-1900. Moreover, the allotment
figures are not the whole truth, since the average peasant rented a further
acre for every six in his own possession; and the poorer peasant leased
some of his land, and also (less than two million of them) might work as a
wage labourer as well. However, in 1900 there was on average only one
horse per peasant household

After the inued to be ible for
taxes and village admmmnnon. The General Statute of Emancipation
constituted for the village commune the ‘village assembly’ of heads of
households ~ skhod (Ukrainian hromada) — to run its political and
economic affairs. In 1905, ‘more l.han three-quarters of peasant

belonged to though :Imosl half of

the communes had not in effect pumml ‘repartition’ from Emancipation
10 the turn of the century.? Meanwhile, in the Ukraine the communal
tenure was less pervasive, and in lands west of the Dnieper covered less
than a quarter of the households in 1905.

-

The fact that on the whole the peasants maintained their traditional ways
so stubbornly may lead us to think of them as isolated in their villages,
wholly out of contact with the world of the cities. Nolhin‘ could be falser.
To a far higher degree than in most Western countries, large numbers of
the peasants had for centuries regularly migrated to the cities for semnal
work workers,

In the northern region in Russia proper where the agricultural product
was not enough to provide subsistence, almost all peasant households
were also engaged in side-work — on average 44% of their income was so
derived. Even on the steppe some three-quarters of the households did
such work, though to the extent of only 12% of their income.

In 1912 90% of all households in Moscow Province had members in
outside non-agricultural work. And at the end of the first decade of the
20th hird of all i i ial i i

e Iso th

Moscow itself’ y peasants,
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class in all trade or business, except textiles.®
.

‘The economic pressure on the peasants was great. But in addition they
almost universally regarded the landlord as an enemy, and his land as
rightfully theirs.

‘The traditional forms for peasant resistance were many — timber-
cutting, unlawful pasturing, the carting off of hay and grain from the
fields, pillage and arson, renters’ strikes, and occasional open
appropriation and seeding of land. In 1902, in the Ukrainian provinces of
Kharkov and Poltava a serious rebellion broke out involving more than
160 villages, and some eighty landlords’ estates were attacked in a few
days. And by 1905-1906, there were very frequent outbreaks all over the
country.

1 1d

Al thatonly
save the situation. The main problem is umply stated: given the primitive
techniques in use, the amount of land was inadequate, and increasingly
50, to the growing rural population. The amount of land available, in the
abstract, was more than sufficient, as we have seen. The change must be
in the organization of the peasant economy and in technical advance. And
by the end of the 19th century, (as Esther Kingston-Mann points out®), a
cult of modernization had arisen that ‘justified any action to render
peasant obsolete long before “history” or the laws of economic
development had succeeded in dmng l.he )ob Mnny mmnl assumptions
seem, however, tobe 1880s: th

lands as mch were ‘much more productive than the commum.l that there
agricultural practice was the more blckward.’ Peasant demand for the
newer type of plough exceeded the supply.

But even in 1917 only half of the peasant holdings had iron ploughs.
Sickles were used for reaping, flails for threshing. And, even in the 1920s,
the wheat and rye yield of seven to nine centners a hectare was only
sli'hlly higlur than on 14th c{elm::'y English cm:es,’

e " !

ization was that
l.he three field stri ic, and not to be iled with
modcrn methods of I‘anmng

peasams ‘must be given the right to secede from the commune, but also to
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exchange their strips for d acreage,
in the Western sense, with both the possibility and the incentive to
improve their land and its output.

One of the concessions extracted by the 1905 Revolution was an
increase in the funding of the Peasant Bank, and a modification of its rules
to give advances of 90% or more to peasants purchasing land. (In 1906,
nwr)emr. the peasant gained the right to an internal passport like anyone
else).

As carly as January 1906, the then Prime Minister Witte had obtained
approval in principle for the breakup of ‘repartitional’ land into private
holdings, and soon afterwards Stolypin, with whom the plan is chiefly
associated, succeeded him. His intention was, as he put it, based on the
idea that ‘The Government has placed its wager, not on the needy and the
drunken, but on the sturdy and the strong — on the sturdy individual
proprietor who is called upon to play a part in the reconstruction of our
Tsardom on strong monarchical foundations’.

L:ni.n called Stolypin's plans ‘progressive in the scientific economic

By laws of 9 November 1906, 4 June 1910, and 29 May 1911, sucha
me was put into some sort of effect. Under these decrees, any

peasant householder might demand separate title to the land held by IIu

household. This did not at once lead to consolidation of the strips into

single discrete holdings — by 1917 it is believed that three-quarters of

hereditary holdings were still in strips; but nevertheless physical

consolidation was provided for, and began to take place on a significant

scale.

The task of converting the mediaeval system into individual farms was
‘of almost incomparable difficulty’. In 1905 9.5 million peasant
houscholds were in communes and 2.8 in hereditary tenure. Over the
years to 1916, about 2.5 m-ll-on households are generally estimated to
have left the commune.’ And by 1917 the 13-14 million peasant
allotments are thought to have been divided as follows:—

5 million in unchanged repartitional tenure

1.3 million legally, but not actually, ‘hereditarized"
1.7 million in transition

4.3 million hereditarized, but still in strips

1.3 million partly or wholly consolidated

In the Ukraine in particular, though also elsewhere, new farms set up
in the ploughland rather than in the old village became fairly common.
About 75,000 of those, forming small hamlets of their own, are reported
in 1915.
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" farms immedi S .

'° But the extent of idation by 1917 was not enough to
have produced the revolution in Russian agriculture which had been
foreseen. Stolypin himselfhad spoken of the need for 20 years’ peace, and
his plans had had less than ten. The reforms were almost entirely aborted
by the Revolutions of 1917, among whose major results were the ‘black
repartition’ ~ spontaneous seizure of the landlords’ lands; the strong
revival of the commune; and the disappearance of many of the new
individual farms.

.

‘The Russian intelligentsia had taken two contrary views of the peasantry.
On the one hand they were the People incarnate, the soul of the country,
suffering, patient, the hope of the future. On the other, they appeared as
the ‘dark people’, Imlwml mulish, deaf to argument, an oafish
impediment to all p

There were elements o{ mnh in bozhv-m. and some of the country's
clearest minds saw this. Pushkin praised the peasants’ many
qualities, such as industry and tolerance. The memoirist Nikitenko called
the pemm ‘almost a perfen savage'and a dmn.hrd and a thief into the
‘bargain, but he ior to the
so-called educated and intellectual, The muzhikis sincere. He does no(
try 1o seem what he is not'. Herzen held, nl‘ udm sanguinely, that i
muzhik broken; in l.hz
peasant’s relationship to the authorities, on du other hand, his weapon
was deceit and subterfuge, the only means available to him ~ and he
continued to use it in Communist times, as can be seen in the work of all
schools of Soviet writers from Sholokhov to Solzhenitsyn.

But for the Utopian intellectual it was one or the other, devil or angel.
The young radicals of the 1870s, to the number of several thousand,
‘Went to the people’ —stayed for months in the villages and tried to enlist
the peasants in a socialist and revolutionary programme. This was a
r.omplﬂe failure, producing negative effects on both sides. Turgenev's
‘Bazarov’ gives some of the fecling: ‘I felt such hatred for this poorest
peasant, this Philip or Sidor, for whom I'm to be ready to jump out of my
skin, and who won't even thank me for it’ — and even Bazarov did not
suspect that in the eyes of the peasants he was ‘something in the nature of
a buffooning clown.”

It would not be true to say that all the intelligentsia suffered this
revulsion, and early in the next century the Socialist Revolutionary Party
tookup th rhiod 1% >0 A
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Marxism had won over a large section of the radicals, and they were given
ideological reason for dismissing the peasantry as the hope of Russia.
This change of view was, of course, little more than a transfer of hopes
and illusions from an imaginary peasant to an almost equally imaginary
proletarian.

But as regards the ‘backward’ peasantry, one now finds expressions of
hatred and contempt among the Manxst, and especially among the
Bolshevik, intellectuals going far beyond Marxist theoretical disdain; and
one can hardly dismiss this in accounting for the events which followed
the October Revolution.

The townsman, particularly the Marxist townsman, was not even
consistent in his view of what was wrong with the pusaum-]yf varying
between ‘apathetic’ and ‘stupidly greedy and competitive’.'' Maxim
Gorki, giving a view shared by many, felt that ‘the fundamental obstacle in
the way of Russian progress towards Westernization and culture’ lay in
(he ‘dudwenglu of :Ilueme wllx;e life wlnch :nﬂes the town’; and he

asantry, and the
peasants’ almos( total lscll of social conmmness He also expressed
the hope that ‘the uncivilized, stupid, turgid people in the Russian villages
willdie out,al those almast errifying people I spoke of above, and a new
race of literate, rational, energetic people will take their place’.'

The founder of Russian Mandsm, Georgi Plekhanov, saw them as
'b:rblmn ullels of the soil, cruel and merciless, Inm of burden whou

life thought'.
of the idiocy of rural life’, a remark much quoted by Lenin. (In its original
context it was in praise ol' capitalism for freeing much of the population
from this ‘idiocy’). Lenin himself referred to ‘rural seclusion,
unsociability and swvagery ;' in general he bel |md du peasant ‘far from
being ai ly
mdw‘ldulnuc' 16 Wlnle. ofa younger Bolshevi Khrushthev tells us that
“for Stalin, peasants were scum’.

Butif Lenin shared the Bolshmk antipathy to the peasants as the archaic
element in Russia, hi in Marxist
terms, to work out tactics to use them in an intermediate period before
their disappearance from the mne, und to decide how to organize the
countryside when his party gain

In the first place Mandsm Ileld l.hn lhe central developments of the
future would consist of a confrontation between the new (in his day)
working ‘class’ and the capitalist owners of industry. In every advanced
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society, and increasingly so the more advanced it became, the population
would be largely concentrated in these two main categories, with
intermediate, or ‘petty bourgeois’, elements - in which the peasantry were
specifically included - tendmg to (M pm!eun,m side i in so far as they
insofaras

ere
their artachment to private property mnamed

Marx’s study of agrarian matters as such, apart from these class
analyses, was meagre. Blll he made it clear that in the socialist socxety he
foresaw,
He envisaged a triumph of capitalism in the cmmlrysnd:, followed, vmh a
socialist victory, by a of the he
held that all the peasants together were only like ‘a sack of potatoes’, in
that the isolation of individual farms prevented any true social
development of relations.'

1o the action to be taken after a Manst victory, the Communist
Manifesto demands ‘The abolition of property in land ... the
improvement of the soil generally in accordance with a common plan.
Esubhsl\menl of industrial armies especially for  agriculture.

with ies; gradual

abolmon of | the dnsmmwn Imween town and country’.
this Marx meant that in Y, as in the town, a i

of production and emplvymem would take place, until agriculture became
little more than a sort of rural factory work. Small scale prodncuon. inthe
eyes of city-centred Mandan economics, could not in any case long
survive, let alone flourish. As David Mitrany puts it, Marx and his
disciples looked on the peasant ‘with a dislike in which the townsman’s
contempt for all things rural and the economist’s disapproval of small
scale production mingled with the bitterness of the revolnunmry

il ist against the tiller of the soil."”

As Engels wrote in Anti-Diihring, the socialist revolution was to ‘put an
end to commodity production, and therewith the domination of the
product over the producer’. He went on to imagine that the laws of man’s
“social activity’ hitherto confronting him as external, ‘will then be applied
by man with a complete understanding’.

‘Complete understanding’. . . : over a hundred years later there are few
who would claim that we yet have such understanding of the laws of the
economy and of society. And part of the reason for such scepticism arises
from the results of the Marxist principles in actual application.

en it comes to analysis of what was actually going on, Marx’s
conviction was that in agriculture, as in industry, property was becoming
increasingly concentrated. This was, in fact, fallacious: in Germany,
which he knew best, the number of small (2-20 hectare) holdings
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increased their total area berween 1882 and 1895, and the same was true
elsewhere. (The German census of 1907 showed that large estates and
farms were still losing ground).

Lenin’s carly work on the industrial side of capital development in
Russia is well researched and documented. When he comes to the
peasants, however, this evaporates, as in Marxs case, and we are left with
ill-supported ‘class’ analysis. Indeed, the economists of the late 19th
century on whom the Russian Mandsts relied had done no independent
research. They simply asserted that the commune was disintegrating
because of the conflict between rural proletarians and peasant capitalists,
producing no solid evidence, since none such existed.

Lenin's general analysis of the (non-kulak) peasant in Mandst terms is
clear enough: ‘He is partly a property owner, partly a worker. He does not
exploit other workers. For years he had to defend his position against the
greatest odds. He suffered exploitation at the hands of the landlords and
the capitalists. He put up with everything. Nevertheless he is a property
owner. For this reason, the problem of our attitude to the class is one of
enormous difficulty’. And, in a much quoted formuhnwn‘ he adds ‘dayy
day, hour!

Marx had indeed written that Russia mlgm go forwml to socnalnsm
using the old commune as one of its constituents (he seems to have
thought that it was a sort of survival from the Marxist phase of ‘primitive
‘communism’). But his main expression of this opinion, an 1881 letter to
Vera Zasulich, was not published until 1924; and even what was known of
it earlier was regarded by Russian Marxists as an unfortunate concession
to their Populist enemies, based on false information. Lenin himself saw
the commune as a system which ‘confines the peasants, as in a ghetto, in
petty mediaeval associations of a fiscal, tax-extorting character, in
associations for the ownership of allotted land".2'

He foresaw the modernization of Russian agriculture on the Marxist
basis of large co-operative farms working to a plan. The only other
method, he believed, was the capitalist one pursued by Stolypin, of which
he remarked, ‘the Smlypm Conslmmon and the Slolypm agnrun reform
mark anewphase in th fthe old,

J ftsarism, a
a lmddlc class monarchy . . . It would be empty and smpid t0 say that the
success of such a policy in Russia is “impossible”. It is possible! (g
Stolypin's policy is continued . . . then the agrarian structure of Russia
will become completely bourgeois’.* As Lenin saw, the poor peasants
managed their lnnd very badly, and production would rise if the rich
peasants took over.”

‘The advantage of the Stolypin approach is that, in one form or another,
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it had actually worked in modemizing agriculture in the advanced
countries. The disadvantage of Lenin’s (taken simply as a method of
modernization) is that it was untried and theoretical. This did not, of
course, prove that it could not work, a point which remained to be seen.

Lenin’s views on the tactics to be pursued vis-3-vis the peasants by his
party, supposedly representing the proletariat, were carefully developed
on the basis of a remark of Marx’s that the proletarian revolution might be
supported by a new version of the 16th century German Peasant War.

In bis Too Tadis of Sonial Demorray (1 905), Lenin urged an
i g stage of the ‘D of the Proletariat and
Peasantry’; but this was quite open)y no more than a temporary tactical
move. In the same pages he says that after this coalition is in power, ‘then
it will be ridiculous to speak of unity of will of the proletariat and
peasantry, of democratic rule; then we shall have to think of the Socialist,
of the proletarian dictatorship'.?*

And here we find a flaw, a schematism, in the Bolshevik view of the
countryside which was to be powerfully present over the whole period we
cover — the invention or exaggeration of class or economic distinctions
within the peasantry. A ‘rural proletariat’ was mdctd discoverable: in
1897 1,837,000 listed in waj k and other
non-industrial employment as their chief - d\ongh not usually their only —
occupation; and in the summer season, many more short-term labourers
were taken on. But as we shall see these carried litde social weight, and
had little proletarian consciousness in any Mandst sense.

Similarly with Lenin’s, and later, attempts to define poor and ‘middle’
peasants. Even Lenin was aware that a peasant dairy farmer near a big
town might not be poor even if he had no horse at all, and that a peasant on
the steppe with three horses might not be rich. But theory was never
adjusted to take such things into account.”

Indeed, and partly for such reasons, Lenin’s notions of the peasantry
and its divisions were both vaned and inconsistent. But on one point he

ined insistent, the
years that follow: the ‘kulak’ (in Ukrainian hlrhl) enemy. Lenin
hypothesized the ‘kulak’ as a rich exploiting peasant class against whom,
after the removal of the landlords proper, peasant hatred could be equally
directed.

*Kulak’ - *fist - properly speaking meant a village moneylender and
mortgager, of wlmm there was usually atleastonc ina vnlhge or group of
villages. lloa
elpecled to. Only when moneylending became a ma)or source of income,
and of manipulation, was he seen as a ‘kulak’ by the villagers. O.P.
Aptekman, one of the Populists who has left a really frank account of his
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experiences with the Russian peasantry, notes that when told that the
‘kulak’ sucked the blood of the peasantry, a peasant would retort ‘these
fine gentlemen cannot stand the fact that some peasants

ofF'; or say that not every well-to-do peasant was a kulak, and that lhese
city people don’t understand peasant life.

Lenin, on the other hand, even in 1899, while using kulak in its correct
sense of rural usurer, rejected the idea that such exploiters and those who
hired labour were quite different, insisting that they were ‘two forms of
the same economic phenomenon’.?® Neither he nor his followers were in
fact ever able to define the kulak, middle peasant and poor peasant in
economic terms. Lenin himself, when asked what a kulak was, replied
impatiently, ‘they will know on the spot who is a kulak’.?’

Atany rate, a minority hostile class, more or less automatically involved
in bitter struggle with the rest of the peasantry, was taken to exist in the
villages; and if the peasant would not hate him, at least the Party could.

There was, moreover, an implicit assumption in the Bolshevik attirude
to class struggle which was not often given direct expression. A
conversation took place in August 1917 in the Smolny Institute canteen
berween Dzen.hmskv (shonly to be Lenin’s Pollce Commuur) and
Rafael said:
‘Abnmovnch do yon remember Lasalle’s speech on the essence of a
constitution?’

“‘Yes, of course’.

‘He said that a by the of re
forces in the country. How does wcll a correlation of | polmcal and socul
forces change?”

“Oh well, through the process of economic and political development,
the evolution of new forms of economy, the rise of different social classes,
etc, as you know perfectly well yoursell‘

“But couldn’t thi d? Say. through the subj
extermination of some classes of society?'?®

A year later Zinoviev, then one of the top leaders of the new Soviet state,
remarked in a public speech in Leningrad that ‘We must carry along with
us 90 million out of the 100 million Soviet Russian population. As for the
rest, we have nothing to say to them. They must be annihilated’ *° As it
tumned out, Zinoviev's figures were an underestimate, and it was the
classes constituting the majority who provided the victims.
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The Ukrainian Nationality and Leninism

‘The interests of socialism are above
the interests of the right of
nations to self-determination

Lenin

A major reason why the events we shall be describing never truly gripped
the Western mind appears to be a lack of understanding or knowledge of
the power of Ukrainian national feeling, of Ukrainian nationhood. In this
century an independent Ukrainian state only lasted a few years, and then
with interruptions, and was never able to establish itself either physically
or in the world’s consciousness. In fact the Ukraine, as large as France
and more popilous than Poland, was far the largest nation in Europe not
0 emerge as an independent entity (except briefly) in the period between
the two World Wars.

‘To make these points about Ukrainian nationhood is not in the least
anti-Russian. Indeed, Solzhenitsyn, the epitome of Russian national
feeling, though hoping for a brotherly relationship between the three East
Slav nations of Russia, Byelorussia and the Ukraine, grants without
question that any decision on union, federation or secession must be a
matter for the free choice of the Ukrainian people, that no Russian can
decide for them.

The Ukraine’s long independent cultural tradition was litle known in
the West. It had appeared on the maps as part of the Russian Empire,
often shown merely as ‘Litde Russia’; its inhabitants were known, at most,
to speak a tongue whose closeness to or distinctiveness from Russian was
not clearly grasped. The distinction of language was, in fact, there from
long before the subjugation of the Republic on the Waterfalls by
Catherine the Great. But it was, thereafter, treated by the Russian rulers,
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and even other Russians of theoretically liberal spirit, as no more than a
dialect.

For the Tsars, as later for at least some of the Soviet rulers, an eventual
linguistic and national assimilation seemed natu:

‘Why did it not take place?

First, the roots of the old Ukrainian language in the millions of the
peasant population were decper and firmer than had been supposed.
There was no tendency to merge. People spoke either Russian or
Ukrainian.

Itis true that in the citics, and among men from the Ukraine who were
absorbed into the ruling culture, Russian naturally became the usual
language. But apart from the central bastion of peasant speech, there were
- as elsewhere —a number of educated Ukrainians who found in their own
Ukrainian language and culture a special character which they were not
willing to see disappear in the name of ‘progress’.

In fact Ukrainian and Russian are merely members branching out from
the same linguistic family — the East Slavic: just as Swedish and
Norwegian are members of the Scandinavian branch of the Germanic
family, or Spanish and Portuguese of the Iberian branch of the Romance
family. In any case, linguistic closeness is not of declswe  political and
cultural si Norway g desire for
independence from Sweden in the referendum of 1905. Dutch is,
historically, a dialect of Low German: Dutch unwillingness to submit to
Germany has been demonstrated on numerous occasions, one of them
quite recenty.

Similarly with the idea of the Ukraine as having always been a part, even
a natural part, of the Russian Emopire, or the Soviet Union.

.

Historically the Ukrainians are an ancient nation which has persisted and
survived through terrible calamities. The Kiev Grand Princes of Rus’
ruled all the East Slavs: but when Kiev finally fell to the Mongols in 1240,
that realm was shattered. The Slavic populations to the North, living a
century and a half under the Mongols, eventually became Muscovy and
Great Russia. Those in the South were largely driven westward,
becoming the Ukrainians, and developing under the influence of the
European states. They first united with the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, of
which Ukrainian was an official language, and later came under - less
satisfactory — Polish control.

It was under Polish rule that the first Ukrainian printing presses and
schools appear in the last half of the 16th century. It was thus as part of
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that i d Ith that the Ukrainians re-
emerged, with much of their land half empty and subject to devastating
raids by the Crimean Tatars. The Cossacks now appear — Ukrainian
freebooters who first went to the steppe to hunt and fish, then learnt to
fight off the Tatars, and by the end of the 16th century set up their own
forts and became a military factor in their own right. In the 1540s they
founded the Sich, the great fortified encampment below the Dnieper
rapids, on the borders of Tatar invasion. The Sich was, for more than two
centuries, a military republic, of a type found occasionally elsewhere in
similar conditions — democratic in peacetime, a disciplined army in war.
The Cossacks were soon leading peasant revolts against their nominal
lords, the Poles. Over the next century endless wars and agreements
finally led to the effective establishment of a Ukrainian state by Hetman
Bohdan Khmelnytsky in 1649. From now on there were constant attempts

Moscow to intervene and finally the Hetman Ivan Mazepa chose an
alliance with Charles XII of Sweden against the encroachments of Peter
the Great, and was supported by the Sich. The defeat of Charles at
Poltava in 1709 was a disaster for the Ukraine.

r the 18th century, Moscow at first continued to recognize the
autonomy of the Hellmn:le while ngmenmg its power to nominate for
the post, i Finallyin 1764
the Hetmanate was abolished, a few of its outward forms persisting untl
1781. The Sich republic, which had fought on the Russian side against
the Turks in the war of 1769-74, was suddenly destroyed by its allies in
1775. Its otaman was sent to the Solovki Islands in the White Sea, and his
colonels to Siberia - an almost exact foreshadowing of the fate of their
successors in the 1920s and 1930s. Ukrainian statehood, which had
existed for over a century, fell, like that of Poland, through insufficient
strength to combat large and powerful adversaries.

Like Poland, the Cossack-Hetman state had been of a constitutional
parliamentary type — imperfectin these ficlds by many standards, yet not
at all i in d-e tradition of the extreme serfdom and despotism which now

d on it from St those Ukrainians who
had remained under Polish rule — and maintained for years a series of
peasant-cossack Haidamak rebellions ~ soon also fell in part to Russia, in
part to Russia’s accomplice in the partitions of Poland, Austria.
‘Throughout the following centuries this ‘West Ukrainian' element which
Russia did not rule, though smaller, had greater opportunity for political
:nd cultural development and remained a powerful seedbed of national

feeling.

Russian-style feudalism followed the flag. Huge estates were handed
out to royal favourites; and decrees, starting in 1765 and ending 1790,
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desﬂ'vyed the liberties of the Ukrainian peasant, reducing him to du level
of his Russias It should that
only just over a cwple of gemubons in the Ukraine ml{ered full
serfdom; and it typically y say

five - to destroy the popular memory of earlier times.

Butall in all, as Herzen wrote, ‘the unfortunate country protested, but
could not wnh.mnd that fatal avalanche mllmg I‘rom the Non.h to d-e
Black S .witha

And this general enslavement or lhe peasantry went with an amck on
the Ukrainian language and culture. Russian rituals were introduced into
the church. In 1740 there had been 866 schools in Left-bank Ukraine; in
1800 there were none. The Academy of Kicv, founded in 1631, was
turned into a purely theological institution in 1819.

The end of the Ukrainian state, and the introduction of the
bureaucratic serfdom and autocracy of central Russia, did not destroy
Ukrainian national feeling. But over the next century, it did succeed in
driving it down into a low level of consciousness.

Individual Ukrainian leaders sought to gain foreign support for the idea
of aseparate Ukra state at various times from the 1790s to the 18503
But the key to Ukrainian national survival lay elsewhere. The peasan
went on speaking Ukrainian, and the songs and ballads of the Cossach
past were part of their natural heritage, never uprooted.

On the more conscious side, the first work in modern Ukrainian, Ivan
Kotlyarevsky's ‘travesty’ of the Aeneid, appeared in 1798. Through the
first half of the century there was a great deal of work done in the
collection of Ukrainian folklore material. And in 1840 the country’s
leading poet, Taras Shevchenko (1814-61) born a Ukrainian serf, began
to publish his magnificent pastoral and patriotic poetry, whose influence
cannot be exaggerated.

Shevchenko was arrested in 1847 and banished as a common soldier to
Siberia, where he spent ten years. His works were banned, and it was not
until 1907 that they were published in complete form in Russia.

.

There was many le in the early 19th dtobe, in
lhe Gmmn phrase, a Nmmll Tlm is, they spoh 2 language, often
dialects. But they

had no ‘consciousness’ of the lype provided by intellectual leadership.
Such might be found among the Balkan nations, and elsewhere.

‘The Ukrainians now had some of these characteristics. But their older
national consciousness never quite perished. What distinguished them
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from the Russians persisted - and their Russian or Russified landlords
appeared alien in a way which sharpened and maintained differences.
And Shevclunko. above all, positively identified the ignominy of serfdom
with the ignominy of Russification.

In general, the Russian Empire’s yoke lay heavy on a whole range of
nations, and the phrase ‘prison of the peoples’ was a valid one. In Central
Asia, the Caucasus, Poland, the Baltic, foreign nations were brought
under Russian control in war after war. These were, however, generally
recognized to be alien elements, and the prospect of assimilation, though
never abandoned, correspondingly remote.

‘With the Ukraine it was different. And as the century came to a close,
and even more in the new qwdl of molunon, |I|e idea that this great
region which Russian it apart,evenifan
as yet inadequately assimilated part, ol‘ Russia proper, might indeed wish
to be free of control from the north, was a more devastating thought than
the resistance of more recently conquered, or lesser, or non-East Slav
areas. Even most of the liberal intelligentsia of Russia, totally absorbed in
the struggle with absolutism, rejected the Ukraine, and generally opposed
even token autonomy for the country.

As with other nations - the Czechs, for instance — the Ukrainians
appeared as a people consisting almost wholly of peasants and priests.
Moreover when industry was developed, the peasants of Russia, poorer
than their Ukrainian counterparts, swarmed in to take on the work, and
the industrialization of the 19th cemury thus meant the intrusion of
foreigners and a Russian city populatio

For a few years at the beginning of lhe 1860s the Russian govemnment
pursued a comparatively liberal policy, and Ukrainian societies and
periodicals proliferated. But in 1863 an edict declared that there was no
Ukrainian language, merely a dialect of Russian, and banned works in
Ukrainian except for belles—lettres, in particular forbidding books which
were ‘religious and educational, and books generally intended for
elementary reading by the people’. A number of Ukrainian figures were
deported to North Russia, and Ukrainian schools and newspapers were
closed down.

In spite of the government’s measures, Ukrainian ‘societies’ (Hromada)
persisted in the 1870s, limited legally to research, but nourishing the
national idea. This resulted in a further decree in 1876 wholly confining
Ukrainian ication to_historical d Ukrainian
theatrical or musical performances, and closing the main organs - in
Russian but pro-Ukrainian - of the movement.

The active Russification campaign which followed did not greaty
Russify the Ukrainian peasantry, succeeding only in its first task of
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their own language: it d\ns led umply
tosome 80% of

a huge decline. As Petro Grigorenko (himselfa Ukmman) putsit, evenif

in dramatically emphasized form, ‘during the centuries they spent in the

Russian imperial state, the Ukrainians forgot their national name and

became accustomed to the name their colonizers imposed on them - the

Malorosi, or Little Russians”.2

Yet among the peasantry, the old ballads of the great national heroes of
the Hetmanate and the Sich persisted. Throughout the penod the
national idea was preserved by the poets and m(elle:mals Andin 1897a
General Ukrainian D ded, toco-
ordinate their cultural and social groups.

Nevertheless, until the early years of the century, almost nothing was
visible in the way of a mass movement of the Ukrainian population. The
rebirth of the nation was sudden and overwhelming. A leading figure in
the Ukrainian national movement held that it obtained a true mass
following only in 1912

There had been signs that this breakthrough of the national spirit was
coming. Peasant risings in 1902 were repeated in 1908. The propertied
classes were overwhelmingly non-Ukrainian, and the Ukrainians were
overwhelmmgly peasants. And the incipient nationalist movement in the
Ukraine (as in Poland the future Czechoslovakia, and elsewhere) was
predominantly of list_cast. The first real political party - the
Revolutionary Ukrainian Party founded in 1900, soon came under
Marxist influence. It split, and one faction joined the Russian Social
Democratic Labour Party, but soon ceased to function, and the other,
now called the Ukrainian Social Democratic Party, became estranged
from Lenin on the issue of home rule.

The next, and in the end more important Ukrainian party was the
Ukrainian Party of Socialist Revolutionaries, though of minor influence
until 1917.

In 1905, the first Ukrainian language newspaper in the Russian
Empire, Khilorob, appeared, and many others followed, in particular the
first Ukrainian daily, Rada. In 1907 the first complete edition of
Shevchenko’s poems came out. In the State Dumas elected under the
Constitution resulting from the 1905 Revolution, Ukrainian members
formed a bloc of 40 members in the First Duma, and in the Second they
put demands for autonomy.

Stolypin, however progressive on the economic issues, was a complete
Russian imperialist on the national issue. In 1910 he, in eﬂ'zn, aniem‘l
the closing of the Ukraini: Itural societies and i
banned lectures in Ukrainian at the universities — indeed banning the
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‘public’ use of the language. Nor was he opposed, on this issue, by the
Russian ‘progressive’ or ‘radical’ press, though some moderate liberals
spoke up for the Ukrainian cultural - as against political - demands.

But the centenary of Shevchenko's birth, in 1914, though hotly
opposed by the authorities, saw an outburst of national feeling in which
the villages were now directly involved.

It was this comparative lateness of the Ukrainian renaissance (though
no later than that of other East European peoples); the misidentification
of linguistic cousinhood with linguistic identity; and the absence of
political frontiers between Russia and the Ukraine, which gave the
inattentive West the impression that there was no real Ukrainian
nationhood as there was Polish or Russian nationhood. These
conceptions, though entirely false, still bedevil at least our reflex attitudes
to the Ukrainian nation; and need to be consciously examined.

When World War | broke out the entire Ukrainian press was shut
down, and all Ukrainian educational work was stopped. The leading
lelnin‘un figures, in spite of declarations of loyalty, were arrested and
exiled.

.

In principle, nationality means nodung in strict Marxism: ‘The
proletarian has no country’. Indeed, in The German Ideology Marx and
Engels define their proletariat as ‘the expression of the dissolution of all
classes, nationalities, etc. within present society’.

Lenin, writing in 1916, says flatly that ‘the aim of Socialism is not only
10 abolish the present division of mankind into small states and all-
national uolanom nm only to bnng the -uncms clo«r to ceach other, hul [

marking

a pamcular economic epoch, that of capuahsm

But he also held (writing in 1914) that itis precisely and solely because
Russia and the neighbouring countries are going through this epoch that
we require an nnn in our programme on the right of nations to self-
determination”.*

Having admitted that national aspirations do exist over an undefined
(unsmmal penod Lemn considers how to unlm them. llwas, indeed, in

he said, ina fz

The General Staffs in the present war assiduously strive to utilize all national

poor revolutionarics if, in the great proletarian war for emancipation and
Socialism, we did not know how to utilize every popular movement against
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each separate disaster caused by imperialism in order to sharpen and extend
the crisis.”

Thus, for Leninism national movements and questions of national
sovereignty are transitional phenomena of a bourgeois nature, but can be
utilized by the Communists in the more important class struggle. From
this the conclusion was drawn that it might or might not be possible to turmn
particular national movements to the advantage of the Communists.
Those which could not be 5o used were to be ruthlessly opposed. Even
before the Russian revolution Lenin wrote,

If.. . a number of peopln were to stant a Somhu revolution . . . and if odm
peoples were found to be serving bul\varh of!

,in f:vmn' of
“crushing’ them, deslroym; all their outposts, no manter what small national
movements arose . ..
because
ious de ds of democracy, is ton, are not an
absolute, they are a particle of the mcral democratic (at present general

Socialist) world movement. In individual concrete cases, a particle may

contradict the whole; if it does, then it must be rejected.

Any particular national movement might thus be sacrificed, on the
principle that:
the interests of the i the

inerests of the democracy of several and of all countries.*

Lenin noted that as early as 1849 Engels was writing that Germans,
Hungarians, Poles, and ltalians ‘represent the revolution’, while the
South Slavs ‘represent the counter-revolution’, and that this had been the
case for a thousand years.” Marx himself had indeed written (at a time
when the Germans were considered the ‘progressive nation’):

Except for the Poles, the Russians, and at best the Slavs in Turkey, no Slavic

people has a future, for the simple reason that all Slavs lack the most basic

historic, ‘to’uphm. political and industrial prerequisites for independence
and vitals

And Engels commented:
peoples l.. fm Ih oy
them; (he was eq-nll of ‘such lnuenbly
called nations as’the the D-ntll. the Belgians, the ; eto). L

Stalin’s central essay in Marxism and the National and Colonial Question
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was written in pre-revolutionary times and approved by Lenin, who
appointe Commissar for Nationalities in the first Soviet
Government in 1917. Elaborating Lenin’s points Stalin writes:

Cases occur when the national movements in certain countries
come into conflict with the interests of the development of the proletarian
moverment, In such cases suppart s, of course, entrely out of the queston-

itis  part ofthe general problem of the proletarian revolution, subordinate to
the whole, and must be considered from the point of view of the whole.

And again:

There are cases when the right of self-determination conflicts with another, a
hld\nnlﬁt-lﬁtnd\loflhg N(hsslhnh.lsmmtomerw
that this f

sel(-determination enn»ol and must not serve as an obstacle to the vmim‘
class in exercising its right to dictatorship."”

Immediately after the revolution, Lenin himself wrote:

There is not a single Manin who, without making a total break with the
foundations of Mandsm and Socialism, could deny that the interests of

ism are above the i -mem of the right of mnmmull‘ -determination.
Our

implementing the right of self-determination for Finland, Ulnme, etc. Butif
the concrete position that has arisen is such that the existence of Somlm

ight il ination of a fe ions (Poland, Lithuania, Courland, ﬂt)
then it stands to reason that l.he interests of the preservation of the Socialist
Republic must take preference.'

As to the actual form of the state in multinational Russia, the
view of the Bolsheviks was hostile to a federal solution. Lenin had stated
in1913:

l:‘edm}ion means 4 u

mion of equals depending upon consent . . . We rejct
ke ic links; it i i for

our State.'*

zexpmemesold\enmiewymslmwdlhthemdlhe
had gre: the question

of nationality, leammg their main lessons in the Ukraine. After the
e:pen:nces we shall be m:wnnn‘ belwl. Lenm settled for all the
autonomy, solongas

the actualities of power remained centralized.
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.

In March 1917, soon after the collapse of Tsardom, a Ukrainian Central
Rada (Council) was formed by the Ukrainian parties, headed by the most
distinguished figure in the country, the historian Mykhailo Hrushevsky,
in politics a Ukrainian Social-Revolutionary.

InJune the Rada issued an appeal for autonomy, and the first Ukrainian
government was formed, with the writer Volodymyr Vynnychenko (a
Social-Democrat) as Premier and Mikhaylo Tuhan-Baranovsky, an
eminent economist, the most prominent member. Representatives of the
minorities  Jews, Poles and Russians — joined it in July.

The Rada did not at first make specific claims to independence, but
extracted various concessions from the Russian Provisional Government
in Petrograd. Effective power, and the support of the vast majority of the
people, and even of the local Soviets, was with the Rada. This was the
reality which faced Lenin when he seized power in November.

The Ukraine was to be the first great enmple of the extension of Sovm
rule by force over an ind East Europ
such by Lenin in 1918. Its conquest, and the eslabllshmenl of puppel
governments, some of whose members eventually felt the pull of their
deeper natural feelings, closely parallels the experiences of the Baltic
States twenty years later, of Poland and Hungary twenty-five years later.

The Rada took over full authority in the Ukraine on 16 November
1917, and on 20 November declared the creation of the Ukrainian
People’s Republic, though even now still speaking of ‘federative’ relations
with Russia (but since the Rada did not recognize the Bolshevik
‘Government, there was at this time no ‘Russia’ with which to federate).

In the elections for the Constituent Assembly, held on 27-9 November,
1917, the Bolsheviks only got 10% of the vote in the Ukraine, the
Ukrainian Social-Revolutionaries receiving 52%, and the bulk of the
rest going to other national parties, in particular the Ukrainian Social-
Democrats and the Ukrainian Party of Socialist Independents.

A Congress of Soviets was called in Kiev on 16-18 December 1917,
and the Bolsheviks were voted down by huge majorities, only getting 11%
of the ballots. Their delegates then decamped to Kharkov, which had just
been occupied by the Red Army, and called their own Congress of
Soviets, all but a handful of the delegates being Russian. Here, on 25
December 1917, they proclaimed a ‘Soviet Government’ under H.
Kotsyubinsky. On 22 January 1918, the Rada declared the Ukraine an
independent sovereign republic. But on 12 February 1918 the Kharkov
puppet government was able to enter Kiev in the wake of the Red Army,
the Rada moving to Zhytomyr.
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The Bolshevik invaders were accompanied by ‘food detachments’ who
~were diverted into ten-man squads to seize the grain in the villages, under
Lenin's instructions to ‘send grain, grain and more grain”.'* Between 18
February and 9 March 1918, 1,090 railroad cars of grain were shipped to
Russia from the Kherson Province alone.”

The Bolsheviks were, at best, lukewarm towards even an appearance of
Ukrainian political devolution at the Party level. Lenin's chief subordinate
Yakov Sverdlov said, ‘the creation of a separate, Ukrainian Party,
whatever it might be called, whatever programme it might adopt, we
consider undesirable"."® The first Soviet government in the Ukraine only
lasted for a few weeks, and was almost overtly an imposition of Russian, if
Russian revolutionary, rule. It suppressed inian schools, cultural
institutions and so forth. In fact, the Russianizing tendency in the early
Ukrainian Soviet regimes was intensely anti-Ukrainian. A leading
Ukrainian Communist, Zatonsky, even told later of how the first Cheka
chief in Kiev, the notorious Lacis (Latsis), shot people for speaking ing
Ukrainian in the streets, and that he himself narrowly avoided this fate.
Attempts were made to prevent the foundation of even a nominally
Ukrainian Communist Party, or the survival of a nominally Ukrainian
Trade Union Movement.

As the Germans and Austrians advanced the Bolsheviks had to
withdraw, and in April declared their Ukrainian Soviet Government
dissolved.

-

Tne Rada government sent delegates to Brest Litovsk, where the

mlts were negotiating with the Germans, and in d-e event, on
Lemn s i ions, the Bolshevik G d claims over
the Ukraine, and implicitly recognized the independent Ukrainian
Government.

German and Austrian troops, in the guise of allies, now exploited the
Ukraine - whose resources the Central Powers wished to use in the last
phase of the war against France, Britain and the United States. The Rada
proving unforthcoming, they sponsored on 29 April 1918 a coup d'état by
General Pavel Skoropadsky, who proclaimed himself Hetman, and ruled
until December in collaboration with Russian and landlord elements.

A Communist Party of the Ukraine was now atlast formed, and on 2-12
July 1918 its First Congress was held in Moscow. Against the resistance of

krainian Communists headed by Mykola Skrypnyk it became an
integral part of the Russian Communist Party. On 17-22 October 19182
Second Congress - also in Moscow — noted that the Party's main task was
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“the unification of the Ukraine with Russia".?® On behalf of the Moscow
Politburo, Kamenev announced to this Congress that in Finland, Poland
and the Ukraine ‘the slogan of the self-determination of lhe nationalities
has been turned into a weapon of the counter-revolution®.?

Itis quite clear that the Bolsheviks, like most other Russians, had been
caught by surprise at the astonishingly rapid and profound re-emergence
of the Ukrainian nation. And in the case of many of them, the notion of
Ukrainian as a peasant dialect of Russian never really left their mmds
Lenin had earlier spoken of the rights of the Ukrainians, among ot
nationalities of the Russian Empire. But at the Eighth Congress (l9|9) he
declared that any national feeling that might have existed in the Ukraine
had been knocked out of it by the Germans, and even wondered aloud
whether Ukrainian was really a mass lany ge. 2

In the Resolutions of that Congress it was plainly asserted that:

The Ukraine, Latvia, Lithuania and Byelorussia exist at the present time as
separate Soviet republics. Thus is solved for now the question of state
structure.

But this does not in the least mean that the Russian Communist Party
should, in tun, reorganize itself s a federation of independent Communist
Parties.

The Eighth Congress of the R.K.P. resolves: there must exist a m,le
cenralized Communist Party with 3 single Central Comminee ...

fthe R.K.P.

fih dl ition. The Central

Committees of the Ukrainian, Lalvlan. L-mu.m... Communists enjoy the

ts of l the party, and ar tothe
Central Commirtee of the R K.P. Y

And Lenin was writing, a few years later, when faced with tendencies to
insubordination

The Ukraine is an independent republic. That is very good, but in Party

matters it sometimes — what is the politest way of saying it? ~ takes a

roundabout course, and we have 1o get at them somehow, because the people

there are sly, and I will not Lsay deceive the Central Committee but somehow or

other edge away from us.2>

.

Following the collapse of Germany in November 1918 a Ukrainian revolt
against Skoropadsky soon restored the republic, and the Ukrainian
National Union set up a Directorate headed by Vynnychenko, Simon
Petliura and others.
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Moscow reached an agreement not to interfere with the re-established
People’s Republic, if the Communist Party of the Ukraine were allowed to
function legally, and Lenin does not seem to have decided on an invasion
until the end of the year.

But the Ukrainian regime was militarily weak, Petliura, the War
Minister of the Ukraine, had led a large-scale peasant revolt against the

But when his was blished the peasants
went home, and the state was left almost defenceless. He had litde choice
but to offer commissions, and money, to anyone who could raise troops,
and these ofamans proved impossible to control, often becoming local
warlords, changing their allegiance, even committing pogroms.

But this proved insufficient against the renewed Sovict attack,and on 5
February 1919 the Ukrainian government again had to leave Kiev,
remaining for most of 1919 at Kamianets-Podilsky (Kamenets-Podolsk).
Moscow withdrew recognition of Ukrainian independence, and the
Soviet government in the Ukraine, for this and other reasons, was
obnoxious to the people. It attempted, for one thing, to preserve the old
landed estates as state farms or collectives; but 75% of the land so
designated was seized by the peasantry.

‘This second Soviet regime in the Ukraine was in part based on Lenin’s
expectation (22 October 1918) that an ‘international proletarian
revolution’ would soon break out.** It consisted of four Russians and two
Ukrainians. Khristian Rakovsky (a Bulgarian) was named Head of State
of the new Ukrainian Soviet Republic. He had negotiated for Lenin in
Kiev with the Hetman government, and returned to Moscow to write a
series of articles saying, in effect, that Ukrainian nationalism was a fad of
a few intellectuals, while the peasants wanted to be addressed in
Russian.’

He is now actually quoted as saying, in February 1919, that recognition
of Ukrainian as the national language of the Ukraine would be a
‘reactionary’ measure, benefitting only kulaks and the nationalist
intelligentsia.®

.

Lenin would i h ished to reil the Ukraine into hi

new system. But it is clear that, like the Germans in their desperate
struggle, he regarded Ukrainian resources as vital. On 11 February 1919,
Moscow ordered the requisition without payment of all grain ‘surplus’
above a consumption quota of 286 pounds per capita. On 19 March 1919
Lenin himself demanded 50 million poods of grain, as necessary to the
Bolsheviks® survival.’ A Ukrainian scholar plausibly maintains that this
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was not literally true; but that Lenin’s alternative was to provoke the
Russian peasantry with even more excessive requisitions than they
suffered already, and that it was preferable to transfer the burden.? In any
case the result was 93 Ukrainian revolts in April 1919, and 29 in the first
half of May. From 1-19 June there were 63.% In all some 300 seem to
have occurred in the short period April-July. Instead of the planned loot
0£2,317,000 tons of grain the Bolsheviks were only able to collect 423,000
in 1919. In effect the Communist writ hardly ran outside the cities.

‘The White offensive under Denikin in August 1919 once more drove
out the Bolsheviks from the eastern part of the Ukraine, while the
Ukrainian National Republic re-established itself west of the Dnieper.

On 2 October 1919, Moscow ordered its Ukrainian Soviet
Government to disband, (this time also dissolving the Ukrainian Central
Committee, which had been producing ‘nationalist’ deviations). This was
followed by a variety of ‘illegal’ or oppositional activity among the
Ukrainian Communists, and in December 1919 Lenin finally insisted on
new tactics. In principle these amounted to accepting the aspirations of
the Ukrainian people, ‘while keeping the Ukrainian Communists under
firm Moscow cont

‘This change of mncs learly the result of the fail
centralization methods. At the Tenth Congress of the Russian
‘Communist Party, the Ukrainian Communist V. Zatonsky said flaty:

The national movement has apparenty been engendered by the revolution. It
‘must be said blundy that this we have overlooked and most certainly let pass.
This has been the greatest mistake of the Communist Party working in the
Ukraine . . . We have missed the upsurge of the national movement which was
perfectly mmnl at the moment when the broad peasant masses awoke to
c moment when fecling of
self- rtspccl arose in these masses, and the peasant, who before had regarded
himself and his peasant language, etc, with disdain, began to lft up his hnd
and to demand much more than he had demanded in tsarist times.
revolution has aroused a cultural movement, awakened a wide monll
movement, but we Iuvc

£

andi wholly along: "he road where the
local peny-bouv‘zws intelligentsia lnd the kulaks led it. This had been our
greatest mistake.

Or, as another leading Ukrainian Communist, Grinko (Hrynko), was to
say, in 1919-20 the nationality factor was ‘the weapon of the peasantry
that went against us’.

In fact the failure of the first two Soviet attempts on the Ukraine were
evaluated in Moscow, and the conclusion was reached that the Ukraine
nationality and language was indeed a major factor; and that a regime
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‘which ignored this i doomed tobe considered by the
populanon as a mere imposition.
ily the new line me ion with the Borotbi:

‘lefl' faction of the Ukrainian Soclallsl Revolutionary Party, which
acnpled Soviet rule, but held strong national principles, and had shown
itself capable of arousing at least some support in the countryside where
the Bolsheviks had failed entirely.

Indigenous Bolshevism was, in fact, so weak that no plausibly
Ukrainian-looking leadership could be obtained from it. But now, when
Moscow decided on playing the Ukrainian card, there were these new
men available. This alliance, followed by the entry of Borotbists into the
Communist Party, meant that in the future there were many of the
Ukrainian leadership who had a nationalist rather than a Leninist past. In
fact, the Ukrainian Communist Party can be looked on as having 'two
roots’, as early Soviet historians put it. Whereas in Russia only a few
former non-Bolsheviks, and at a low level, are to be seen in the ruling
group (Vyshinksky, for example), in the Ukraine we find an ex-Borotbist,
Liubchenko, later rising to be Chairman of the local Council of People’s
Commissars, and others, such as Grinko, in equally high position.

Though many Poles (ke Dzerzhinsky, Radek, Kossior, Menzhinsky,
Unshlikht) and Latvians (like Rudzutak, Eikhe, Berzin) had been veterans
in the Bolshevik movement, few Ukrainians had appeared. Of the few that
did some - in particular Skrypnyk and Chubar, both involved in
revolutionary uuan at the centre — also tended to become defenders of
Ukrainian nati when they were to the Ukraine.
In many ways, as we have said, this anticipates what was to happen in
Eastern Europe in the 1940s and 1950s with Communists thought
completely susceptible to Moscow's orders, like Nagy and Kostov.

In this chaotic period, it should be remembered, the full implications of
Leninism were not yet clear to many. A few Left-wing non-Communist
parties remained precariously legal for some years, while within the
Communist Party itself groupings vnd\ diverse wews emtrgtd publncly

As far as the Ukraine i isthat
was now strengthened by a group wuth real connections with the
Ukrainian people; but at the same time, a source of nationalist demands.

.

None of the substance of power was, in fact, granted, nor could it have
been without fissiparous results. A Conference of the (largely spurious)
Communist Party of the Ukraine held outside the republic at Gomel in
Byelorussia in October 1919, passed a realistic resolution (published
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seven years later) to the effect that ‘the movement to the south and the
organization of Soviet power in the Ukraine will be possible only with the
aid of regular dlscnplmed detachments (who must on no account be of
local extraction)’.” At this period the membenllg of the Communist
Party of the Ukraine was still only 23% Ukrainian.’

Among the various differences between Soviet rule in Russia proper
and in the Ukraine, one of the most revealing was in the administration in
the villages. Over the ‘War Communism’ period, the regime's main
agency of power in the countryside was the Committee of Poor Peasants,
consisting of the pro-Communists among the poor peasants and ‘rural
proleurians’, in Russia overruling the village Soviets, in the Ukraine
taking their place entirely. The Committees were dissolved late in 1918,
but were recreated, in the Ukraine alone, on 9 May 1920, under the title
Committees of Unwealthy Peasants (Komnezamy), with provision for the
entry into them of the least well-to-do village peasants. In the rest of the.
USSR only the village Soviets remained. These were also formed in the
Ukraine, but there the C i had the right to d¢ any village
Soviet measure to higher authority, to expel members of the village Soviet
executive, to dissolve the village Soviet and call new elections. They were
also empowered to requisition foodstufTs.

Their position was explained as follows in a circular letter of the
Central Committee: ‘in the Ukrainian villages power really resides in the
hands of the wealthy peasants, the kulaks, who by their nature are
implacable foes of the proletarian revolution® and who were ‘organized
and armed to the teeth’. The Committees of Unwealthy Peasants were to
organize the village poor, ‘disarm the kulaks, and eliminate banditism’.**

‘The leading figures in the Committees, the Party’s main support in the
countryside, were largely non-Ukrainian. At their first Congress only
22.7% of delegates spoke in Ukrainian, at the second only 24.7%; they
were moreover an insufficient basis of Soviet power, and several thousand
city Communists were sent to the countryside to assist them.

Nor did the Ukrainianizers within the Party even now meet with
understanding, even at the cultural level, from the Bolsheviks as a whole.
A Ukrainian delegate to the Twelfth Party Congress spoke of ‘highly
responsible comrades from the Ukraine’ who argued ‘I have travelled all
over the Ukraine, I have spoken to the peasants, and I have gained the
impression that they don't want the Ukrainian language’ %

Rakovsky, at least, had learnt his lesson, but had to complain of the
dlfﬁcult ume dxy had *forcing’ the ‘Ukrainian® Party orgamunons ‘to

of the ities question”. The current
mnonahly polm/ was understood ‘by the mayonly in the Ukraine, and
here in Russia even more, to be a certain strategic game of diplomacy . .
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“we are a country that has gone beyond the stage of nationalities”, as one
comrade expressed himself, “we are a country where ma(enal and
economic culture opposes national culture. National culture is for
backward countries on the other side of the barricade, for capmlm
countries, and we are a Communist country™.”’ An important section of
the Bolsheviks, such veterans as D.Z. Lebed, held a theory of a ‘struggle
of two cultures’ in which ‘proletarian Russia’ confronted the ‘peasant
Ukraine’, with the corollary that no Ukrainianization was needed, since
Russian culture must prevail. An attempt was made as late as the
Uksainian Party’s Fifth Congress, 17-20 November 1920, (by no less a
figure than Lenin’s leading lieutenant Zinoviev), to limit the Ukrainian
language to the rural areas, taking into account the final n-iumxh of the
“more highly cultured Russian language’; but this was rejected.

Through 1920-21 there was continual intra-party strife on the issuc,
with many of the Ukrainian Communists fighting hard to keep the formal
liberties they had won, and to extend the cultural and linguistic
Ukrainianization.

Skrypnyk, now th istingui Bolshevik on the Ukrainian sids
fought on the basis (as he put it at the Tenth Congress of the Russian
‘Communist Party, March 1921) that ‘comrades must get out of their
minds the idea that the Soviet federation is nothing more than a Russian
fedeunan because the important fact is not that it is Russian, but thatitis
Soviet'.** The struggle on this issue was to continue.

rd Sovi ion of the Ukraine lete by March 1920.
TI\: tcmpoury conquest of mucll of the westem part, Includln( Knev. by
the Polesin M:

The last re(ullr Ukrainian units were overwhelmed in November
1920, and their remnants crossed the Polish frontier and were interned,
though major guerilla raids went on until the end of 1921. In April 1921
there were 102 armed anti-Communist bands of from twenty or thirty to
fifty or even 500 men operating in the Ukraine and the Crimea, not
counting the anarchist Makhno's army, still numbering ten to fifteen
thousand. Minor warfare, as Soviet sources confirm, and as we
shall see in the next chapter, dragged on for years after the main anti-
Soviet forces were crushed in 1921. o

But the Ukraine, in fact, was now by and large subdued, the first
independent East European state to be successfully taken over by the
Kremlin. The attempt on Poland proved a failure in 1920: otherwise
people would perhaps even now, in that case t0o, be taking as natural what
was merely historical, a long established subjection to Moscow,
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interrupted by only a few years of independence.
ree successive Soviet Governments were thus installed in the

Ukraine in 1918-20, each of them arriving in the wake of a Red Army
invasion. The first two were expelled by rival invading forces, but not
before they had shown an almost total incapacity to gain Ukrai
support. It was only on the third effort that Lenin and the Bolsheviks
finally learnt that without serious, or serious-looking, concessions to
Ukrainian national feeling, their rule would remain rootless and
precarious. Once Lenin himself had mastered this lesson about the
importance of not offending national susceptibilities, he held to it
strongly, attacking Stalin and others when he felt them to be acting as
overt Great Russian chauvinists. And ‘independence’ was now granted.

For the next ten years, the Ukraine measure
of cultural and linguistic (reedom, and 'uvernmems were concerned not
to enforce Moscow's political will too crudely or wemanonsly It was,
however, a continual struggle, and it remained clear that an important
section of the Party continued to regard Ukrainian national feeling as a
divisive element in the USSR, and the urge to independence as
inadequately extinguished. Stalin shared this conviction, and when the
time arrived, he was to act on that principle, and with the utmost
ruthlessness, against the Ukrainian nation.

.
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Revolution, Peasant War and Famine,
1917-21

Itloves blood
‘The Russian earth
Akhmatova

By 1917 the p Iready dor rented out four ti land held
by other owners, (including the intrusive ‘townsmen’ whose share in 1911
had already been over 20%). 89% of the cropped ploughland was in
peasant ha

The mllxpse of the old regime in March 1917 resulted in the forcible
takeover by the peasantry of the large estates. In 1917 108 million acres.
were taken from 110,000 landlords, and 140 million acres from two
million ‘peasants’ — these latter being. as the figures of an average of
seventy acres each indicate, better describable as small landlords.
‘Through 1917-18 (in thirty-six evidently representative provinces) the
peasants increased their holdings from 80% to 96.8% of all usable land,?
while the average peasant holding increased by about 20%, (in the
Ukraine it was nearly doubled).®

The number of landless peasantry dropped by nearly half between
1917-19, and the number who owned over 10 dayw'nn (c. 27.5 acres)
went down by over two-thirds.* A true levelling had taken place in the
villages.

In accordance with Lenin’s tactical estimates, The Land Decree of 8
November 1917, immediately following the Bolshmk seizure of [ power,
was based on peasant by the Social and
'was a conscious manocuvre to gain peasant support. It declmd that only
the Constituent Assembly (to be in fact dlspemdby Bolsheviks when
it met in January 1918) could decide the land qumn, but asserted that
‘the most just solution’ would be the conversion of all land, including
State land, ‘to the use of all who work on it’, and that ‘forms of land tenure
must be completely free ... as may be decided by individual villages’.
Lenin subsequently explained this as a manoeuvre,

We Bolsheviks were opposed to the law . . . Yet we signed it, because we did
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nmwlnuoowosn.hewillomumioﬁqorpem . We did not want to

an idea which was alien to them. rumu.wmm-r by their own
experience and suffering, the peasants themselves came to realize that equal
division i hatis why

realized it was no solution.’

A decree for ‘socialization’ of the land, on 19 February 1918, spoke of
the virtues of collectivization, but was in effect largely concerned with
distribution under the 8 November law.

The commune re-emerged, or rather was reinvigorated,
spontaneously; it was allowed to deal with the redistribution of landlord
and other land, the Bolsheviks seeming to believe that it could be
restricted to this single duty, and the rest of village administration be taken
over by Soviets. In fact, generally speaking, the commune became the
effective village leadership.

e commune’s re-emergence involved at least the pamul destruction
of the Sto!ypm peasantry as 2 chss and the ‘separators’ were now often
forced back into the commune.® Their individual farms, or hamlets of
several individual farms, called khutors (Ukrainian khutirs), were often in
any case large or prosperous enough to qualify their owners as kulaks
under the Communists’ rough and ready rules. In Siberia, and in the
Ukraine — where it was almost always a matter of hamlets rather than
separate farmsteads — a fair number of khutirs after all survived for the
time being, but in the USSR taken asa whole by 1922 less than half of the
original ‘separated” farms remained.” (Though the method was later to
receive some encouragement from the authorities, in the period when
productivity appeared more important than doctrinal considerations).

Recommunalization was, however, the essential. On the eve of the
Revolution fewer than 50% of the peasanls in forty-seven European

still the Butby 192795.5%
of!he holdings were in the old communes, with only 3.5% in individual
farms of the Stolypin type. The - ironic - result was that ‘Socialism’ was
not forwarded in any way. The commune perpetuated agrarian
backwardness; but at the same time became, as a genuine peasant
organization, a bulwark against socialization, as the Communists saw.
And from the Communist point of view, the whole ‘black repartition” itsell’
meant that ‘when the villages succeeded in getting hold of the Iandlords
property, they turned a completely deaf ear to ideas of Socialism’.*

Lenin put “his view of this phenomenon on a number of occasions. He
presented the doctrinal problem clearly:

Pety bourgeois proprictors arc willing to help us, the proletariat, to throw out
e landed gemry and the capraists. But afte tha our oads par.
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And he concluded
TMII.‘R shall have to engage in the most decisive, ruthless struggle against
them. A

In May 1918, then, the Bolsheviks decided that the initial phase of
alliance with the peasantry as a whole was over and that the socialist
revolution could now begin in camnest. Lenin remarked that if a few
hundred thousand noblemen could rule Russia, so could a few hundred
thousand Communists. And this, rather than a more scholastic class or
social analysis, may seem the right perspective.

The downgrading of the peasantry as a whole was formalized in July
1918 when the new Soviet Constitution provided for a heavy weighting of
votes in favour of the worker against the peasant — (for the former one
representative for 25,000 voters, for the latter one for 125,000 of the
populmon probably a dlﬂ'crence of about 3—;) In the ccnrnl Soviet

rgans 1 P: anycase
vitiated any real voting. But the symbolic e(fm, while defensible as good
Mandsm, was not calculated 1o woo the peasantry. The formula in the
countryside for the new Socialist phase was an alliance with the poor
peasant and the ‘village proletarian’ against the ‘kulak’, with the ‘middle
peasant’ neutralized (though at a critical pointin the Civil War the middle
peasant became an ‘ally’ apm

Hwever sansfmvry in terms of clas doctrine, there were many
Inthe first place the kulak in
the sense of a rich exploiting peasant against whom the rest would make
war, was by now a more or less mythical figure. Indeed, the moneylending
and mortgaging which had been the original mark of the kulak, were no
longer practical, being forbidden by law. However, we are told, ‘the first
blow’ came in the summer of 1918, when the number of ‘kulak®
households was reduced to a third, and 50 million hectares were
upropnued‘ the ‘kulaks’ losing over 60% of their land." In August
1918 Lenin spoke of two million kulak exploiters, but in April 1920 of
only one million ‘exploiting the labour of others’. The seizure and
redistribution of ‘kulak’ land and property continued, at least in the
Ukraine, until mid-1923, and one can be sure that no one who could by
the remotest les( be dnbbed ‘kulak’ escap«l

But ill, the ‘1 iat’ was, almost by definition,
the weakest element in the village, in no way playing a productive role
comparable to that of an urban proletariat. It included, as Communist
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commentators were to admit, the lazy, the drunks, in general those least
respected by the village as a whole. Where Stolypin had ‘bet on the strong”
Lenin was betting on the weak.

Yet he had no other method of obtaining or creating some sort of
following in the countryside. The Party itself was extraordinarily weak in
the villages. Before the revolution only 494 peasants belonged to the
Bolshevik Party, and only four rural party cells existed.'?

Bolshevik leaders were frank about the necessity of creating the
otherwise virtually non-existent class war in the village. Sverdlov said in
an address to the Central Executive Committee in May 1918,

We must place before ourselves most seriously the problem of dividing the
village by classes, of creating in it two opposite hostile camps, setting the
poorest layers of the population against the kulak elements. Only if we are able
to split the village into two camps, to arouse there the same class war as in the
cilies.‘:’)nly then will we achieve in the villages what we have achieved in the

.

‘The struggle was bitter, and became increasingly bitter. For it was not at
all a mere matter of poor versus rich in the village. Far more than the class
struggle, the central issue was by now the abolition of the peasant’s right to
sell his grain, and the batde simply to seize it in the name of the state.

A decree of 9 May 1918 ‘on the monopoly of food’ empowered the
Commissariat of Food to extract from the peasants any grain held in
excess of quotas set by the Commissariat, adding that ‘this grain is in the
hands of kulaks'. The decree called on ‘all working and propertyless
peasants to unite immediately for a memles war on the I(ulaLs' fov this
purpose. A later decree, on 27 Food Ce
raise special ‘food dm:hmems of reliable workers for the forcible
collection of grain; 10,000 strong in July 1918, these detachments had
risen to 45,000 by 1920. How these troops tended to behave can be
gauged by a description, by Lenin, of their common behaviour: arbitrary
arrests, beating or threatening with execution without sufficient reason,
distilling vodka from the grain they had collected, and drunkenness.™

The decree of May 1918 had referred to snrplus grain beyond a
calculation of double the peasant’s ‘needs’; but in January 1919 a decree
‘on food requisition’ was calculated the other way round, from the ‘needs’
of the state, and it became legal to requisition regardless of what was left
the peasant. Lenin admitted later, ‘Practically, we took all the surplus
grain — and sometimes even not only surplus grain but part of the grain the
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peasant required for food”.'s

A Soviet scholar tells us in a recent work that originally the food
requisitioning detachments tried to extract grain directly from those
suspected of hoarding it, without involving the rest of the peasantry; but
found that ‘without pressure from their fellow-villagers, [the kulaks]
refused to turn over the surplus and, moreover, hid part of the grain in the
houses of the poor, isil ahand-out’."* In fact vi lidarit
was not broken.

To pursue the new class war, ‘Committees of Poor Peasants’ (of which
we have already spoken in the Ukrainian context) were set up by a decree
of 11June 1918. Lenin described them as marking the transition from the
attack on landlordism to the beginning of the socialist revolution in the
countryside.'”

From the provincial figures available, it emerges that the Committees
of Poor Peasants (Russian Kombedy) were only just over half composed of
peasants of any sort;'? (and in 1919 they were in Russia proper dissolved
into the village Soviets, similarly manned). The activists in both were, in
fact, city Communists - over 125,000 of these were sent to man the
defective village organizations.'®

In speech after speech Lenin first urged, then announced, the sending
of detachments of ‘thousands and thousands’ of ‘politically advanced’
workers from the two capitals to the countryside, to head the food

isitioning d rovide leadership to the Commi f

Poor Peasants.
Though the bulk of even the poorest peasants remained aloof, the
regime succeeded in building up some sort of base in the countryside. As
the antagonisms grew worse in the villages, small gangs which had
accepted Communist patronage and had the support of the armed
intruders from the cities, began to plunder and murder more or less at
will.® In addition Leni in late August 1918 that hostages be
taken in each region: 25-30 hostages from among the rich who would be
responsible with their lives for the collection and loading of all
surpluses’.?' He also suggested that part of the requisitioned grain be
shared with informers.*2

A Soviet scholar gives estimates that in 1919 about 15~20% of the

i isitioned, i ingin 1920t030%.5 (And
compulsory delivery was extended, by a decree of 5 August 1919, to
m_lgge industry products’)

isoften spoken of as ‘War
Communism’, the implication being that it was an emergency policy
dictated by the exigencies of the Civil War. This is quite untrue. Not only
had the Civil War not really started at the time of the original decrees, but
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Lenin in June 1918 already defined the grain monopoly from quite a
different point of view, as ‘one of the most important methods of gradual
transition from capitalist commodity exchange to socialist product-
exchange’.*

That is to say, far from being a ‘war’ measure the ‘War Communism’
pobcy was a conscious anemp« to create a new socul order, to effect the
ialism. Even after the
débicle Lenin admitted this deariy. spealm( of ‘an attempt to attain
Communism straight away', and saying ‘Generally, we thought it possible
. to begin without transition to build up socialism".?* In October 1921,
sa-d ‘We calculated . . . or we presumed without sufficient cxlcul-nm
— that an immediate transition would take place from the old Russian
economy fo state production and, distribution on Communist
principles’;?® and, on the specific policy of requisition,

We made the mistake of deciding to change over directly to Communist

production and distribution. We sought to obtain a sufficient quantity of grain

from the peasants by the way of the Razverstka (compulsory grain delivery
quotas], then to apportion it to the industries, and that thus we would obtain

Communist production and distribution. 1 would not affirm that this was

‘exactly how we visualized it, but we did act in this spirit.”

One of the regime’s Ieading economists was to write of the War
Communism period that it lacked planning, so that any shortfall was
attacked as a ‘shock’ target and given top priority. This inevitably resulted
in economic anarchyf' and it was particularly applied to the problem of
getting the peasants’ grain, with force the only method available - though
Nikolay Bukharin, in his Economics of the Transformation Period,
maintained with strange logic that coercion of the peasantry could not be
considered ‘pure constraint’ because it ‘lies on the rth of general
economic development’. Lenin commented ‘Very good'.

More generally Socialism was conceived as a matter of centralization,
planning and the abolition of money. The system now established was one
of nationalized industry and finance, and grain procurement by force,
under a highly centralized gnvemmenul machine. This was regarded by
the Pmy. from Lenin down, as not merely socialism, but even

. Lenin, indeed, at one point presented requisitioning as the
essence of socialism; and held that direct State-peasant relations were
socialist and market relations capitalist.*

One of the most striking conclusions from this is that Lenin saw the
establishment of socialism, or of socialist relations, without regard to any
collectivization of the peasantry. The criterion, in fact, was merely the
abolition of market relationships.
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The question at issue was thus how to obtain the peasant’s grain
without buying it. As we come to the collectivization of 1930, it s sensible
to think of it, if anything, less in the social terms of collective ownership
and work but more in terms of it providing a method of putting it beyond
the power of the peasant to withhold his product from the state.

M hile in 1918-21 such highl, idi llective fa
formed were few and inefficient, and Lenin spoke of them
contemptuously, as ‘alms-houses’. A number of large estates were
transformed into State Farms (Sovkhozy), regarded as the highest form of
socialist agriculture - the true rural factory envisaged by Manxsts. The
law on Socialist Land Tenure of 14 February 1919 said that they were
being orpmzed ‘to create the conditions for a complete shift to
communist agriculture’. B-u they too were not in I‘m e\dm efficient or
popular, in spite of th And neither
State nor collective farms were of any real sngnﬁcance under War
‘Communism, or until much later.

As to effective modemnization in the funne, the lramr. newly heard of
from America, seen to be the
farms. Lenin thought, or said, in 1919, thar 100, ooo lnclols would lnm
the peasants into Communists.”'

‘The end of the Civil War was not accompanied by relaxation of ‘War
Communism’”. In fact further Utopian measures were put in train:
communications and rents were made free; the abolition of money was in
the planning stage, together with the abolition of the central bank; and at
the end of 1920 the last small enterprises were nationalized — at the same
time as a further sme mtervcnnon in the peasants’ affairs in the form of
orders on what crops

Aslateas8 March I9ZI wlnle ‘the Kronstadt rebellion wasatits height,
Lenin was still telling the Tenth Party Congress that abandoning grain
requisitions in favour of free trade vould st unfailingly lead to the rule
of the White Guard, to the triumph of capitalism, to complete restoration
of the old regime. And I repeat: one must clearly recognize this political
danger'.

While the Civil War raged, the peasants saw little hope from the Whites
cither. Denikin - as the Large Soviet Encyclopacdia surprisingly admits —
was an adherent not of Landlord-Tsardom but of the Constitutional
Democrats. But the absence of unity or uniformity in the White ranks
allowed scope for the accusation that they wished to restore the landlords,
as some undoubtedly did. Moreover Denikin stood for a ‘Russia one and
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indivisible’, and refused to admit the existence of the Ukrainians.

A further fatal flaw in the policies of Denikin’s and most of the other
anti-Soviet regimes was that their attitude to the immediate agrarian
problem — the urgent need of any regime or army of the time for grain—
led to non-market policies. Or rather, this is true of all the White regimes
before Wnn[el He. for the first time, began to rely on the market forces
and free rade in And his breakout with a small and often defeated
army from the Crimea in 1920, on the face of it desperate, for the first
time brought peasant volunteers in large numbers to a White army in the
Ukraine.

Yet in general the Civil War was a contest between two well armed but
unpopular minorities. And if in consudmng the period from 1918, we are
habituated 1o turn our main attention to it, it is for inadequate reasons: it
was a regular war, of organized armies, rival hi
commands; conducted for the capture of key points, of central cities.
ccampaigns and bartles are clear on the ground; its prominence in the eyes
of the world plain and dramatic.

Yet in its scope, and even more in its casualties and its effect on the
country, it may reasonably be held as less pervasive and less massive than
the Peasant War of 1918-22 which overlapped it and outlasted it. As late
as 1921, with all the Whites gone, the Soviets’ leading historian describes
the situation:

The centre of the RSFSR is almost totally encircled by peasant insurrection,
from Makhno on the Dnieper to Antonov on the Volga.

There were still active risings, too, in Byelornsm‘ the South East,
Siberia, Karelia, the Caucasus, and Central Asia.

Already in 1918 offcial figures give 108 ‘kulak revolts’ in the Soviet
republic from July to November 1918. For 1918 as a whole, no fewer than
245 important_anti-Soviet rebellions brok out m only 20  regions of
central Russia’;" while 99 are listed i
in seven months of 1919.%

In some areas a food requisilioning plenipotentiary would reach a
village and be shot; a punitive expedition would follow, shooting half a
dozen peasants n:d -:resnn( others;a new plempmmury w-d\ assnsunts

otina
on.% These smzll clashes were vndespnad and merged into |l|'|!r
rebelhons, with the ‘Greens’ presenting at least as great a threat as the
Whites or the Poles.

Lenin’s attitude to his various enemies emerges strikingly in one of his
notes to a leading Red Army commissar: ‘A beautiful plan. Finish it off
with Dzerzhinsky. Under the guise of “Greens” (and we will pin it on
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them latér) we shall go forward for ten-twenty versts and hang the Iullalts
priests and landowners. Bounty: 100,000 roubles for each man hanged®. 37
Earlyin 1919 a major revolt took place in the Volga region, (followed by
another in 1920). In the summer of 1919, a Russian peasant ‘army’ in

Fergana formed for defence against the Moslem inhabitants threw in its
lot with the Moslems against the Reds. In the North Caucasus real
insurrectional armies were reported by the Communist authorities and
several Soviet divisions were annihilated.”® There were other major
rebellions elsewhere in the minority territories. On 13 February 1921 the
Armenians rose, capturing the capital Erevan five days later.

In West Siberia a rising in January 1921 mobilized 55,000-60,000
peasants, spread over twelve districts,” and effectively cut Soviet
communications, capturing a number of towns — even ones as important
as Tobolsk.®

The celebrated Antonov rebellion starting on 19 August 1920 overran
most of the Tambov Province and parts of adjoining provinces, and
fielded an army of over 40,000 peasant fighters. A congress of these
Tambov rebels adopted a programme for the abolition of Soviet power
and the convocation of a Constituent Assembly under equal voting, with
the land given to those who worked it. Similar documents were produced
by the Vol(a rebels, which also ::Iled for power to the people ‘with no
subdivision into classes or parties".*

It was impossible to label the rebels kulaks as such, since official reports
showed that from 25-80% of villagers actively fighting in Antonov's
forces*? were poor or middle peasants. They held large Bolshevik forces
to a stalemate for many months, so that it was not until May 1921 that the
revolt was effectively suppressed by regular forces under Tukhachevsky.
Even after that smaller groups were in action at least until mid-1922.
Reprisals were savage, involving the Lidice treatment for whole villages.

In the Ukraine, the great rising of Grigoriev in May 1919, had 20,000
men, 50 cannons, even 6 armoured trains; Soviet historians hold it
responsible for preventing the projected Red Army invasion of Rumania
to aid Bela Kun's Hungarian Soviet Republic.* Among many other rebel
forces the bands of the anarchist Makhno became the most famous, at one
period mustering some 40,000 men. It was for a time in alliance with the
Reds against the Whites, but afer jnn\ury 1920 there were cight months
of fierce fighting| Abrief
of that alliance in Ocmber and Novzmher 1920, against the last White
threat by Wrangel, was followed by renewed ﬁghnng ‘which went on until
August 1921. The appeal of Makhno's anarchism was readily explained
by him: the peasantry was against ‘the landlord and rich kulak’ but also
against ‘their servant the political and administrative power of the
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official’.*# An analysis which gives point to that advanced in Pasternak’s
Dodtor Zhivago:

The peasants are in revolt, there are ceaseless risings. You'll say that they are

ﬁghnn( the Reds or Whites indiscriminately, whoever may be in power, that

't know what

they want. Allow me t0 differ. The peasant knows very well what he wants,

berier than you or I do, but he wants something quite different. When the
he decided

land by the work of

dveams, his ancient dream of i
his hands, in complete indmndence and without owing anything to anyone.
Instead of that, he found he had only exchanged the old oppression of
Caarist state for the new, much harsher yoke of the revolutionary super-state.
Can you wonder that the villages are restless and can't settle down! . . .*

Grigoriev and Makhno were not the only Ukrainian rebels. The
Partisan leader ‘Zeleny’ led a great rising over a large territory near Kiev,
and there were many others. All in allkin February 1921, 118 risings are
reported by the Cheka as in progress.

When it comes to lesser clashes, in the Ukraine in a single four day
period as late as April 1921, the Cheka reports a band of ten seizing grain
and killing an official in the Podilia Province; a band of fifty mounted men
armed with machine guns attacking a sugar plant, killing five guards and
‘making off with eighteen horses, 306,000 roubles and two typewiters, in
the Poltava Province; a band of two hundred mounted men attacking a
railway station and killing twenty-six Red Army men before being driven
off by an armoured train, in the Kharkov Province.*’

In the same area, partisan warfare on a minor scale went on for years. In
the Lebedyn district, Sumy Province, a partisan band was active until
1928.* Another band of twenly~odd Ukunman partisans were also
operating near Bila Tserkva, Kiev Province, until 1928;* and there are
numbers of sumlar reports elsewhere, espemlly in the North Caucasus
and Central

Itis nolewunhy that Antonov’s men had been joined by workers,
‘including some railwaymen’, as official reports complained.** it is not our
purpose to deal with the workers’ movement, but it is indeed significant
that the working class was equally, or almost equally, turning against the
Communists. Even in 1918 there were powerful workers' strikes and
demonstrations even in Petrograd, while in the industrial region of the
Urals, a Soviet historian notes, ‘the Left SRs raised against us backward
elements of the factory workers in Kuchva, Rudyansk, Shaytansk,
Yugovsk, Setkino, Kasliono and elsewhere’.*' At the great industrial
centre of Izhevsk and elsewhere major worker risings took place; an

52



Revolution, Peasant War and Famine

‘Izhevsk People’s Army’ of 30,000 men being formed, and eventually
going over to the Whites and serving with Kolchak.

Moreover the workers made, as a Soviet authority puts it, ‘purely
peasant’ demands, such as the end of forced requisition and of the
confiscation of peasant household goods.*

More sinister still, from the Soviet point of view, was the increasing
unreliability of the Red Army. Desertion, or failure to 8"" for the draft,
=veug¢d 20% and in some areas it was as high as 90%.™ A Soviet source
estimates the number of Red Army deserters in Tambov Province alone,
in the autumn of 1920, as 250,000.%

In March 1919, a brigade mainly recruited from Russian peasants in .
the Tula region mutinied in Byelorussia, and made common cause with
the local peasant rebels, setting up a ‘People’s Republic’.**

The Red Army commander Sepozhkov led a force of 2,700 soldiers in
revolt on the Volga in July 1920, a movement which, after his death, his
successor Serov kept in the field for more than two years, even capturing
towns, and deploying 3,000 men as late as January 1922. In December
1920 another Red Army officer, Vakulin, rebelled in the Don region, soon
increasing his force of some five hundred to 3,200 and after his death his
successor, Popov, deployed 6,000 men by March 1921. In February 1921
yet another Red Army commander, Maslak, took his brigade over from
Stalin's favourite First Cavalry Army and joined Makhno.

But the most critical point was reached with the revolt of the Kronstadt
naval base on 2 March 1921. The Kronstadt rebels had a clear notion of
the peasants’ grievances. In their newspaper they wrote, ‘In exchange for
almost totally requisitioned grain, and confiscated cows and horses, they
got Cheka raids and firing squads’.*® As Trotsky was to declare at the
Fifteenth Party Conference in 1926, at Knmsudl ‘tht middle peasant
talked with the Soviet Government through na

Itis litde wonder that on 15 March 1921 Lenm was. saymm though not
in public, ‘we are barely holding on".¥

.

‘The human destructiveness of the Peasant War can be gauged from the
figures. Even before the great famine of 1921-2, which took some five
million lives, Soviet official data makes it clear that in 1918-20 just over
nine million perished®® (this is to omit the two million Russian dead of
World War I - and the one million odd refugees).

The deaths from typhus,*® typhoid, dysentry and cholera in 1918-23
are estimated as just under three million, (mainly from typhus), and many
of these were in the famine period, and among the deaths attributed toit.
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But even if we take two million of them as from 191820, we are left with
seven million other excess deaths in those years.

The leading Soviet authority, B.T. Urhms. estimates the killed on
both sides in the Civil War as approximately 300,000 - including many
Poles and Finns. Even if we add all the massacres, killings of prisoners
and so on, we can hardly. envlsxge a Civil War death roll of a million, which
mdetd seems a high figus

The other six mllllon dled of local famines, and in the Peasant War.

‘The latter, of course, was mainly a matter of male dead. The 1926 census
shows nearly five million fewer men than women, far the greater part of
the deficit in the age group 25-65 years old.*' This must roughly indicate
that with two million men killed in World War I, and a million (or less) in
the Civil War, there were some two million (or more) more men than
women dead from other causes ~ that is, almost entirely, in the Peasant
War.

These were not necessarily killed in baule. For it is reasonably clear
that the death roll from executions was at least as high as that in the
fighting. Of one group of uprisings, a senior Cheka officer wntes that
3,057 insurgents were killed in battle and 3,437 shot afterwards.*

These figures of the dead in the Peasant War are only rough. But they
are a sufficient indication of the extent and persistence of the peasant
resistance, and of the sacrifices they were prepared to make in the artempt
to prevent the subjugation of their livelihood to the requisition system.

.

The events of 1918-21 had produced a disruption of the social and
cconomic order of a type only comparable to the effect of the Thirty Years
War in Germany. In the First World War, millions of the Tsar’s subjects
- as of every other major European nation - had been moved to the front;
afterwards their peasant majority had returned to take part in the seizure
of the land of the nobility; the latter, a small class, had collapsed. But these
events had not much shaken society as a whole. On the contrary, the
division of the land had consolidated and further setded the peasant
majority. The true disintegration took place in the Lenin period. A large
part of society disappeared through death and emigration. Millions more
had moved all over the countryside, flecing ‘from one hunger-stricken
area to another, from one theatre of war to another”.* Meanwhile the
economy simply collapsed. And, as we have noted, the results of
Communist policies in the were

‘The more advanced peasantry were dispossessed or killed off, and, in
much of the land, the old three strip system re-emerged where it had died
out.

54



Revolution, Peasant War and Famine

dicrunti . The decline in agricul

t

began in 1919, but by I922 work horses were down 35.1% (from
1916), cattle 24.4%, hogs 42.2%, sheep and goats 24.8%,% — livestock,
in fact being at about two-thirds of the pre-war level.

In 1913 about 700,000 tons of fertilizer had been used, in 1921 about
20,000 tons. The area sown had gone down from 214 million acres in
1916 to ¢. 133 million in 1922. The grain crop (including potatoes) had
gone down by about 57% between 1909-1913 and 1921. These are in
some cases estimates which are by no means as precise as the figures
might imply: but they cannot be far wrong.*®

‘The great famine of 1921 was not duc to any conscious decision that
the peasant should starve. Nevertheless, to attribute it simply to drought is
quite untrue. The weather, though bad, was not at the disaster level. The
factor which tumned the scale was, in fact, the Soviet Government's
methods of crop requisition — partly because it took more of the peasant’s
product than would leave him with subsistence; partly because, over the
past three years, it had effectively removed much of the incentive to

luce.

The starvation which now possessed the land followed inevitably from
the ruling that, (as with Lenin’s frank admission), the peasant’s needs
were not to be taken into account.

.

‘The famine was worst in the Volga basin. The misery and death was of the
same nature as we shall be d:scnhmg when we come to the even worse
famine of 1932-3, with a single major difference. In 1921-2 the existence
of ﬂue fammc was admitted, and relief from abroad was actively

On I3 ju}y 1921 the Soviet Government allowed Maxim Gorki to
appeal for foreign aid. The future President Hoover's American Relief
Administration, which had already done much humanitarian work in
Central and Eastern Europe, started moving stocks into Russia soon after
20 Angusl The US Congus wpmpmted $20 million in December,

suucnbad $6 million. The total ammlnt of American funds mde
available was about $45 million.

In Moscow Gorki :mmbled 2 group of distinguished citizens, mostly
of non-C ist or - as the Soviet element
in the work of relief.

At the maximum, the American Relief Administration and its
associated organizations were feeding over 10,400,000 mouths, and
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various other organizations nearly two million more, for a total of more
than 12,300,000.

There had been famines in Russia before - in 1891, in 1906, in 1911,
but none of these had been as profound or had affected such large
populations. In the worst of previous famines the peasants who could not
get enough sced grain never exceeded three million, but in 1921 such
peasants numbered thirteen million.

e American Commission on Russian Relief estimated about three
‘million homeless children in 1922,% (with two million more in danger of
starvation at home). Of these 1,600,000 were in permanent or temporary
institutions ~ 1.5 million being fed by foreign relief organizations.

Even at this stage there was a tendency to leave the Ukrainian peasantry
unassisted, (though Soviet official figures were to give 800,000 deaths
from famine and related diseases in the Ukraine in the first half of 1922
and this is reported as not covering some of the worst areas).”” In the
Ukraine the famine was at first concealed, according to official American
Relief Administration reports, by ‘estimating the crop at almost exactly
twice the figure accepted by the local authorities”.® And the Ukrainian
famine areas were not at first made accessible to the American aid
organizations. ‘The Government in Moscow’, as an American scholar
noted, ‘not only failed to inform the American Relief Administration of
the situation in the Ukraine, as it had done in the case of other much more
remote regions, but deliberately placed obstacles in the way of mmhing
which might bring the Americans into touch with the Ukraine . .

Indeed, between 1 August 1921 and 1 August 1922 10.6 million
hundredweight of grain was actually taken from the Ukraine for
distribution elsewhere. But finally American Relief was in April-June
1922 admitted to the Ukraine, (as Soviet President Kalinin put it) ‘at the
height of the famine when thousands were already dying and other
thousands resigned to death’.’ Relief Administration representatives
said that it was ‘astonishing’ that trainloads of food from Kievand Poltava
were ‘sent hundreds of miles to the hungry along the Volga’ instead of
being transported a score or so miles to Odessa or Mikolaiv, where
‘famine was raging'.”’ It was only in January 1922 that the Donets
Province had been permitted to suspend shipments.’ Al this certainly
represents not mere inefficiency, but an official tendency to put the
maximum burden on the least ‘loyal’, (though the temporary exclusion of
the Americans may be due in part to a reluctance to let them visit a Kiev
still under martial law).

‘The Large Soviet Encyclopaedia in its 1926 edition gives a fair account of
the American Relief Administration’s work, acknowledging that it was
feeding about ten million people at the height of its activity, and that it had
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spent 137 million gold roubles. In 1930 the Small Soviet Encyclopaedia told

that ‘undet the pretext of good works' the American Relief

Administration had nally been concerned to lessen a crisis of production

in the USA. By 1950 the Large Soviet Encyclopacdia’s new (2nd) edition

was saying that the ARA had used its apparatus ‘to deploy espionage

activity and support counter-revolutionary elements. The counter-
i d i h £

actsof the ARA e
broad toiling masses’. And the view of the newest (3rd) edition (in 1970) is
that the ARA ‘provided a certain aid in the struggle against famine’ but
that at the same time leading circles in the USA used it ‘to support

i elements and sab: and espionage activity'.

In fact, the non-Communist Russian rel-efrepmcnunves in Moscow
were arrested in the autumn of 1921 (at a time when Maxim Gorki was out
of the country). Intervention by Hoover personally resulted in the
commutation of death sentences, and several members, after a period of
Siberian exile, were even allowed to leave the country.

Between 1918 and 1922 one-tenth of the population had perished. The
famine was for the moment a last sacrifice by the peasantry to the delusive
and oppressive agrarian policies of the regime. For meanwhile, their
struggle against the attempt totally to subjugate the countryside and
destroy the peasant economy had been successful. Their own insurgents,
and finally the Kronstadt sailors, had brought the government in Moscow
to a realization that disaster faced it if it continued to impose its essential

me; and to an acceptance, at least for the time being, of a retreat,
a truce which lefethe free peasantry in existence.

.
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Hope and fear, and peace and strife
Seott

Finally, at the last moment, Lenin had listened to the voice of reality, to
the peasant speaking with the naval guns of Kronstadt, the machine guns
of Makhno and Antonov. On 15 March 1921, at the Tenth Congress, onl
seven days after he had declared that there would be no relaxation of the
party’s policies and doctrines, he saw that ruin faced the regime. He
seuled for temporarily abandoning the amempt to socialize the
coumrysnde. while using the breathing space to consolidate the Party's
grip_on political power. The New Economic Pohcy (NEP) was
proclaimed.

Even now, the retreat was reluctant. At first Lenin hoped to placate the
peasantry without reinstituting market relations, by organized direct
barter between state industry and gemms. This failed, and he ‘retreated
to markets, money and capitalists’.' Unlimited requisitioning of grain was
replaced by tax measures (though this was delayed for some months in the
Ukraine, with a view to securing further grain for immediate needs).
Money was restored, and all limitations on holding it repealed.

Railway fares, postal charges, and other such things abolished in the
last phase of ‘War Communism’ were restored by decrees of 9 July 1921,
1 August 1921, and 15 September 1921. And in October 1921 industries
regained the right to sell their products on the open market.

The veteran D.B. Ryazanov characterized NEP at the Tenth Party
Congress as a ‘peasant Brest’ — the equivalent retreat in the face of
peasant power that had bem necessary at the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk in
the face of German powe!

Lenin himself spoke SNEPasa “breathing space’ when strength was
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. lacking for a full revolutionary transition. He added, ‘We are engagedina.
strategic retreat that will allow us to advance on a broad front in the very
near future’.?

It was customary m Khrushchev’s time for Stwlel scholars to quote .
Lenin, over thi iod, as saying that f the land must be
a slow process, depending on persuasion and the free consent of the
peasantry; and that expropriation even of the richer peasantry should only
be undertaken when the material, technical and social conditions were
suitable. He did indeed go on record to this effect.’

‘Though at first calling NEP a ‘retreat’, one of many the Bolsheviks had
at one time or another had to make, as NEP took hold Lenin sometimes
even justified it as in itself a method of achieving socialism: not the last of
the changes of mind he made on such issues. In August 1922 he was
calling peasant trading cooperatives ‘cooperative capitalism’. In a couple
of brief notes in January 1923, when he was already largely incapacitated
by his stroke, he thought that ‘given socialist ownership of the means of
production and the victory of the proletariat over the bourgeoisie’ such
cooperatives would add up to ‘a socialist regime'.* He went so far as to
urge skilled modern-style trading as a means of imposing the commercial
side of cooperation, calling (as in olher matters) for a ‘cultural revolution”
to improve Russia in this sphere.® (In fact, the cooperative movement in
credit, buying and sclling had benefited *he richer peasantry, and
produced no trend whatever to collective farming).

At the same time a statement of Engels to the effect that the Social-
Democrats would never force, but only persuade, the German peasantry
into collective ways became much referred to in the Party literature. But
the fact that NEP was given a broad theoretical basis by many of the
Icadzrs. sometimes including Lenin, does not in itself seem as significant
as is sometimes made out. All actions, however pragmmc. bya h.ghly
doctrinal and th izing sect like the By alm
generated such interpretations. But at any rate the ghnsns in the Party
who were to propose a fairly long period of gradual development under
INEP were able tocite Lenin's words, as well as the obvious fact that it was
he after all who had instituted NEP in the first place.

Yet it would probably be a mistake to seek for a real basis to any
particular policy in Lenin’s remarks during this period. At times one has
the feeling (as in earlier phases of the Revolution) that he was merely
uncertain of the best way forward, and casting about for policies and
theories. For example, at the Eleventh Congnss in 1922, he announced
that the retreat had gone too far and that it was time to advance again.
Hmver‘ he seems to have changed his mind again, and no action
resulted.
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‘The restoration of industry was also a part of NEP, and also involved
concessions to capitalism. As Lenin put it, in October 1921, owing to the
collapse of industrial production ‘the prol:mnn has ceased to existas a
class’, and the licensed capitalists would assist in the ‘restoration of the
mduwnl proletarian class’.” At one poxm he even held that the big
capitalists could be mrncd into allies against the peasant smallholder,
seen as the main enmy, thus repeating a formula he had already
advanced in 1918, that ' m our country the main enemy of socialism is the
petty bourgeois element’.’

When not calling for a swift fthe ad
his most pro-NEP - Lemn saw the stru“k for the ullegunce of the

middl butatbest ‘ten or twenty’
years. "’(NEP in fact officially lasted for just under 9 years). But, as against
such tactical advice, Lenin always maintained his more profound
theoretical position: that the peasantry ‘engenders capitalism and the
bourgeoisie constandy, daily, hourly, and on a mass scale’,"’ which
justified the utmost vigilance, and the scizing of the earliest possible
opportunity o put a stop to such a state of affairs.

He also said that in the given world conditions the lpcnod of peaceful
consn-u:non ‘would ‘obviously not be for very long".'” And in a lerter to

3 March 1922 it 1 1959) he added, ‘Itis a great
lmslake to think that the NEP put an end to terror; we shall again have
recourse to terror and to economic terror’."

In his classic work on Lenin, Adam Ulam concludes that if he had lived,
Lenin would have ended NEP earlier than Stalin did"* - the latter having
to consolidate his own position before acting. However that may be, his
gradual disappearance from public life, and his death on 21 January 1924,
left the Party with the problem of sooner or later, and by one means or
another, eliminating the independent peasant.

Lenin’s uncertainties reflected the fact that there was now an innate
contradiction in Party pollcy On d\e one hand (on vhe cconomic sidc) it
wished
the effective producers. On the other (on the political and doctrinal side)
it regarded these effective producers as, eventually, the class enemy, and
in principle relied on the less effective, but even more on the ineffective,
elements of the peasantry.

Moreover, every time the ‘poor peasant’ was helped to strengthen his
economic position, he ceased to be a poor peasant; and giving land to a
landless peasant similarly moved him into a less acceptable category;
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while as the ‘middle peasant’ prospered further, he automatically became
a ‘kulak’ in Communist eyes.

These contradictions were not resolved until Stalin's Revolution of
1930. Meanwhile, the most urgent task was the reestablishment of
agriculture. And this could only be accomplished through real
encouragement, real incentives, to the ‘kulak’ producers.

The national problem, too, could only be handled by temporary retreat.
In the Civil War, while neither Lenin nor Denikin had any intention of
granting real independence to the Ukraine or other nations, Lenin had (or
ﬁmlly came rmmd to) d\: better ucncal line, and of the two it appeared
that hi The ,inactual fact,
not as blind to the national problem as is sometimes said, and Kolchak
urged a recognition of the independence of Finland, Poland and other
lands: but at the crucial moment this was ignored and Denikin had struck
for Moscow under Russm\ “Unity’ slogans.

Lenini: d by Ukrainian Ce ist dissidents to
support the idea that he was in sympathy in principle with minority
nationhood. But in fact, it is clear that he now understood the dangers to
the regime of the national feelings of Ukrainians and others, and believed
they should be neutralized, though without giving up for a moment the
principles of centralization and Moscow control.

‘The failure of the first Communist regimes to establish themselves in
the Ukraine had led to second thoughts. Just as Ryazanov called the New
Economic Policy a ‘peasant Brest', the new policy towards the Ukraine
which came at this ime might be called a ‘Ukrainian Brest Litovsk’. In

, the concessions were enough to ensure an abatement of immediate
husuluy tothe e. Th
for peasant conduct; the Ukmman was allowed a certain cultural
autonomy.

As we have seen, the concessions to Ukrainian feeling, like the
concessions to the peasantry, had been made as a matter of political
necessity. The first Soviet regime in the Ukraine was actively against
Ukrainianism, and perished in a storm of mass hostility. The national
attitudes of the second, rather more circumspect, still aroused profound
resistance. The third and successful incursion of Communism was
strongly resisted, but was militarily better prepared: while politically it
‘manocuvred to take some of the edge off resistance by a more careful and
systematic policy of attention to Ukrainian nationhood, or such of it as did
not seem irremediably anti-Communist.

In December 1922 the still supposedly independent Ukraine,
‘Transcaucasia and Byelorussia entered the new Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics. A policy of ‘Ukrainianization’ was formalized in April 1923, at
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the Twelfth Congress of the Russian Communist Party. For the first time
since the 18th century, a government firmly established in the Ukraine
had as one of its professed aims the protection and development of the
Ulmm-n l:ngu-'e and cnllure

d|e Rada Republic, came back from emigration. They included the| great
historian Mykhailo Hrushevsky, who had actually been Chairman of the
da, together with other Ministers and soldiers of that regime.

At the same time, several of the Ukrainian Social Revolutionaries who
had been tried and sentenced to short terms of imprisonment in 1921
were pardoned and given posts. For example, Vsevolod Holubovych,
former Prime Minister of the Ukrainian Republic, was made Chairman of
the Ukrainian Supreme Economic Council, and others took lesser
cultural and economic posts.'s

In fact, very unlike in Russia proper, the new policy extended to the
high figures of the pre-Bolshevik regime.

Almost all, it is true, took non-political, academic positions — though
ex-Premier Vynnychenko was actually admitted to the Ukrainian
Communist Party and its Central Committee, and appointed Deputy
Premier and Commissar for Foreign Affairs, before wisely choosing to
rerurn to exile . . .

‘Ukrainianization’ went (urther than similar concessions to
nationalism elsewhere. Ukrainian cultural figures who returned to the
country came in the genuine hope that even a Soviet Ukraine might be
the scene of a national revival. And, to a high degree, they were right -
for a few years. Poetry and fiction, linguistic and historical writing,
established themselves on a scale and with an intensity extremely
exciting to all classes, while the older literature was reprinted on a
massive scale.

Moreover, the countryside, the peasantry, were reached in a devoted
campaign by Ukrainian cultural organizations. Permitted by the
Bolsheviks under the new tactics, these were naturally composed of men
who, even if thinking of themselves as Communists, were mainly
concerned with the nation’s history and literature. General Grigorenko
describes how, as a youth, he first heard of Ukrainian music and literature
from a branch founded in his village: *And from them | learned that 1
belonged to the same nationality as the great Shevchenko, that I was a
Ukrainian’.'®

Even Stalin, at the Tenth Party Congress in 1921, spoke approvingly of
the eventual Ukrainianization of the Ukraine's cities: ‘It is clear that
whereas Russian elements still predominate in the Ukrainian towns, in
the course of time these towns will inevitably be Ukrainianized', instancing
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Prague, which had been largely German before the 1880s, and then
became Czech.

.

Lenin's death was followed by the struggle for power which brought
Stalin to unchallenged supremacy six years later. In brief, Stalin first
crushed the ‘Left’ md then the ‘Right’. Leon Trotsky was out-
manocuvred by an alliance of Grigori Zinoviev, Lev Kamenev, and Stalin.
Zinoviev and Kamenev were then defeated by Stalin and the Rightists
Nikolay Bukharin, Alexey Rykov and Mikhail Tomsky, and a newly
formed alliance of Trotsky, Zinoviev and Kamenev was similarly dealt
with. (As each vacancy occurred in the Politburo, it was filled with figures
who in the next phase generally supported Stalin). And then, with the Left
crushed, by the end of 1927, Stalin rurned against the Right, who were
effectively defeated within two years.

Th-s struggle was, of course, fought out in terms of polu.-ues Here we

d with the ide of that dispy

mdeed a major controversy.

The most important elements in it can be simply stated. Everyone
approved in principle of the New Ecvnor:-ic Policy. Ev:.ryme wished togo

the peasantry should be forcibly socialized; but no one objected tothe use
of a considerable amount of pressure.

‘The discussion in the Party about the future of the countryside, and
indeed Sulin’s final decisions on the marter in 1929-30, may be
considered at two levels. First, the specific views advanced by the various
factions, which are of interest in themselves and also highly indicative,
taken together, of the enormous difficulties the minority Marxist—
Leninist Party now faced in its efforts to impose its doctrines, and even to
maintain its rule.

, this was not simply a struggle of ideas but also a struggle for
power. Even Lenin, in his ‘Testament’, while attributing faction in the
Party to the two-class nature of Soviet society, saw that mere personal
hostility between leading figures was a major crux. The period 1924-30
saw not only the institution of Stalinist policies in the countryside, but also
Stalin’s elimination of all those apart from himself who had been
members of the Politburo under Lenin.

The mere doctrinal discussions in the Party about what steps to take
nextare thus of much interest, bm it is ar;uablc drm d\ey Iuve bcen given
greater At
the same time, we need not take at their fntt value each shift in the
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leadership’s public statements, or each speech by one or another leading
figure of the second rank, for tactical considerations often dominated.

Having said which, it remains true that the party leadership, after
Lenin's effective disappearance from the scene, was divided about policy
towards the peasant.

All the ruling group were adherents of a doctrine which required them
to regard ‘commodity’ and market relations as ui le. Their
attempts to do away with them had proved economically -nd somlly
disastrous, and for the time being at any rate they had had to abandon
their true policies and were faced with coping with these deplorable
phenomena.

At the same time, their doctrine had led them to an analysis of the ‘class”
structure of the countryside, under which the prosperous and efficient
peasant was not only the enemy of the Party, but also the natural foe of all
the rest of the peasantry. This analysis may have proved defective in
practice, but they were not prepared to give it up in considering rural
problems.

In the carly years of NEP, all factions of the Party agreed that
cooperative farming was necessary in the countryside, and held that it
should proceed through getting the peasant used to cooperation in credit
and merchandising matters, and only later in agriculture itself. In fact, on
paper this onhodmy remains. As a modem western scholar puts it,
‘Nowadays it is still claimed, though with lessemng conviction, that this is
the way in which things actually happene:

The struggle within the Party is often uprrmmed as though the ‘Right’
of Bukhann and Ins associates accepted some wn of llbml-type {umre

e id are that they party rule;
that they too thought of the extinction of the market economy as an
essential aim; and that they too accepted the idea that the ‘kulak’
represented the class enemy.

The differences within the leadership were not on these issues, but
merely on how long the market relationship with the peasantry, and
private property in land, were to last; to what degree they should be
restricted by State action; and how they should be brought to an end.

But if the range of policies put forward by the rival factions was not on
the face of it very great, their tones and attitudes differed strikingly.
Bukharin went to the length of saying in April 1925:

Our policy in relaton to the countryside should develop in the dircction of
mmm. lnl in p-n

develop your farms, and do not fear that restrictions vnll be put on you'.
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However dcal it may develo li-t0-do farm in order
10 help the poor peasant and the middle peasant."

‘Thus not merely some vague well-to-do peasant, but the ‘kulak’
himself, by definition the class enemy, was appealed to, in the interest of
economic ~ just as Lenin had actually called on the capitalist
proper. And Bukharin added that any fear of the kulak becoming a new
landlord class was mythical, so that no ‘second revolution’ in the
countryside would be necessary.

Bukharin's formulation was lngmy unpalatable in the Party, and he had
to retract the order to ‘enrich yourselves’ in the autumn. Nevertheless he
was only expressing, in provocative terms, what lay at the heart of the NEP
tactic. He saw, moreover, dm the Pmy s auempa to combine the two
resulted in ‘a
situation where the pemm isafraidto msul -n iron roof for fear of being
declared a kulak; if he buys a machine, then he does it in such a way that
the Communists will not notice. Higher technique becomes
conspiratorial!”"

Bukharin and the Right stuck to d\e idea that dle peasant ¢ could, overa
longish period, be of the yetit
seems quite clear that the pemms would never have volumanly
collectivized. Indeed, Lenin’s analysis of the ‘middle peasant’ masses
gives no encouragement to the idea. Some pressure, economic or other,
was needed and implied in Lenin’s position atits softest — and even in that
of most of the Right. The question was how much pressure, and when.

‘Though even Bukharin was later to say that the kulaks ‘may be hunted
down at vnll' he now seems to have tnvlsaged knlak cooyennves

d by the of State: d
sector, and forced to compete, with increasingly poor prospects, against
the State-owned cooperatives of the other peasant strata. So they would
have no chonce but to become integrated into the Socialist economy, even
though an lement’ within it. He arg thatth

would in fact be elimit
defeat the kulak capitalist, in the same way ma: !he pem NEP capuul-st of
the cities would be defeated by the socialist sector.

The attitudes of the ‘Left’, out of power but still able to argue, were
presented by Preobrazhensky. The key to progress was industrialization;
apart from anything else, only thus would the power of the Socialist sector
become greater than that of the non-Socialist countryside. The phrase
‘primitive Socialist accumulation’, originally Trotsky's, shocked the Right
with its implication of ‘exploitation’ of the peasants. Preobrazhensky even
used the phrase ‘internal colony’ of them. But in effect, the funds for any
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industrialization (or re-industrialization) had, in one way or another, tobe
wrung out of the population somehow, with the peasant’s production as
the largest and most obvious source.

In Meiji Japan up to 60% of the peasant income had gone, via taxes and
rent, to financing industrialization, but with incentive enough to get the
farmers to increase production (so that from 1885-1915 the productivity
of agricultural labour doubled). For Preobrazhensky, similarly, increased
levies on the peasantry would be made on an increased peasant surplus,
produced by improved methods of cultivation.

Bukharin argued against Preobrazhensky that the exploitation of the
countryside to finance industry was mlmken evenon e economic grounds,
in that the peasantry — if it were for
industrial goods and these must therefore be forthcoming from the start.
Butin fact Trotsky, and the Left in general, also saw that at least a supply
of necessities like matches, soap, paraffin, must be purchasable by the
peasantry.

Thus the views of the ‘Right’ and ‘Left’ at this point were not very
divergent. Bukharin himself emphasized the crucial importance of
developing the State sector more rapidly than its. cvmpemor Heseemsto
have believed that socialist mdus'ry. owmg to its supposed inherent

would leap ahead but by 1926 he too seems to
have realized that its growth must somehow be accelerated, and that the
peasant would inevitably have to supply much of the investment.

He nevertheless took the view that the peasant would not accept
socialism unless and until it showed its superior economic attractiveness.
Mere hypothetical argument would not (and could not in 2 Manxist view)
have much prospect of changing a consciousness deeply rooted in class
economic attitudes. But in this, again, there was not much difference with
the Left. As Trotsky saw, the best way to overcome the disparity between
the prices of manufactured goods and agricultural products was to
improve the efficiency and productivity of industry. While noting the
increase in class differentiation in the countryside, and ‘the growth of the
kulak stratum’,' he argued that, properly managed the growth of industry
would ‘forestall the process of class differentiation within the peasantry
and nullify its effects’ %2 And in general the Left felt that collectivization
should follow industrialization, and be made possible by it. (This too, it
may be added, is represented in some current Soviet scholarship as what
actually happened).

The Left still spoke of the ‘alliance’ with the middle peasantry, though
stressing that the interests of the proletariat must come first. Nor did they,
as sometimes supposed, urge forced collectivization. They believed that
the individual peasant, and even the kulak, would persist for a long time.
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*A forced loan of 150 million pounds of grain from 10% of the richest
peasants was the most sweeping measure that the Left ever called for’.?
Even Trouky, in enle, was to write that the Left had not wanted the
I ive years, and only wit the kulak income
enough for industrialization.?* The Left’s position like the Right's was, in
fact, that the socialist sector must be continually strengthened, so that it
would come inevitably to dominate and eventually control the whole
economy.
On the other hand, the Left, all in all, had little in the way of a specific
programme, just a few suggestions on taxation and agricultural
improvement, their main emphasis being on industry ~ though they did
urge serious steps to increase the (then very meagre) numbers of
collective farms, especially for poor peasants. But Bukharin too presented
litde in the way of a real approach to modernizing or socializing the
countryside, except in some vague future when peasant attitudes would
have changed. What the Left and Right had in common at this stage was a
belief that fiscal measures (even if sometimes pretty rough ones) should
be used in the direction of the rural economy; and that ‘forced’
collectivization would be disastrous.

The core of the dispute lay elsewhere. To the extent that Party policy
was now winning support, or at least tolerance, from the more prosperous
sector of the peasantry, the Left faction grew increasingly worried that
Communist ideals were being compromised, and the Communist view of
class-struggle being eroded. Almost no one in the Party was really
reconciled to the market system. But, on all sides of the debate, we find
the very shaky assumption that a planned central economy would be
coexistent with a market.

As has been pointed out, and not only by the then Left and the later
Stalinists, Bukharin’s attitude in particular at least appeared to postpone
rural socialism until the unlikely epoch of peasant acquiescence in the
new scheme. The Soviet regime would meanwhile remain to some degree
at the mercy of market forces it did not control (or, in Mandst terms, of a
class inherently no better than an ally, and often worse).

‘There was a further, and associated, doctrinal debate. The view held by
Lenin and the Bolsheviks from the beginning had been that Socialism
could not be achieved in one country, or anyhow a backward one like
Russia; and in the years after 1917 they had often made it clear that they
expected revolutions in Western Europe to provide the necessary Marxist
basis for a socialist proletarian order. It would be superfluous to adduce
the many quotations from Lenin and others to the effect first that these
would occur, and second that the Russian ‘Socialist’ revolution could not
survive without them.
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‘The feeling behind this ional
but also in doctrinal terms. The Russian level ofmduslnalmnon, and the
size and ‘maturity’ of th were inp

with the transformation of a huge agrarian majority. In fact, the task which
now actually faced the leadership was impossible.

But it will be seen that the Bolsheviks had in practice already acted as if’
Russia could be made over without outside support. The arguments of the
NEP period all imply at least the possibility of a long haul before any rise
of revolutionary regimes elsewhere. But the Left in particular still looked
to the world revolution. And it was only gradually, and as a highly
controversial doctrinal innovation, that the idea of ‘Socialism in One
Country’ was advanced, and eventually became orthodox.

As late as May 1924 Stalin himself had proposed the traditional view:
“the final victory of socialism and the organization of socialist production
will never be brought about by the effort of one single country, least of all
an agrarian country like Russia. If this end is to be attained, the efforts of
several developed countries will be indispensable’.”

The true originator of the theory of Socialism in One Country was in
fact Bukharin. It was Stalin, though, who made it the central issue of
inner-Party controversy. And he was certainly right in this. For though
“Trotsky and others might argue that it was unMarxist to try to sustain a
revolution in a single country admittedly not far advanced enough foritin
theoretical terms, one thing was now clear: after the defeat of direct Soviet
military efforts in Poland in 1920, and of the Comintern’s last throw in the
West, the German Communist ﬁasco of 1923, d|e revolution was not
going to be blished in the adv ies which were
theoretically necessary to sustain a revolutionary Russia. In practical
terms, this meant cither that the Soviet regime should throw all its efforts
into an evidently doomed pursuit of European revolution, or it should
abdicate, or at least retreat to a ‘bourgeois-democratic’ stage. But the
Party activists were in practice not prepared for political suicide, and were
ripe to accept as orthodox a doctrine, however strange, which gave
support to their real will.

Stalin, in the usual manner, tried to father Socialism in One Country on
Lenin, the latter having referred to the ibility once ~ though in the
quite different context of the possibility of socialism in one advanced
country.

.

The way in which these and other disputes were argued may remind us
that the Communist Party leadership was not a group of rational
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i ways of i ionali; i though
they i v.houghl of as such, and d their

actions as such to observers in the West. They were a group which had
accepted a millenarian doctrine, and their rationale for holding power was
that they would translate this into practice to prodnce anew and superior
society. Its superiority consisted, essentially, in that it supposedly brought
into effect the theories of Karl Marx: which is to say the notion that a
“proletarian’ regime (which that of the Soviet Union was by definition)
would produce a ‘socialist’ order. This implied certain doctrinally
prescribed forms. These were both in economic fundamentals — in that
‘commodity’, or market relations, must disappear; and in class relations,
in that classes dependent on private ownership and the market must in
one way or another be eliminated.

The concessions made by the Communists in 1921 were only to be
|usnﬁed as. maint ing the Par!y in power. But its retention of power

ied if it took
m du creancm of the soclal order pnscnbed by doctrine, and eliminate
known as b: future envisaged
by lhe motivating theory.

As Lenin frankly ‘admitted, the Communists in fact knew very little
about economic reality. And this must be borne in mind continually when
we consider the efforts of the Soviet government to guide, or to master,
the_l;‘unl economy.

ition about a ‘scif
the Twelfth Party Conguss in 1923. The scnssors were the lwo
diverging lines on a graph, the one showing
industrial goods, the other the excessively low prices paid for agnculluﬂl
goods.

Thi 1 sci is’ was a she followi
period of great dislocation, and in the absence of grain reserves.’ It was
simply due to a pricing of industrial and under-p!

of agricultural goods, and disappeared as soon as this was corrected.

But it was a striking example of the unme 's touchmess and impatience
with the market whichitboth d
‘Whenever the terms of trade turned against the government, or even
appeared to do 5o, there were to be these signs of excessive anxiety, of a
lack of the patience needed if the market mechanism was to find its most
effective level.

Meanwhile, recovery had nevertheless begun. Groman, the country's
chief economist, wrote that *1922-3 was the first normal year of economic
life after eight abnormal years."”” The price structure was stl in bad
shape, butallin all the i d ly due
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to the establishment of market relations and peasant ownership. The
Agrarian Code of October 1922 declared the land still the property of the
nation, but guaranteed perpetual hereditary use to the cultivator. It even
adopted Stolypin's ideas of consolidating the peasant strips; and.in some
areas new individual farms bepn to emerge again. In fact, the code
d three forms of ive (involving in the 1920
1-2% of the holdings); private ovmershnp including individual farms of
the Stolypin type; and communal, in the traditional sense.

At the beginning of 1925 restrictions on the hiring of wuge-labwrweu
lifted. As a result of these measures the initial economic recovery in the
countryside was striking. Gross agnculrura.l production was reported up
to pre-war figures as. carly as 1925-6.2 Grain production rose from 57.7
million tons per annum in 1922-5 to 73.5 million tons in 1926-9,”
though it never quite reached its prewar level, especially in the Ukraine
and the North Caucasus.

‘This recovery, as General Gri vho th rked on his father's
farm, points out, was the work of ‘the people of the ruined cwmryude
ploughing with cows, or hamessing themselves to the plough’*

-

As Lenin foresaw, successful individual agriculture meant prosperity for
the most efficient peasantry, and the ‘kulak’ bugbear once again raised its
head.

Even among Soviet writers on the subject there is some dispute about
who the new ‘kulaks’ were. On one view, they were the old kulaks who had
lain low, and now emerged to start again. On the other, they were a new
stratum of former middle and poor peasants, economically on the rise. No
doubt both views have some truth, and things seem in addition to have
varied from place to place. At any rate, as was to become clear later, many
of the new rich peasants were men who had been out of the village and in
the Red Army or partisans during the Civil War —men, often enough, who
had shown exceptional initiative, and who had come into contact with
outside life and ideas. On the other side of the coin, these ex-soldiers, as
those with the most pro-Soviet record, were at this time in a strong
position to put pressure on local officials, and get the best terms available
when it came to taxes.

For the time being, no measures were seriously taken against them.
Indeed, in these years, terror was, by earlier and later standards, hardly
noticeable, remaining at what was in the Soviet context a minimal level.
Amnesties were even granted to peasant rebels. A typical scene was when
126 peasant partisans surrendered under an amnesty personally
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witnessed by Petrovsky in March 1922 in the town of Lokhvytsia in the
Ukraine (all were to perish seven years later in the new terror).”!

‘The notion that this peaceful period could not and would not last was
already pervasive in Party and police spheres. As a Moscow observer put
it, ‘the Party, particularly in its lower cells, was instinctively,
subconsciously, hostile towards NEP**2 In general Party activists in the

ide who had fully the clear i ions of 1918-21,
were baffled and disconcerted by the truce with the middle peasant and
even the ‘kulak’. They often acted accordingly. As early as 1924 a leading
‘Communist, M.M. Khatayevich, had noted the conviction among both
the ordinary peasants and the Party members themselves ‘that one need
only be amember of the Party cell in order to make requisitions, or arrests,
or to confiscate whatever one will without any special authorization from
the appropriate authority’. He added that ‘It was difficult to tell where the
Party cﬂl ended and the tribunal or the police or the land commission
began’

As to the peasants, their ‘attitude to the Soviet regime was never
enthusiastic, except in the case of some of the bednyaks (poor peasants),
and then only in certain periods’.’* As to the other strata, they took what
advantage was possible of the situation. In Siberia there was even a
concerted move by *kulaks’ in 1925-6 to create their own party, the
‘Peasant Union’, supported by petitions involving several thousand
people!

A leading OGPU official, Peters, wrote publicly that ‘we must not
forget that under the conditions of the NEP our worst enemies still
surround us';’ while a secret OGPU circular of June 1925 notes that:

Ithas been i i izati d i

the Ukraine are well aware of the fact that the OGPU is at present forced, so to

speak, to a centain passivity, caused by the New Economic Policy and also by
governmental considerations of a higher nature. That this situation is only

temporary is clear to every one of us. The OGPU should therefore not lose a

good rtunity to unmask our enemies, in order to deal them 2 crushing
blow when the time comes.”’

Police preparation for the next phase included instructions for the
keeping of records on ‘suspected counter-revolutionaries’. These are
listed in the Ukraine (in a secret circular of February 1924):

Political Parties and Organizations

1. All former fp i is political parties.
2. Al former members of monarchical unions and organizations (Black
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Hundreds).

3. Aﬂfoﬂmmmbenoﬁh:Unhno(lndeGﬂinGm(ulhe
time of the Central R.dl in the Ukraine).

4. All former

5. All former members ofymnh organizations (Boy Scouts and mhm)

6. All nationalists of all shades of opinion.

Officials and Employees in the Active Service of Tsarism
1. Officials of the former Ministry of Internal Affairs: all officils of the

Okhrana [secret political police], police and gendarmerie, sceret agents of
the Okhrana and policc. All members of the frontier corps of gendarmerie,

etc.

2. Officials of the former Ministry of Justice: members of the district and
provincial courts, jurymen, prosecutors of all ranks, justices of the peace
and examining magistrates, court executors, heads of county courts, etc.

3. All commissioned and non-commissioned officers, without exception, of
the former tsarist army and fleet.

Secret Enemies of the Soviet lqmw

1. Al . .. icted
men of the White movements and armies, the Ukrainian Pediurist
formations, and various rebel units and bands who actively resisted Soviet

) rule. People amnestied by the Soviet authorities are not excluded. _

. Al the
White governments, the armies of the Ukrainian Central Radl the
Hetman's state police,

. All servants of religious bodies: bishops, Orthodox and Catholic priests,

rabbis, deacons, churchwardens, choirmasters, monks, etc.

All former merchants, shopkeepers and ‘Nepmen’.

Al former landowners, big land-leasers, well-to-do peasants (who

formerly employed hired labour), big craftsmen and proprietors of

industrial establishments.

All persons having someone among their near relatives who at the present

Gime is in an illegal position or is conducting armed resistance against the

Soviet regime in the ranks of anti-Soviet bands.

Al foreigners, irrespective of nationality.

All those with relatives or acquaintances abroad.

All members of religious sects and communities (Baptists in particular).

All scholars and specialists of the old school, particularly those whose

political orientation is undeclared up to this day.

. Al persons previously convited or suspected of contraband, espionage,

etc.

na W

Somn o

A sizeable portion of the population.
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ic that 67% of those shotby order of

courts in 1923 were peasants.”
.

‘The loss of direct economic control of the Soviet village was accompanied
by a parallel loss of what administrative control had been available at the
local level.

The old commune largely remained the true centre of economic power
in the Russian countryside. There were many Party complaints about
“dual power’, with the local Soviets weaker than the communes.

The village Soviet was in principle elected on universal adult suffrage,
but from the start it had been controlled b’qd\e authorities as the ‘rural
arm of the dictatorship of the proletariat’.® Even Soviet sources make
clear that at first all the decisions were taken by the Chairman, invariably
a Party nominee. And alulysts of lists of individual mell\bels of district

and village P: ‘many of th ide, or had
long lived in othtr regmns and rerumed on Party orders, while the ‘ond'
apart from a few village teachers. !

Bul now wervndz areasthe nuddle and richer peasants gained control
of the village Soviets. Thus the village commune, which had in practice
carried out most of the ive side of the great redi
following the revolution, became, even more than before, the dominant
elementin the Russian villages, with the Soviet as little more than its agent
for certain official purposes.” In 1926 90% of village households
belonged to the and they ‘i
life of the village’.*

The membership of the skhod, the village mecting, was now all who
belonged to households and were over eighteen. In theory all could vote,
but in practice only heads of houscholds did so, as before. Indeed, even
the Soviet Agrarian Code laid down that a quorum should consistnot of a
percentage of members but of half the representatives of houscholds.**

In 1927 serious moves were made to give the village Swms more
power, and purge them of unreliable ¢l , butit that
the real problem was the commune. At the Fifteenth Congress Molotov
said that, driven from the Soviets, the kulaks had ‘tried to entrench

in the commune’ (K ich: ‘Right’!), ‘Now we will finally
beat them out of even these last renches’.

.
But who were the ‘kulaks” The attempt at defining the class enemy in the
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, and determining his numbers, was o have devastating effects on

f lives in the period. In factitis clear that, however
defined, the kulak was, as an economic class, no more than a Party
construct. As we noled of the War Communism period, and earlier, Lenin
had daword ing to cover an alleged ‘class’
in the villages. This was now sometimes admitted. Bukharin, in a
pamphlet published in 1925, distinguished between ‘the better-off
innkeeper, the village usurer, the kulak’ and the well-off farmer who
employed several labourers — the latter not to be considered as a kulak.*
The Commissar for Agriculture, A.P. Smimov, also tried to extricate the
prosperous peasant from the semantic distortion Lenin had inflicted on
him, ing out that a kulak was, properly qmlun(, a pre-revolutionary
exploiting type which had now virtually disappeared.* Milyutin ( s
first Commissar for Agriculture) asked on the same occasion, ‘What is a
kulak? So far there has been no clear, concise definition of the kulak's role
in the process of stratification”.’ Nor was one ever made.

One contributor to the Party's agrarian discussion wrote that any one
familiar with real conditions ‘knows perfectly well that the village kulak
cannot be traced directly (i.c. by direct reference to statistics on the
employment of wage-Iabour). He cannot be identified by straightforward
means, nor is it possible to determine whether or not he is a capitalist’.®

us a more or less psychological or political identification remained
open, as was indeed to be the actual, if not admitted, practice in the crucial
years ahead.

Though one writer in the official organ Bolshevik actually proposed
abandomng the term kulak altogether,® the concept was essential to the
Party view of the villages, and efforts were made not only to define, but to
calculate the number of the class enemy.

Figures of kulak numbers varied wniely 1In 1924 a Soviet scholar noted
that ‘One might admit, straining the figures considerably, that kulak
exploitations are 2-3%, but in fact, these exploitations have not
sufficiently established their kulak character’

But in 1927-9 estimates ranged between 3.7% and 5% of the
peasantry (each 1% representing 1.25 million people). Even Molotov,
while accepting 3.7%, said that it was ‘an almost impossible task’ to
estimate kulak numbers.*

The official Statistical Handbook USSR 1928, whose figures were often
used by the political luderslup (though, in fact. as merely economic
analysis, the term it emp| ives 3.9 of the
or 5.2 of the rural population as such, and deﬁnes them as those who
either

(@) possess means of production valued at more than 1,600 roubles and let or
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lease means of production or hire labour for over SO days during the year,
or

8 possess means of production aucd at mor than 800 roubles and hire
Iabour for over 75 days during the year,

() possess means of production valued af more than 400 roubles and hire
Iabour for more than 150 days a year.

Itis worth noting, for any for whom the word kulak still conjures up a
rich exploiter on the grand scale, that the most prosperous peasants in
1927 had two or three cows and up to ten hectares of sowing area, for an
average family of seven people.* And the richest peasant 1 group received
only 50-56% greater income per capita than the lowest.*

‘The more crucial point, for the moment, was that the ‘lmllll.s’ 3-5% of
the peasant households, produced around 20% of the grain.**

.

At the height of NEP, the Partyfelt the necessiy of appeasing the ‘kulak’

but h tically, it never failed the need, arising
out of the kulak’s new economic strength, to strengthen against them the
alliance of the proletariat and the poor peasantry.” But if the kulak was
hard to define, so was the poor peasantry.

Even the ‘agricultural wage-labourers’, a simple enough sounding
category, gave trouble. Many of them (63%) owned farms, and some 20%
even livestock, and they were often employed on a daily, rather than a
seasonal or yearly basis: thus they were hard to distinguish from ‘poor
peasants’ who might equally do wage labour from time to time; or if not
the peasant himself, one of his family.

0 the ‘poor peasant’ was sometimes defined as 2 husbandman with a
small plot and no horses who did occasional outside work. Another
definition (by Stalin’s leading economist, Strumilin) was that he owned a
farm whose revenue did not exceed the average pay of an agricultural
worker. And there were other definitions still, some of which allowed the
Ppoor peasant to have a horse.

When it came to the ‘middle peasant’, muddle persisted — indeed was
aggravated by schemes. to dmde t.lum into ‘weak’ and ‘well-off” middle
peasants. The ished both from the ‘poor
peasant’ by ownership of a horse was, as we have said, controversial in the
Party. And the division between them and the kulak depended in most
definitions on taking the kulak as one who employed labour, and who was
hence, in the theory-bound eyes of Party experts, a sort of capitalist. But
middle peasants, and even poor peasants, might also employ labour.
Indeed during the struggle with the Left opposition, the Agitation and
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Propaganda Department of the Central Committee said clearly that ‘a
significant share in the hiring of labourers falls to middle-peasant
houscholds’*

So other criteria emerged ~ for example that of the size of the farm’s
sown area. But in fact 2 big farm often belonged to a large family of
otherwise impeccably defined ‘middle peasants’, while one who appeared
an obvious kulak in that he was far more prosperous, might have a smaller
farm, and rent out agricultural machinery, traffic in grain and so on.5’
Indeed, yet another criterion, described as ‘basic’, was the kulak’s hiring
out of implements and draft animals:*® but some theoreticians held that

hiring out of animals or equi wasa nota
‘class’ one.
Then there were pts to define kulaks (like middI bythe

possession of livestock. But one who was a middle peasant in that he did
not hire labour and was little involved in trade, might yet (if he had a large
family) hold three cows and two horses.

Moreover, as Kritsman, representing the Agrarian Section of the
Communist Academy, remarked, while advancing a complicated system
of his own, ‘our statistical materials are unfortunately ill-adapted to such
comparatively subtle research’.*®® Another respected Soviet economist
reported (though in a book only published posthumously in 1956) that ‘we
have no statstical data, however incomplete or approximate, on the
evolution of class structure in the Soviet villages over any given period of
years’.®! In fact, a Western scholar is able to quote four major estimates of
kvhc nu{r:llers in each category of peasants. madlz il: 1925-8, an:d :dc‘ls that

[ results.

Moreover, even with the categories sorted out, the ‘labourers’ were, as
ever, not a useful power base. Only a quarter of them were even members
of the State’s Agricultural Workers Union (itself, in the view of Party
observers, of little use).* By the end of 1927 only 14,000 of them (out of
imated 2.75 to 3 million) bers of the C st Party.
And of course, as long as the agricultural worker remained in his
category, he felt that the Soviet government had not helped him. But as
soon as he prospered he entered a group on which the Party looked with
doubt or hostility.
On the other hand, if the village poor did not prosper in spite of all the
ficial ad ided for their ies, they were despised by the
local Party. Even Communist officials quoted in thy s th ical
organ as refusing to have anything to do with them, because ‘they are all
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drunkards"%* This is in accord with the view atributed to the middle
peasants by a Soviet agrarian publication of the time: ‘How can we learn
from ﬂle)“poor peasantry, when they cannot even make their own
borshch'?

Thus economic aid to the village poor was either useless to the Soviet
economy, merely increasing their consumption, or it enabled them to
bcconu lmddle peasants. In any case, there are many official reports

k t the dits for the peasants were in
l’umselves wholly inadequate, and subject too to gross adnnmstnuve

Nor, as ever, did the poorer strata reliably take a hostile attitude to the
ml:]her Peasant delegates to the F:ﬁh Congress of Slwlels state that d\e

ure of
appeal to the masses; while ‘the kulak and subkulak touch the mon
sensitive strings".*

As to the middle peasant, in principle the Party adhered to the formula
of alliance with him against the kulak, and this remained the official line
through a period of great changes in real policy, while the actual treatment
of the middle peasantry, indeed of the whole peasantry, ranged between
encouragement and repression. In fact, it has been said of an important
section of the Party, to which Stalin now began to adhere, ‘the more those
of this persuasion emphasized the watchword of alliance with the middle
peasant the more pronounced, in practice, grew their hostility towards
him”

But the whole differentiation, however done, was largely based on a
false view of supposed class attitudes. The only advantage the poor had
was that, on principle, they were first choice for political perks such as
membership of the village Soviet. But even there they usually took the
same line as the rest of the peasantry, and through the coming period,
during all the troubles over grain collection and prices policy in %neral
‘the poor reacted in exactly the same way as the other producers’.

.
During the political and ideological struggle of the 1920s Stalin’s main

concern was, of course, o buuld np his strength i m the Paﬂy d\mugh the
control which hi

PO he secreiariat gave over

nowbeen largely
(not of course ennuly) reduced to a matter of organizational force majeure
on the one hand, and mere fiction on the other. But there was a
countervailing source of strength. The Party itself, in possession of all the
positions of power, had become an ‘interest’. A bureaucracy had been
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born, 2 huge group for wh d isites had to a
degree replaced, or at least distorted, the old motivations. What lhlwvsky
ribed in terms of ‘the car-harem syndrome’ was in fact
evolvmg into a new social stratum. It was not only a matter of the more
recent areenst' muke into the party, but also of the evolution of its old
rays of a ruling elite. Nor did it necessarily lmplyany
of ruthl i measures.
preservation of power was in question. On the other, Leninist ndeolog
remained both the driving force and the justification of the ruling elite.
On the whole, both Left and Rndn had resemnons abom Ll.he prgpvmy
ofthe new to
But it is also true that many of the younger generation who had been
local militants in Tsarist times, and risen in the turmoil of the Civil War,
were inclined to resent the Europeanized intellectuals, both Left and
Right, who dominated theoretical discussion; and these too (often of
working class origin) were a pool of future Stalinists.

e _actual political issues, concerned to defeat Trotsky and
Zinoviev, Stalin ar first subscribed in general to Bukharin's views, in
pamcnlar that socnllst principles would reach the peasant through
marketing dually leading him di
t0o; and that State credits were the key weapon. Even the words ‘collective
farm’ are not to be found in Stalin’s writings prior to the Fifteenth Party
Congress in December 1927. He still argued, too, that industrialization
was only feasible if ‘based on a progressive improvement of the material
condition of the peasantry’. N

down th

begi

pronouncements in some small ways, perhaps (as Isaac Deutscher

suggests) to keep his appeal to Party activists more flexible than the

Right's. Thus in early 1926, Stalin was writing conﬁdennally that the

peasantry was a ‘rather unstable’ ally, that in the Civil War it was

‘sometimes siding with the workers, and sometimes with the generals’.”
This reflected the attitude of most Communists to the peasantry.

The defeat of the Trotskyites, then of Zinoviev and Kamenev, then of
the ‘United Opposition’ formed by the three of them, was complete in
December 1927, when Trotsky and Zinoviey were expelled from the
Party at the Fifteenth Party Congress. At this Congress the main polmcal
:onsldmnon was 1o preserve l{le appearance of umly _among

amk on the Lel‘l. Butitis now that we see the first overt moves of Stalin
and his followers to appropriate the Left’s policies. While the official
Congress documents were in terms of ‘limiting’ the kulak, Stalin and
Molotov both spoke of ‘liquidating’ that class; and it was becoming
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‘common knowledge' in leading circles that Stalin was moving Left. He
now started sending out instructions” on extraordinary measures against
the kulaks in a tone contradicting the speeches at the Congress.

‘The Right, nevertheless, while pressing for the need for economic
equilibrium, also itself came round to a greater emphasis on industry, and
harder measures against the kulak. Bukharin had already, in October,
claimed that the alliance with the middle peasantry was now secure, so
that a ‘forced offensive against the kulak’ to limit ‘his exploiting
tendencies’, was now possible, by taxation, and the curtailment of
employment of labour. Both Bukharin and Rykov spoke at the Fifteenth
Congress of the need for pressures on the peasantry, though they still
wamed against any departure from NEP, which would lead to violent
crisis.

It is conventional for Soviet writers to take Bukharin and his allies as
devoted to restoring capitalism in the countryside - either consciously (in
the extreme Stalinist view) or ‘objectively’. A similar notion is held among.
some Western writers: the Rightists were moderate men who would have
helped the private farmer, as the buttress of the country’s rural economy,
and only sought collectivization when the peasantry was ready for itand all
the tractors and so forth needed to make it attractive were there.

Up to a point this was their original policy. But by late 1928 it was
expressed in such terms, already rather Iurder, as Bukharin's view:

individual peasant sector, e:mully that devoted to grai

kulak sector, the construction of the sovkhozes and kolkho:
with a correct price policy, and along with a development of co-operatives
embracing the mass of the peasantry.

In the first flush of NEP Bukharin had indeed gone overboard in print
for dn private sector; and (in 1929) he and d\c Rn;h( weu to have men

Ariscinthe

the methods of
But what seems more :mpomm is that the ‘Rights’ never for 2 moment
suggested the only real all of true private-pe

and that they ‘gave unstinting support’ to the decisions of the Fifteenth
Party Congress about a long-term collectivization programme 0% by
1933). Bukharin, in fact, never really revised Party agrarian theory - and
nothing in that line is to be found in his last Notes of an Emmuu (1928).
The Right had never for a moment abandoned the idea of socialized
agriculture. Nor did they deny the Leninist notion of the class struggle in
the countryside. Bukharin’s defence of the alliance with the middle
peasant was the context of his remark about hunting down the kulaks
at will, and the formulation remained orthodox right through
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collectivization.™

The most accurate way of putting it seems to be that in both agriculture
and industry Bukharin stood against ‘maximum’ aims such as excessive
taxation of the peasantry, leading to a fall in agricultural production; and
in favour of a balanced attention to light as well as heavy industry.

Stalin’s tactics in the new phase, that is in 1927-30, wl\en his main
political concern was to defeat the Rnghl. ‘were tortuous and unlugnmn
On the one hand, he was wor! m..
his own men in key posts in the party apparatus both cemnlly and
throughout the country. On the other, while winning over the now
leaderless left-inclined elements among the Party masses, he mmd

slowly enough to carry with hi possible of the
had been devoted to NEP, mcrusmgly isolating the Rnﬁn leaders

ideologically as well as organizationally. Moreover, as a certain stability
and even prosperity began to emerge in the cities, and a ‘proletariat’ again
established itself, a strong feeling grew in the Party, and among all
factions, that some fresh effort in the direction of ‘Socialism’ could now
be made.

This was generally envisaged in terms of a further strengthening of the
largely restored industrial base, and a slow expansion of the rudimentary
collective farm system in the village. The decisions of the Fifteenth
Congress envisaged a Plan, of which these were to be the main contents -
Bukharin and Tomsky assenting.

In the Ukraine, the intra-party struggle took a form quite different from
that in Moscow. Lazar Kaganovich was sent as First Secretary of the
Communist Party of the Ukraine in April 1925 - replacing the Volga
German Kviring who had been obstructing Ukrainianization.
Kaganovich, very much Stalin’s man, had such a fearful reputation in later
years that his appointment now is sometimes taken as a bad one for the
Ukraine - and indeed Oleksander Shumsky, Ukrainian Commissar for
Education, objected that Vlas Chubar, as a Ukrainian, should get the job.
But in fact Kaganovich, though alert for national deviation which might
shake Moscow control, was at this time an active patron of ‘moderate’
Ukrainianization™ on the cultural and linguistic side. And for a few years
the Ukrainian culture continued to flourish, though not without setbacks.
(Kaganovich, though not an ethnic Ukrainian, was in fact Ukrainian-
born, and could speak the language fluently).

By 1926, the degree of Ukrainian national self-expression seemed to
Moscow to have got out of hand. Shumsky was demanding fuller cultural,
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economw and| political autonomy. He was accused of national deviation
wit supporters, the scandal being worse because he was
defended by the Communist Party of the Western Ukraine (then on
Poluh territory) and had his case brought before the Executive
ittee of the Comintern. Stali hat Shumsky's attitude
Ind attractions for the local intelligentsia, but amounted to ‘a struggle for
the alienation of Ukrainian cultural md social hfe from the common
Soviet culturallife, of a struggl
against Russian culture” — as, in a sense, was true.

The fall of Shumsky and the attack of‘Shumskynsm did notlead o a
reversion to full Rnsxlﬁunon‘ but only to the avoidance of the more
confrontational ways of opposing it. Shumsky was succeeded as
Commissar of Education by Skrypnyk, who remained the chief party
figure defending his country’s culture over the next  seven years.

Mylmla Skrypnyk, son of a Uksaini ways

the key figure in the period which follows. He had joined the Russian
Social-Democratic Party in 1897, and was first arrested for party work in
1901. When the Party split came in 1903, he became a Bolshevik. By 1913

he was serving on the board of Pravda; and at the Sixth Party Congress in
1917 he became a member of the — then very small - central Committee.
‘When he went back to Kievas Lenin’s plenipotentiary in December 1917,
he does not seem to have given much thought to the Ukrainian national
problem. It was only on his return in April 1920, after brief stints in which
he had taken a fairly centralist view, that we see his development into the
spokesman for an independent though Soviet Ukraine. And by sheer
force of character he was able to keep these contraries in some sort
equilibrium almost until his death in 1933.

As J.E. Mace has pointed out, Skrypnyk's apparently humble post of
Commissar of Education is misleading, for he was de fato in charge of the
nationality question, ideology and culture. This involved a constant, but
initially su:cessﬁ:l m'un|

Skrypnyk
at the Twelﬁh Pany Conmss about | hngt- Ievel Commumm who
accepted because it was the but made no
practical :pplncanon of it. One of those who had voted for it at the recent
Ukrainian Party Conference, he said, had been approached while leaving
the hall by a worker who addressed him in Uksainian, and had replied
Why 't you speak i an intelligible tongue?™®

His associate, the Communist writer Mykola Khvylovy, wrote
forthrightly in 1926, in the Ukrainian Pmy s official organ, ‘the
Ukrainian economy is not Russian and cannot be so, if only because the
Ukrainian culture, which emanates from the economic structure and in
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turn influences it, bears characteristic forms and features . . . In 2 word,
the Union remains a Union, and the Ukraine is an mdepcndml state’.
(An appeal for purposes of political struggle, to the verbal forms of the
than toits allocation of the realities of power).
S|m|lar|y. the official in charge of Ukrainian political education, Mikhaylo
Volobuev, complained that the Ukraine was still in effect being
economically exploited through the survival of pre-revolutionary fiscal
patterns.

The Ukrainian tendency in the Communist Party of the Ukraine was
supported by a number of Ukrainian Jewish figures such as Kulyk,
Lifshits, Hurevich and Ravich-Cherkassky. The last-named criticized
Russian Party members who (he said), ‘believe that the Ukrainian SSR
and the Communist Party of the Ukraine are fictitious or else merely
playing at independence. At best they concede that during the period of
struggle against the nationalist Central Rada and Directory, it was
imperative for the Communist Party and the Soviet Government in the
Ukraine to adom themselves with defensive national and independent
colours. Now that the Soviet government in the Ukraine has been firmly
established, they agree that the role of lhe Ukrainian SSR and the
Communist Party of the Ukraine is finished".*

From the other side there were orthodox Communist reservations
expressed about the fissiparous effects of national feeling. Stalin, for the
time being, steered a middle course — until he had crushed Bukharin and
his supporters, and until the struggle with the peasantry became the most
important item on the agenda.

In July 1928, Kaganovich, who had handled the Ukraine with at least
comparative tact, was nevertheless recalled to Moscow. Stalin, in
Bukharin’s view, ‘bought the Ukrainians by withdrawing Kaganovich
from the Ukraine’ *' Stalin himself writes of a demand from the Ukraine
that Kaganovich be replaced by Grinko or Chubar. However, the new
Ukrainian First Secretary was the Pole Stanislav Kossior, with Chubar
Chairman of the local Council of People’s Commissars.

‘Thus itis clear that the Ukrainian Party intelligentsia was still restive: and
the regime had also failed to establish itself in the countryside, where the
new order may have been accepted as a fait accompli, but had never struck
roots. In 1926, as a prominent local Communist wrote, those connected
with the regime, even in such harmless capacities as village newspaper
correspondents, were ‘shunned’.*

Partly for this reason, the much-resented Committees of Unwealthy
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Peasants had: been maintained in the Ukraine after their dissolution
elsewhere. Though stripped of most of their power in 1925, in mid-
NEP, they regained much of it in 1927-8, with special commissions to
‘bring to light grain surpluses’® — a presage of Stalin’s attitude when he
established his complete rule, and when his true policies came into their
own.
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Je sors d'un mal pour tomber dans un pire.
Comeille

At the beginning of 1928 there came a grain crisis — or rather what
appeared in the minds of the leadership to be a grain crisis. In fact, it was
no more than a temporary disequilibrium in the grain market, easily
correctable if normal measures had been applied. But once again, the
Party's inherent distrust or ignorance of the whole market system and
incompetent price policy led to a sort of panic.

There were indeed problems. By 1928 the export of grain had virtually
ceased. Before World War I half the grain production had come from
landlord and ‘kulak’ farms. Moreover, these had produced over 71% of
the grain available for the market, and for export.

In 1927 the peasants owned 314 lmllwn he:ures, as. :g:llul 2I0 million
before the revolution — though th from 16
million to 25 million.' And the (non-lmhk) peasant who had pfoduced
50% of the grain before the war, and consumed 60% of what he
produced, now produced 85% of the grain and consumed 80% of that. 2
The state’s problem was how to get hold of the grain. But as the veteran
G.Ya. Sokolnikov had said flatly at the Fifteenth Congress in December
1927 ‘we must not think that the peasants’ grain reserves are a sign of
some kind of kulak war against the proletarian economic system, and that
we should launch a crusade to take it away. If we do this, we will only be
returning to requisition”.’

Yet the alternative was intelligent use of market and fiscal measures;
and a certain amount of forethought. Both were lacking. As a writer
generally sympathetic to the regime puts it, ‘the policy of the Soviet
government, which gambled every year that the harvest of the year
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concerned would be a good one, was inherendy unrealistic’.*

And more generally ‘the regime had no idea where it was going, the
decisions it took lacked coherence and served only to disrupt agricultural
production’.® At the Fifteenth Party Congress, several speakers had
spoken of this situation, Kaminsky, for example, condemning the
“fluctuations and uncertainties in the prices of agricultural production’.*
He took an example from the officially set price of flax, which had been
changed five times in two years.

One of the West's leading analysts of the problem, the late Professor
Jerzy F. Karcz, speaks of the failure to build up a grain rese: the good
years as ‘negligence bordering on folly’; and adds that when ‘inept price
and fiscal polnclzs produced d\e procurement crisis of 1927-8', the

's ability to react was much affected by ‘the
parallel and almost unbelievable crisis in information”.’ For in fact, as
Karcz puts it, ‘the apprehension that did exist at that time over the ability
of the Soviet peasant to supply marketed onrpul to the economy .
appears to have been completely unfounded”.? It has been estimated that
in 1927-9 an additional investment of only 131.5 million mbles in higher
grain prices would have brought the market into equilibrium.”

Moreover it has been shown, and tacitly confirmed by Soviet
economists, that the basic figures on which Stalin relied in considering
the grain problem were highly distorted,"® (and indeed that Soviet figures
even for the grain harvest of any particular year varied considerably).'' In
fact Stalin based himself on a considerable underestimate of the grain
marketed in 1926-7, which was far from being as low as his inexpert and
ill-informed advisers assumed.' A Soviet scholar has recently indicated
(in a tactful manner) that Stalin accepted an estimate of 10.3 million tons
for ‘ross 1926-7 grain marketing, while the true figure was 16.2 million

lndeed throughout the period with which we deal, and in all its various
crises and supposed crises, the figures on which the regime relied were
almost as unreliable as those it forecast or ‘planned’. A modern Soviet
scholar notes, too, how the men on the spot, overwhelmed by forms and
ded: ‘We cannot d half the quesnom
We just put down the first thing that comes into our heads
Meanwhile the Central Sm-stu:-l Office, the Slat¢ Plannmg Commission
(Gosplan), the C i of I
of the cooperative movement, ‘were producing widely conflicting figures
on identical problems, sometimes on matters of greatimportance, such as
procurcmtms, mn areas, o the ﬁve year plans’.
i that

in in our country is
now half whatit w;s before the war, althon;h the gross output of grain has
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reached the prewar level'.' He added - a swing to the Leftin theory even
beyond the immediate hard line now to be put into practice — that the
blame lay primarily on the ‘kulak’, and that ‘the solution lies in the
transition from individual peasant farmmg to collective, socially
conducted agriculture’ and ‘a struggle against the capitalist elements of
the peasantry, against the kulaks”."

At a meeting of the Central Committee and Central Executive
Committee in April 1928, the line was that the crisis had been due to
various economic factors, with the kulak merely taking advantage of a
disequilibrium. Stalin, however, was almost at once shifting the main
blame back on the kulaks, a position supported by his experts in later
years, one of whom writes, for example, “The kulaks organized sabotage
of grain-collection in 1927-8. Holding a great reserve of grain, they
refused to sell it to the state at the price laid down by the Soviet
government".'®

Nowadays, however, most Soviet historians, even including the
*dogmatic’ Sergey Trapeznikov, list reasons for the grain crisis of 1928 in
the same general terms as Western scholars — an incorrect relation
berween industrial and agricultural prices; a lack of industrial goods
aimed at the rural market, and hence a lack of incentive to sell rural
produce; and faully admnmwaﬂon ol‘ the (nm purcl\ase programme,
which toolow. And
the decrease in 'kuhk' ‘numbers meant llul :hose with much excess grain
were now fewer.!®

I any case the deficitn grain in January 1928 was only some 2,160,000
tons® by no means a ‘crisis’ or ‘danger’ as Stalin insisted.’ Indeed,
though grain output had decreased, other agricultural production,
including livestock, was rising — so that the gross output of agriculture
actually went up by about 2.4% in 1928; "wmle even at the time a Soviet
expert fpeasant
5-514%, a very reasonable o E Moreonen o Trapeznikov notes,
peasant sales, afmdusuul crops, which commanded a high purchase rate,
grew rapidly.

In fact the peasantry was simply reacting normally to the market
situation, to the unrealistically low grain prices set by the state.

However, in January 1928 came what the American scholar Stephen F.
Cohen rightly calls ‘the pivotal event'. Faced with, or believing themselves
to be faced with, a grain shortage, the Politburo voted unanimously for
‘extraordinary’ or ‘emergency’ measures. The Rightists saw these as a
limited npmpmnon of ‘kulak’ grain, and when it developed into a mass
confiscation of grain from the peasantry as a whole, conducted with
almost as great brutality as in |919-2I lhty complained.
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But, basically, it was the whole decision ~ even though granted by all
factions to be temporary and not to involve the end of NEP - which was
fatal. For the party was seizing grain which had been produced for profit
under ‘market conditions. The seizures provided
the state with the grain it wanted. But it demonstrated to the agricultural
producers that market conditions could no longer be relied on: so the
economic incentive to produce, already shaken, was largely destroyed. At
the same time, the Party’s success in confiscating the grain gave it the
false, and shallow, idea that here was a simple method of solving the
problem.

For the grain deficit of just over 2 million tons was more dun made up,
the emergency measures producing nearly 2.5 million tons.

Stalin described the emergency measures as ‘absolutely exceptional’
But the methods employed could not fail to remind the peasant of War
Communism. There was a mobilization of cadres. 30,000 activists were
sent to the grain growing regions. In the villages emergency ‘troikas’ were
set up, with full power to overrule local authorities. The village, district
and provincial party organizations were harassed with purges of
‘weaklings'. The grain markets were closed. The amount of grain which
peasants could have ground in the mills was limited to a minimum for
their own consumption. In effect, though the Centre from time to time
deplored ‘excesses’, the requisitions of the Civil War had indeed
returned. Stalin’s policy of attack on the ‘kulak’ and requisitioning in the
village was in fact close to the more extreme variants of the Left
programme, and Preobrazhensky gave it full support.

And now, again as in 1919, the middle peasant, by far the largest
category, began no Ionger t0 have adequate represemalwes in |I|¢ village
Soviets. In some of the L shar 30%.
Moreover, such organs as the electoral committees, which in effect
determined the composition of these Soviets, often had onl h,v a bare
majority of peasants of any sort, as against officials and others.

A law of 10 January 1928 changed the quorum rules for the villa
commune meeting, so that a third of the members might bind the rest.
Peasants deprived of the Soviet vote were not to vote at the vi]hg:
meeting; whereas labourers without a household gained that right; and
decisions of the meeting could be quesnamd by the village Soviet if
thought to be contrary to Soviet policy.?® This was the beginning of the
end of the independence of the commune, and at the same time a blow at
the middle peasant.

e commune’s role under the Tsars, of ‘self taxation’, now began to
be used again on a wide scale. That is, the commune was made
responsible for extracting ‘surplus money’ from the village, after its new
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style meetm( had been made to accept a given figure, (though since it was
laid down that

the villagers’ own view, ditional freeds f self-taxati longer
applied). In fact, official documenu make it quite clear that even the poor
peasants gave little support to the Party’s scheme; and that the harsh
administrative measures then imposed alienated all elements in the
villages.®

Though the Ukraine, the North Caucasus and the Volga were also
singled out for special attention, this time Siberia was the main target.
Stalin personally went there (the last visit he was ever to make to the
countryside). He addressed the Territory Party Committee and other
bodies, and denounced them for incompetence bardering on sabotage.
When they protested that the amount of grain asked for was excessive, he
told them that while the poor and middle peasantry had sold their surplus
the kulaks had huge reserves, fifty or sixty thousand poods per farm. This
was pure guesswork. Moreover he contradicted himself, admitting that
the largest amount of unsold grain was in the hands of the middle
peasant.”®

When it came to local practice, offici listed all those definabl
kulaks, but still had not met their quotas, were told to‘find the rest’.' But,
since the kulaks, under any definition, did not in ful hzve surpluses
adequate to meet the
the latter in fact had ‘but to make up the
of the peasantry as a whole.

Indeed, a letter sent by Stalin to Party organizations admitted that the
Imlak was not the major source of surplus grain, but was to be combated

r as the ecomumc leader of the peasantry ‘with the middle peasant
followmgbehmd'

As the crisis grew less, it was admitted by Stalin and his supporter
Bauman that the ‘emergency measures’ had included searches,
confiscation and so on, and that the middle peasant’s ‘safety margin’ had
been tapped. Stalin himself was to explain with breathtaking frankness
what was going wrong. In April and May 1928 there wasa shortfallin the
mm collecnon 'Wcll. the grain still Ind o be collected. So we fell once
ess, the violation
of molunonary legality, going round to farms, mal g il legal searches,
and so on, which have caused the political situation in the country to
deteriorate, threatening the alliance of the workers and peasants’. »

The major 'I:gal‘ wupon used against the peasantry was ‘Anu:le 107

causm; a dellbeme me in prices, or failing to offer their goods for sale. lt
never been intended for use against the peasantry, but as a measure
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against the ‘speculator’ middleman. At the Central Committee’s plenum
in July 1928, Rykov was able to reveal that in an apparently typical district
the application of Article 107 had involved poor peasants in 25% of the
cases and middle peasants in 64%, with ‘kulaks’ proper only accounting
for 7% - And a published poll of poor peasants later in the year showed
clearly that the expected support for government measures was not
forthcoming from them.’

At this July 1928 plenum it was announced that the extraordinary
measures had been repealed — (NEP had already been reaffirmed in
principle at the plenum in April). Stalin gave his support, if in a typically
oblique way, to the ‘Left’ thesis on gerting industrialization capital from
the peasant; while also covering his NEP flank:

The way marters stand with the peasantry in this respect is as follows: it not

only pays the State the usual taxes, direct and indirect; it also overpays ~ in

relatively high prices for manufactured goods, in the first place, and it s more

It'is something in the narure of 3 ‘rbute’, of  supertax, which we are

further raise the well-being of | i
this additional tax, these ‘scissors’ between town and country e

y
additional tax on the peasantry .. . ’

But, Sulin continued:
Are the peasants capable of bearing this burden? They undoubtedly are: firstly
because this burden will grow lighter from year to year, and secondly, because
this additional tax is being levied ... under Soviet conditions, when
exploitation of the peasants by the Socialist State is out of the question, and

of the peasantry are steadily rising.*

Yet he was also able to tell the plenum that pressure was being kept up
on the ‘capitalist’ element in the countryside to the extent of ‘sometimes’
ruining them.”’

On one view Stalin had only wanted, by the emergency measures, to
‘frighten the kulaks i ission’.® Atany Y
to stop extraordinary measures, raise grain prices, send manufactured
goods to the countryside.

But the more prosperous peasants had indeed taken fright. Some
planted less, others sold up their property. For by now prices did not even
cover the cost of production, as was admitted by Stalin’s chief economist,
Strumilin.® And in general the grain producers naturally responded to
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the compulsory seizures by losing any desire to increase production, and
the sheer hard work by which the peasant had revived the country’s
agriculture started to fade away.

Soat the end of 1928 the Party was faced with the results of its handling
of the agricultural problem come back to roost in worse form yet. Both
grain and livestock producﬁm b:gzn to show a decline by the autumn of
1928. Moreover, with the increase in population since 1914 taken into
account, “nm production per capita had gone down from 584 kg to
484.4

w»u.. ‘the market mechanism had failed to give satisfaction, requisition
made up the shortfall, and the government then went back to the market.
But from the peasant point of view, the market was no longer a reasonably
secure outlet, but one that might be superseded at any moment by
requisition. And in the further deterioration of market relations thus
produced, the government remembered the success it had had with
forced requisition, and did not reflect that it was the requisition of grain
produced with the incentive of the market, and that in the new
circumstances this was certain to shrink in quantity.

Itis perfectly clear thatit was not *hoarding’ but low: prodncnon that was
the essential.*! Bukharin spoke of “fairy tales’ of grain hoarding.2

.

Meanwhile, throughout the struggle for grain in the countryside, Stalin
used the situation to attack the Right. His line was that there were ‘certain
tlmems which are alien to the Party and blind to the class positions in the
ges’ and who wanted ‘0 live at peace with the kulak’.*? At the April
1928 plenum of the Central Committee he made a very sharp attack on
party members ‘tagging along behind the enemies of socialism’. By mid-
1928 Bukharin saw that Stalin was delemuned on a course which would
produce h he would have to ‘di blood’.* And as early as
June 1928, Bukharin and Stalin were not on speahn‘ terms. Yet the
appearances were preserved.

Bukharin complained that the average Central Committee member did
not understand the dispute. But he made litdle effort to explain it to them.
The Right combated Stalin in private while concealing the splitin public.
Stalin, meanwhile, made no attacks on the Rightist leaders, but his
representatives attacked unspecified deviations of those who were
‘reluctant to quarrel with the kulaks’, and ﬁnally a ﬁmdmenmlly Right-
wing attitude’ came under general attack

But it was Bukharin who now urged ‘the offensive against the kulak’.
Kalinin, at this time on Bukharin's side, glossed over this with the
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that no violent iation would be permitted — sensibly
adding that so long as private holdings remained more ‘kulaks’ would
always emerge to replace ones dispossessed.

Stalin, too, still foreswore handing the kulaks ‘over to the GPU", though
in less convincing language, and explicitly reserving the right to use
‘administrative’ as well as economic methods against them. When it came
to personalities Stalin directed his public attack at lesser, and more
forthright Rightists - in particular Frumkin, Deputy Commissar of
Finance and Commissar of Foreign Trade. Frumkin came out openly
with a letter to the Central Committee on 15 June 1928. Stalin attacked
him in November, before that Commitee, as representing the ‘Right
deviation’. At the same time he said that the Politburo was united, though

criticizing the fourth most important Rightist, Uglanov, asa “conciliator".
Al dns pltnum in November 1928 Buldumn and Tomsky were neverthe-
their But Stalin was not ready for
dns, and induced them to withdraw - conceding their demand that
rumours about a split should be stopped!

Over 1928 and 1929, the Right were simply outwitted by Stalin. Their
position was gradually desmvyed without their finding the occasion to
make a serious effort to engage in a public confrontation even to the level
of Trotsky's, let alone Zinoviev's.

As Robert V. Daniels has put it, ‘the history of the Right opposition
affords the singular spectacle of a political group’s being defeated first,
and attacked afterwards’.

As the grain crisis started to return late in 1928, even the State Planning
Commission took the view that the ‘falling tendency’ in grain collection
was a seasonal phenomenon.* And as late as November 1928 Stalin was
deno«ncmg the idea that ‘extraordinary measures’ should be permanent
policy.”

The new shortage of grain in the hands of the State was therefore coped
with by measures of which it was simply denied that they were
‘extraordinary’ or amounted to crude confiscation. The ‘Ural-Siberian
method’, officially based on recommendations from the party organs in
those two areas, was adopted by the Politburo (Rykov dissenting) and was
applied on a nation-wide scale from about February 1929 (though only
given legal form in June). It based itself on the idea that there were large
hoards of grain, mainly in the hands of ‘kulaks’, and insisted on higher
grain quotas for the villages. The ‘method’ consisted in theory of ‘a form
of consensus voiced by the mass of the peasants’. The party pleni-
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potentiaries sent to the villages did not simply order grain requisif
They assembled the village meeting and induced them to accept hi
collection figures, to apply ‘self-taxation’ to grain as well as money, and to
decide against which ‘kulaks’ to exert ‘social influence’ and ‘mass
pressure’. The village meetings were induced to carry out their role in this
by pressures in fact indistinguishable from force. They almost invariably
voted against the new proposals. Thereupon their leading spokesmen
were denounced as kulaks or ‘sub-kulaks’: ‘there are sometimes arrests,
house-searches, fines, confiscation of property, or even shooting’.*® The
meetings were kept in session until those remaining voted acceptance.
Any question of quorums was ignored. State power was then used,
supposedly in the service of the village commune, against those believed
to have grain.

Any recalcitrants were expelled from cooperatives, refused milling
rights, and 5o on: in fact cases are quoted in the Soviet press of refusal to
admit their children to schools, boycotts, deportations, fines . . .

By the spring of 1929 meat, too, began to be collected by force - Siberia
supplied 19,000 tons in this way as against 700 tons the previous year.

In addition to requisition, backed by fines and imprisonment, there
were many f the f ‘kulak’ i d draft of
animals, and sometimes of his land as well, especially in the Ukraine. Thns
‘was approaching the full ‘dekulakization’ which the Party still denied was
necessary.

In theory the ‘kulak’ could only be ‘coerced’ because this was the will of
the peasant masses. This ‘social influence’ was, in fact quite spurious.
And, as against the ideological or cosmetic side of the campaign, we may
note some of the empirical evidence. In one district, the official press
reported, neither poor nor middle peasants were attracted to the side of
the party. In another, 40% of the villages voted against the system; inyet
another 30%: indeed lmnya admitted that the village meetings often
decided against the pany

owever, the campaign procceded, with more emphasis on party
workers from the towns - said in one report to be forcing the ‘meetings’
with ‘cavalry methods’.% The ‘Leftist’” Sosnovsky, now in exile in Siberia,
wrote that the authorities ‘fell on the peasant’ with a concerted l‘erocnly
seldom seen since the days of 1918-19; the peasant was required to give’
~ grain, taxes (before they were due), loans, levies, insurance .

In report after report, it becomes clear that the meetings wer: simply
bullied into sul . Moreover, (as we shall see later), these methods
united rather than led the peasants, including the poor peasants.* For
once again the pressure supposedly to be put on the ‘kulaks’ did not yield
adequate results. So, though never openly instructed to do so, officials
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once again started applying the confiscations to the middle peasantry.

In the interests of inflaming the class struggle in the villages, one of the
measures ordered was the allotting of 25% of grain confiscated from the
kulak to the poor peasants and labourers. Even with this inducement, the
village poor were slow to respond. And by the beginning of spring, when
the authorities most needed them, it became necessary to stop this bribe -
all the grain was now required for the state. As a result, according to
Bauman, the poor peasant, though helpful earlier, in this phase
*frequently did not have enough to eat, and so he too has gone cap in hand
to the kulak’.>> Mikoyan also spokc of the poor: msam 's ‘wavering’ under
the influence of the kulaks.** A leading article in Pravda noted that the
kulaks were auracting the rest of the peasantry to their side under slogans
supporting the equality of the commune.”’

But the Ural qS|I>crm| method in itself could not be regarded as a
wholly successful technique. It suffered from the fact that the grain was in
the hands of the man who had reapedit, and could only be got from him by
a concentrated effort, largely implemented by temporary intruders
unfamiliar with the village. In addition, the Ural-Siberian method was an
attempt to use the coercion suitable to 2 command economy in a context
which was still in principle a market economy.

Yet the crushing of the ‘kulaks’ and the destruction of the free market
were inextricably linked. For crushing the ‘kulaks’ simply meant, in
economic terms, destroying the peasants’ incentive to produce for the
market.

Norwas th ieinth ide the sole sign of he left
The whole atmosphere i the country from 1928 on was one ofmcremng
terror and hysteria, ofa carly NEI

‘The opening signal of thi: paign was the first of the
public trials, the Shakhty Case where Stalin in March 1928 framed a
group of ‘bourgeois specialist’ engineers against the wishes of the Right,
of the moderate Stalinist Kuibyshev in charge of economic matters, and
even of Menzhinsky, Head of the OGPU. (Nor was Shakhty unique:
wreckers were everywhere exposed in 1928-9, including ‘bourgeois
specialists’ m Kazakhstan allegedly connected with ‘the British capitalist
Urquhart’).%

The Shakhty Trial and similar cases were a clear signal that the
intensities of class warfare were to be resumed. At this time a third of all
specialists working in the national economy were from the pre-
revolutionary intelligentsia, and among those with higher education they
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formed a clear mz;only 60% oflexherx in higher education were of the

e old was hounded
from its posts, and oﬁen enough into enle or death as well. ‘l‘he:r children
were expelled from the universities — indeed the universities virtually
collapsed until 1934.

1930 more than half the engineers had no proper training: only
11.4% had had higher education, and some had not even been put
through crash courses.

In the Ukraine, the ‘Cultural Revolution’ had a somewhat different
tone from that in Moscow. The attack was made not only on the older
Ukrainian cultural establishment, but equally on the ‘nationalist’ inclined
Communist intelligentsia.

At the local level - and back in the villages - teachers, usually of suspect
social origin, were in frequent trouble, often fined - illegally - as class
enemies, or on such ’rounds as having a priest as a relative, such cases
being very common.

As things got worse, in 1929, it is given as a typical instance that local
officials ‘especially went to Yablonskaya school to see teacher Orlova, the
daughter of a kulak sentenced to cight years for anti-Soviet activity, and
Kustova, the daughter of a priest. There they organized a drunken party
and forced the l:uhen o sleep with them . . . [One of them) motivated

with the ‘I am [Soviet] power; I can do
anything', knowing that such statements would have pamcular effecton
Orlova and Kustova, since they are of alien class origin. As a result of his
tormenting, Kustova came close to suicide”.*

In general, the Manxist view that class feeling must be the motive force of
social change had to be accommodated, so it was once mm incited and
subsidized and, where that failed, invented, in the village:

Inaspeechtothe Ctmral Executive Commm:e in Dtcember 1928 the

Soviet Pre ident Kalini 1y the ‘kulak’,

(even in thy ined Communist ly hated even
by the poor peasant. The laulak, he re‘pnned 2150 hasa positive partto play
inth ¢, making] and thus ‘rescuing

him from his d-fﬁculnes in tmes of distress’ - an oblique admission that
the government was not helping. And when the kulak killed a cow, he
added, the poor peasant could buy some of the meat.$!

lass struggle was hard to maintain. A typical complaint was still that:
‘Sometimes the kulak leads the poor and middling strata. There are cases
when peasants of a collective farm vote against the expulsion of kulaks.
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Occwanally. the  poor follaw the kulak owing to bad organization. The
cause of this, beside the
the part of the kulak, lack of culture, and family connections’.*

Poor peasants t0o, as official report tell us, would say ‘there are no
kulaks in our village’; and ~ even more strikingly — ‘now they are
confiscating bread from the kulak; tomorrow they will turn against the
poor and middle peasant’.%

In a speech, (unpublished at the time), to the North Caucasian Party
Conference in March 1929 Mikoyan said frankly that the middle peasant
e the kulak as an example, and accepted his authority, while regarding

¢ poor peasant as economically inefficient. Only the large collective
fann‘ Mikoyan added (reflecting the new Stalinist thinking), would
remrieve the situation.** Again, at the Apnl 1929 Sixteenth Party
Conference, Sergei Syrtsov, shrmly o prvmottd to Politburo
candldacy, said that not only ddk some of the
peasantry as well supported the kulaks. ln fact lhe Head of the
Cemnl Committee Agricultural Department said flatly ‘the middle
peasant has turned against us and sided with the kulak*® Through 1928—
29 there are scores of such admi: s that the ‘kulak’ and the rest of the
peasantry took the same position - even from men like Kaganovich.%

However, the ‘kulak’ mania was in one way helpful to the party, as
Stalin himself noted: for if the middle peasant saw that the private
prosperity he sought would only lead to his becoming a kulak and being
repressed —orif he was simply ‘prevented . . . from becoming a kulak’ ~ he
mighl come round to the idea that the collective farm was the only
remaining way to prosperity.t”

As to their number: taxes imposed in November 1928 on ‘the
wealthiest strata in the village in theory hit 2-3% of the peasantry (to
discourage ‘apathy’, the tax was -Itmd 10 being based on the area sown,
nprdless of the actual harvest).*” But in practice, as Sulin :dmmed wp
to 12%, in some areas even more, were affected.”® And other
show that the ‘surtax’ affected 16% of all households in the RSFS&"
Pravda was to speak of entire kulak villages.” In one such, in the North
Caucasus, not even members of the local Soviet would attend meetings
about the grain collection.” The number treated as kulaks in 1929 grain
quotas is undiscoverable by Soviet rescarchers, but one Soviet historian
estimates that it was about 7-10% of all rural households,” while the joint
pseudo-category of kulaks and ‘better-off” were later to be described by
Stalin as amounting to 15% of all rural households.

.
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‘The crucial year 1929, in fan, found the mm probl:m, and d\c € peasant
pvoblem. still unsolved. B
in the winter of 1928-9, (and in the autumn of l929 | meat rationing
followed). In the spring of 1929 Rykov

the import of grain - the expedient to wl\-ch lhc USSR was ﬁnzlly dnven
in the 1960s. But

In the Polubnm, Bukharin now spoke or a lmlmry feudal nplmuuon
of the peasantry’, and over the early part of the year the Right continued to
make a strong ‘effort to stabilize relations with the peasantry, the end of
coercive measures, a return to NEP and the free market.”®

By the spring of 1929 Stalin was speaking (in a then unpublished
speech) of Bukharin's ‘treacherous behaviour'.”” Bukharin had made and
published his central point, quoting Lenin to the effect that it would be
disastrous for the Communist course to apply strict communist pnncnples
in the villages ‘so long as the material basis for Communism does not exist
in the countryside’” Nearly all the non-pamy, ie. professional,
economists supported this, and the Right's idea of restoring the
equilibrium of the market: in particular Viadimir Groman, the chief brain
of the State Planning Commission (Gosplan). Even Strumilin, closest to
Stalin among the Gosplan economists, held that the rate of growth should
not outpace the resources needed for it.

The Five Year Plan was officially approved in April-May 1929, before
it had been properly completed.

Itwas in any case not really a ‘plan’ at all. Though some measure of co-
ordination, and a fair amount of attention to the relation between
resources and possibilities was preserved, in effect it was (and even more
inthe mm) ‘merely a body of figures which were constantly being scaled
upward, and this was its sole function’.™

‘The planners put forward two versions, one less ambitious than the
‘optional’ other one, which was made conditional on five good harvests, a
good international market for grain, no necessity for high defence
expenditure, and other factors. Even this was to be scaled up. And, in so
far as the plan still retained some remnant of the coordination Gosplan
economists had called for, this disappeared as each industry and
individual plant sank into a series of ever more unattainable crash
programmes, without regard to the resources of the economy as a whole.

Nevertheless if the original Five Year Plan had in fact been followed,
the individual sector would only have declined by the odd percent of the
population by 1932-3 and it would have retained almost 90% of gross
peasant prodmon This adequately indicates what overt party policy
still was in the spring of 1929.

The Party’s actions in the countryside had in fact largely destroyed
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NEP. But it is not clear that the leadership yet understood what it had
done. Even now, and as late as mid-1929, there was general assent to the
ndus of NEP of a long. n:onunumg pnvlte sector in a'm:ulnne, and ol
marks
mmomms not only in Gosplan but also in the Commissariat of

griculture.

In April 1929 even Stalin was saying that between 4.9and 5.7 of the 8.2
million tons of grain required by the State could be obtained in the
market, with the remaining 2.5 million tons needing ‘organized pressure
on the kulaks' on the Ural-Siberian model® — an extraordinary and
chimerical mix of two economic methods, but at least not calling for total
control.

The comparatively slow way in which Stalin carried out his double
operation of crushing the Right and embarking on crash collectivization
seems to have been largely due to the fact thatan important section of his

OWN supporters were not quite ready for either, even in the early part of
1929, or at least to Stalin sensing something of the sort. The defeat of the
knghl in April 1929 was a rallying of Central Committee veterans to what
still appeared a fairly moderate economic course, and having opted for
Stalin, they were led step by step into the full implementation of the
extreme policies of the winter.

.

‘The endless umme against the kulak was much discussed in the Party
and its organs in the earlier part of 1929, but no decision on how to deal
with him was then reached. It was only in May 1929 that the Council of
People’s Commissars produced a formal definition of a kulak farm. It
rzguhrly hired labour; or Iml a mill or buttermaking or similar

or hired out hinery or premises; or had
members engaged in commercial activities or usu: g or other income not
from work — specifically mclndm; the priesthood.

Under these 1d have b lized.
Moreover republican, urmoml -nd provmml authorities were given the
right to modify them to suit local conditions!

Meanwhile even the most radical speakers said that there was no
intention of physically liquidating the kulak, and mass deportation was not
mentioned until a subcommittee on the question submitted, towards the
end of the year, a proposal that the worst of three categories of luln!:i
active enemies guilty of hostile acts, should be imprisoned or deponed
Yet ‘dekulakization’ - the beginnings of the mass action we shall be
dealing with in the next chapter — begins sporadically early in 1929. For
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example, in the village of Shampaivka, Kiev Province, with about 3,000
households, fifteen peasants were dekulakized and sent north as early as
March 1929.%

Such dekulakization was activated by the most eager Stalinists at the
provincial level. On 20 May 1929 the Central Volga party committee
ruled that kulak coum:r-rtvolulwn:ms should be r:nwv:d on Hjune.
the North C
be expropriated and exiled — dlw;h only if they had been caught
with concealed grain, and then no more than one or two per stanitsa.”
More generally, we are told in a Soviet publication that local government
organs were gvven the powel decision of general meetings of the

ile kulaks b der earlyin 1929.%

Butthe position remained ambiguous. ‘The normal weapon was a series.
of successive grain quotas and taxes. According to Strumilin the kulak,
with average camings five times greater than those of a poor peasant, paid
thirty times as much tax per head.8? A decree of 28 June 1929 ‘allowed”
village Soviets to inflict fines five times the value of the individual farm’s
procurement, if it failed to meet its quota. This was the ‘legal’ basis of
action in the village, including dekulakization, until February 1930, .
Failure to pay the fines meant the selling up of the kulak’s farm,
dispossession. A typical order from the Dnipropetrovsk Province ran
‘Citizen Andriy Berezhny, wealthy farmer, is obliged to deliver corn at the
40% rate. He has not delivered 203 poods, and now refuses to make
further delivery. He is to pay 500 roubles fine within twenty-four hours.
In the case ofnot.raym‘, forced collection of fines by means of selling up
‘must take place”.’

In 1928-9,2sa nsull of all this, the ‘kulaks’ lost 30 to 40% of their
‘means of productios

“‘Loss of elenonl n‘hls' was a penalty often inflicted in conjunction
with others. It may be asked why the peasant minded this removal of 2
virtually non-existent privilege. The reason is that it appeared on his
personal documents, and would instantly brand him wherever in the
country he sought refuge or employment. And depnvanon of the right to
vote ‘was often followed by d:nul of lodging, food ration and medical
umce:, and eqncnlly by exile”.®

NEP in the uuumu of the mlrlm now dmppemd This other new
‘bourgeoisie’ - the notorious Nepmen — amounted to half a million,
‘mainly small shopkeepers without employees. The shops they ran in the
villages were assessed in 1927 as having an average capital value of 711
roubles, (even at the official rate, some $375, or £80). Their
disappearance led to a virtual collapse of the distribution of consumer
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goods. ‘Even the meagre goods available could not be distributed".”!
As against the idea of exiling or selling up the kulak over 1929 Kalmm
madz an attempt to permit ‘kulaks’ (after giving up their property) to be
into collective agri As late as mid-1929 Party
spokesmen were to be found strangly mclmmg 1o allow the kulaks to join
rms ‘if they unce their p
of means of production’. Others (ook the opposite view. 2 In Augusl
Bauman nuthonunvelyy stated that the question had not been finally
resolved by the Party.”” However, in the later half of the year we hear linle
more of the possibility of kulak admission to the kolkhozes. By October
those suggesting it were being accused of Right deviation.

-

But all this was far from the winning over of the peasantry en masse, and the

isolation of the class enemy, which was desired. The main body of the

peasantry was now thoroughly alienated. They used all the weapons

aAvailable to them, including massive complaint to their sons serving in the
my.

Pravda, in an editorial on 2 February 1929, i ly that the
peasant had not yet realized ‘the basic difference between the laws of the
old regime and Soviet laws’, still regarding the vlast as automatically
hostile. Pravda was parlitularly annoyed at such persisting sayings as
‘whatis the use of laws when the judges know each other’ and ‘the lawisa
spider’s web, the bumblebee gets through, the fly is caught'.

The comparative peace of the villages at the height of NEP had totally
disappeared. Already in 1928, from all over the country came reports of
looting, civil disorder, resistance, riots, in which workers also
participated. % One official history quotes case after case of party and
other activists attacked - three ‘kulaks’ killing an Ivanovo party secretary
on 7 June 1928; the shooting of a kolkhoz chairman in Kostroma on 7
November 1928; of another activist in the same region the same day; of
the chairman of a village Soviet in Penza on 19 December 1928; and a
dozen others all over the USSR.* From 1927 to 1929 300 procurement
agents are reported kille

‘The number of * r:psl ered kulak terrorist acts’ in the Ukraine
quadrupled between 1927 and 1929, 1,262 being reported in the latter
year.”™ Resistance grew ever stronger. Official figures for nine months of
1929 alone, and only in the central provinces of the RSFSR, show 1,002
‘terrorist acts’ were organized by ‘kulaks’, with 384 deaths. For these
3,281 people were sentenced — and of these only 1,924 — 31.2% - were
‘kulaks’: the others were 1,896 ‘middle peasant sub-kulaks’, 296 poor
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peasants and 67 officials. Since in such cases the pressure to call the
accused a kulak was obviously great, it constitutes an admission that the
rank-and-file peasantry were hostile.”

In the autumn of 1929 a further increase in “terrorism’ is registered.'™
Nevertheless, in spite of a certain degree of sporadic armed resistance,
there was not at this stage anything in the way of a serious rebellion, and
these are still isolated incidents compared with what was to come.

Meanwhile large scale resistance of a more passive type was even more
significant. In particular grain was buried - first on the peasants’ own
land, then in odd waste areas, haystacks, churches, out in the steppe, in
the ravines and the forest. Kulaks put their grain in their relatives’ names,
sold it to poor peasants at low prices, or to illegal private traders who
smuggled tn parcels,on rafi, in cartsat night. Middle and poor peasants
did the same as far as they could. E: the
collection as best they could. When they could not hide or sell their grain,
they turned the crop into hay, burnt it, or threw it in the rivers."

.

In the villages, the party still had inadequate means of control. The
number of rural members of the Party in the 1917-21 period had been
about one-sixth of the total, and many of these were workers. Moreover,
in 1922-3, a Soviet writer notes, ‘only an infinitesimal number of
Communists in the villages’ had renewed their membership.' In 1929,

therefore, the bulk of the village Communists were recruits of the NEP

period, who had been largely by the militant d
the carlier phase.
It was noted in the Party it iousl

loyal to the regime, who might even be a party m:mber, moved easily
‘from a favourable class position to a hostile one”.'™ In the villages,
moreaver, (as Molotov complained in 1928), agricultural workers and

peasants only made up 5% of the Party membership.'® And a
resolution of the November 1928 plenum of the Party Central Committee
noted that in the Ukraine the rural party contained ‘a considerable
number of better-off peasants and near-kulak elements, which are
degenerate and totally alien to the working class".'® In any case, the great
‘majority of the rural membership was not peasant at all but, in the main,
local officials.

Moreover, however looked at, their numbers were inadequate. In
September 1924, there were only 13,558 party cells in the villages, witha
membership of 152,993, the cells typically numbering four to six
members and being spread over three or four villages sometimes five or
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six miles apart.'™ Even in October 1928, there were only 198,000 peasant
party members (out of 1,360,000) - one Communist peasant per 125

peasant households. Only 20,700 rural party cells existed in the 70,000
wllages By 1929 there were 333,300 village (not necessarily peasant)
members in 23,300 cells, (though some of these cells were, a prominent
Communist commented, fictitious).'” In the Ukraine the Party
membership in the villages was smaller still — 25,000 members employed
in agriculture out of 25 million rural inhabitants.'®

Even in 1929, there was approximately only one Party cell to three
village Soviets. In the village Soviets themselves, the ‘poor peasants’ who
had only held about 16% of the membership under NEP, went up from
28.7 10 37.8 in 1929, but even this was denounced as inadequate. Nor did
this influx of “poor peasants’, however Marxist, prove effective. When the
offensive against the peasants began to gather momentum the village
Soviets, and even the district Soviets, opposed the attack, Moscow nonn;
that they ‘were fcmmng a bloc with the kulaks’ and ‘d(‘:ntnnn‘

The Ch: f one District E ittee is quoted as saying
that the pressure on the kulak ‘will turn him and the whole population
against us’. Not merely ordinary peasants, but local Party members would
tell plenipotentiaries ‘We have no kulaks here’. Even the plenipotentiaries
‘grow pacifist’.

Local party members — and even local GPU militia organs — were kept
under pressure from above, being attacked for being insufficiendy
militant. Many were dismissed - in some cases entire district committees
and even all the party cells in a district;""! and party officials who tried to
preserve some order and legality were denounced as accomplices of the
Right.

More generally Pravda complained that Communists were ‘often .
opponents o{ the rapid development of collective farms and state farms,

of the “free of peasant economy”,
defenders of peaceful co»e)nstem with the kulak, people who do not see
classes in the countryside”."

This purge of party ‘opportunists’ unenthusiastic about the new
policies assumed a mass eharmer " ln fact_even the ‘peasant

dents’ 8
clements’.!'*

Of course, none of this is to say that the authorities had no reliable
agents at all in the countryside. In a village of two thousand or more
inhabitants, it was not difficult to find an adequate ‘brigade’ of activists. A
report of one such names fourteen ~ some farm labourers, some ex-
partisans, some budding police-apprentices. Many of them were, as ten
years previously, a semi-criminal element.
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One of the best known of modemn Soviet ‘country novels’, Vasilii
Belov's Kaminy," gives a very depressing account of the end of NEP in
the Vologda area under such characters. One of the main adherents of the
regime in the village has as his motives vengeance, meanness, and
compensation for his knowledge of his inferiority, denounces anony-
mously, and in general behaves revoltingly. ‘He never forgave people,
and saw only enemies in them and that engendered fear, and he
did not hope for anything, but believed only in his own power and
cunning. And having believed in that, another idea was entrenched in
him: all people are like him and all the world lives under the sign of fear
and power, as he does. Force creates everything, but a greater force
subdues it and people take into consideration only force. They are afraid
ofit’.

Butin general, rural Communism was to a large degree a broken reed.
So, once again, in the summer of 1929 a hundred thousand urban party
members were sent into the counu-yslde to help the g-nn collection; and
other agents of the d them.

In the Noﬂh Caucasus alone 15,000 town dwellers descended on the
peasantry.!

The transition from the phase of direct Party intervention camouflaged as.
mass action to the next phase was not difficult. In the press, from every
platform, a lynching mood towards the class enemy had already been
launched. For it had at least been shown over 1928-9 that the appearance
of lynch law - of popular or mass feeling = rather than ‘naked
administrative methods’, could be created in these campaigns, even
though the real feeling of the peasantry was unenthusiastic.

Moreover the lynching mood was extended, though as yetless literally,
to the problem of the defeated Right. Tomsky was removed as Head of the.
Trade Unions in June 1929, and Bukharin from the Comintern in July,
though still for the time being remaining members of the Politburo. Their
followers were eliminated from all sensitive posts. And over the following
period came the purge of their many supporters among the rank-and-file.
In spite of Bukharin’s failure to organize his opposition as the Left had
done, modern Soviet works tell us that entire party ommnnons
supported him, and that 100,
as Rightists'"® - compared with |.500 Trotskyites.

On the other hand, the atmosphere of crisis appealed to the old Left,
and at this time a group of important ‘lefiists’ — Preobrazhensky, Radek
and Smilga — broke with Trotsky and accepted the new Stalinist line.
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Nor was it the case that the authorities neglected, at least in theory, to
provide incentives as well as coercion. Scarcity for the
countryside was called ‘one of the most serious obstacles’."** However, in
the Central Committee Resolution of 29 July 1929, it was laid down that
the supply of goods ‘must chiefly be related to the fulfilment of the grain
collection plans’,'?! and it was ruled that this should be done on a class
basis, for example exempting the poor peasant from this condition.'?*

But the goods were not in fact forthcoming, and there was no
suggestion that policy should wait for them. On 28 June 1929 it had been
ruled that a peasant could be penalized for not delivering grain even if it
could not be shown that he was ‘hoarding’ any: he could be fined, and if
the fine was not paid, expropriated. Another decree on the same day laid
down penalties for ‘failure to carry out general state instructions’: first
fines, and on the second offence a year's imprisonment, or if in a
concerted group up 10 two years, with full or partial expropriation and
exile.'®> Many ‘kulaks’ now sold up and moved into the towns to avoid
this.

All sorts of shifts were meanwhile introduced to make up the looming
grain deficit. ‘Voluntary’ gifts of corn to the Government were ordered:
for example in October 1929 villages in the Ukraine were told to send in
an extra twenty pounds of wheat per family within a few days.'>

The facts of the period have been to some extent obscured by Stalin’s
deceptive and devious style. In his struggle against the Right, he was able
to undermine them while not attacking them. He was able to maintain that
an artificial agitation got up by his nominees was a genuine wave of class.
struggle in the villages. And finally, he was always able to blame
deviationists for the ‘excesses’ which were an unavoidable result of his
policies.

‘There were party that the fight
was not only against the kulak, but also the middle peasant, but held that
this was correct Leninist policy and should be proclaimed as such.'? But
this accurate analysis could only be regarded, in the realm of theory, as
Left deviationism.

At every point, policy had to be decked out in appropriate Marxist
terms. So, first an almost entirely artificial class war in the village had to be
posited, and rubbed in to the point of extreme tedium, even when the
leaders knew it to be false. And then, at the end of 1929, a purely
imaginary switch of the middle peasantry to a love of collectivization
became the crux. No party spokesman could omit, let alone rebut, this
piece of doctrinal piety.
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In this atmosphere of conceptual confusion and fantasy, with policy
shifting while verbalizations remained the same, it was hard for party
members to adjust themselves to the tempo of change. Nor, even at this
stage, can we be sure when exactly it was that Stalin determined on crash
collectivization.

On a purely agricultural view, Stalin’s thinking has been described in
terms of having rediscovered in the early part of the year the ‘short-term
effectiveness’ of coercive methods, and then ‘trying to solve a long-term,
structural problem by means of short-term, war-economy measures,
including collectivization”.'*’ It seems that the partial success, and partial
failure, of the Ural-Siberian method and later actions converted him to
the view that only total control over the countryside would solve the
Party’s problem.

The Five Year Plan had envisaged five million households in the
collective farms by 1932-3. But the Government's newly formed
‘Kolkhoz Centre’ was already in June 1929 talking of seven to eight
million during 1930, while aiming at collectivizing half the wpulmon
during the Plan period, and trebling the acrcage cnvisaged i the Plan.'

At this point, in fact, the Plan’s agric d. But
even these figures were to be overtaken by far higher ones. By November
they had already nearly doubled, to double again during December.

For, while the Right had held that collectivization would only make
sense when the peasantry had adequate machinery and other goods from
the towns, a different consideration prevailed among the Stalinists. As.
Mikoyan put it in June 1929, ‘if there were no grain difficulties”
collectivization would not have been urgent.'”

.

In the carly days of the regime great efforts had been made to establish
collective farms. Many were set up by administrative pressure, and most
of them disappeared when NEP came into force. Many had been largely
staffed by workers, who now began to retun to the cities. In other cases
richer peasanls who had joined them to save their property went back to
private farming'® - a phenomenon tobe seen apm in 1930 Inany case,
these early! 1, were always
:h minor fearure By mid-1928 less than 2% of households belonged to

A decree of the Council of People’s Commissars and the Central
Executive Committee of 16 March 1927 shows no trend towards them.
And as late as the end of 1928 there was still no suggestion of the
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collectivization of the mass of the middle peasants — though a Decree of
15 December recommended favoured treatment for any rural
collectives'! (and now also gave the authorities the right to forbid v.he
setting up of new ‘consolidated” individual farms in cases where
would reinforce the ‘kulak’ stratum)."*

Even half-way through 1929 the Commissariat of Agriculture
estimated that there were 40,000 kolkhozes then in enslence, but only
10-15,000 of them with chairmen competent to run them.'”* Most were
of the “TOZ’ type - in fact not really collective farms at all but merely
associations for joint tillage, ploughing, harvesting and sharing the
proceeds: it was, of course, the quite different ‘artel’ type kolkhoz, with
the land, implements and produce properly under ‘collective’ — that is,
state - control, that was the chosen vehicle of the Stalin era.

.

Apart from the political and social reasons given for collectivization, a
most nmpomm justification runs that small-scale farming is

ive, so that either largy le socialist farms or large-scale
capitalist farms are inevitable. During this period, there is also a further
outburst of expressions of faith in a technological revolution which would
(for eumple) stop any ‘archaic’ ideas o{ ‘animal husbandry allegedly
requiring a kind of individual treatment’.

Lenin had, of course, been quite orthodox in envisaging an eventual
system of huge Marxist factory-farms. But it had been realized by Soviet
economists in the 1920s, from the experience of excessively large
collective farms set up at the time, that a smaller size would be more
efficient.” Some of these economists who were former Social-
Revolutionaries, in particular the major figure Chayanov, had written
sensibly throughout, and still defended small scale agriculture in 1929 -
but soon had to repudiate this position.

For Stalin came out in favour of the ‘giant kolkhozes’, saying, ‘The
ob]ecnons of ‘science” to the possibility and el'pedlency of ornmzm.
large grain factories of 50,000 to 100,!
turned to ashes’."’ This formulation was indeed toned down when
Stalin’s Works appeared years later, to ‘40-50,000"; but meanwhile the
agricultural experts perforce followed his lead, in fact acceptably putting
the emphasis on 100,000 rather than the lower figure. And other scholars
were soon speaking of the kolkhoz in classical Marxist terms as a
“transition to the large collectivized agricultural factory’."¥”

Stalin himself went to the length of predicting that, by these methods,
‘Our country will, in some three years time, have become one of the
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richest granaries, if not the richest, in the whole world”.'** And Bukharin
too was soon enthusing about giant farms, each encompassing a whole
District!™®

Typical of the time is the tale of the Khoper area on the Lower Don,
which had been made a crash collectivization model. It came forward at
the end of 1929 with a plan, worked out in three days, for a ‘socialist
agrotown’ of 44,000 B¢ le in flats, with libraries, restaurants, reading
rooms, gymnasiums'® .. . fantasy to persist through Soviet history.

This urge to the giant farm had no basis except an urge to urbanize the

ide and produce the grain-factories hypothesized by a German
scholar a couple of i i The i il
reality would have raised the question of why successful capitalist farms
were not of this giant size. For, leaving all political theory aside, if huge
farms were the more productive they would have emerged under
capitalism just as huge factories did. Moreover, even with non-Soviet co-
operative farming, as one of the West's leading scholars in the field has
pointed out, ‘Outside the USSR . . . attempts to combine small farms into
large  scale xmdncﬁon co-operatives have thus far proved
unsuccessful”."

Partly for such doctrinal reasons, intensive farming was simply never
tried. Butitis quit that i i it
the productivity of the small farms. In 1861-76 to 1901-10 Russian grain
yields had increased by as much as 45%; and in 1924-9 were again 22%
higher than the average yields of 1901-10."* In fact peasant agriculture
had not reached its limits of expansion; as we have seen Soviet estimates
gave an annual rate of growth of peasant productive capital as 5.5%.

Regardless of the form of agriculture, there seems litle doubt that
output could have been raised by fairly simple methods. Steel ploughs
substituted for the five million wooden ploughs still in use; the better use
of seed; and similar measures taken in other countries, would have proved
very effective. All that was needed was a rise in productivity to something
like that of other Eastern European countries of the period.

The initiative for mass collectivization is still supposed to have arisen on
the Lower Volga and to have spread ‘spontancously’.'*> Through 1929
other local party committees came forward with ever increasing schedules
for their own collectivization, to fulfil what they rightly saw as the
leadership’s intentions, (though often inflating their collectivization
figures without actually increasing collectivization, or so it was
complained).'*
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The Collective Farm Centre set up in the summer at first decided to
concentrate on selected ‘districts of comprehensive collectivization’, in
which a very high proportion of kolkhozes would be set up. In July, the
largely Cossack North Caucasus Territory announced thatits programme
would be based on the collectivization of whole stanitsas.* The

atthis point, was thus hi ized and by
November with only 7.6 of the households in the USSR as a whole (about
two million of them) collectivized, provinces and territories show up to
19%, and some districts within them up to 50% or more, with, in the end,
entire provinces reaching this level.

The principle of a majority vote for the kolkhoz in a village forcing the
‘minority also to join now became normal. And the voting was, as usual,
under strong pressure. Even then the ‘majority’, as a leading Party figure
pointed out, might be eighteen to fourteen out of seventy-seven house-
holds (in one case he listed); while in another village lack of any votes.
against was followed by the refusal of all the fifteen individual peasants
elected to the collectivization committee to serve, having instead to be
fined and imprisoned. Moreover, the individual peasants thus finding
themselves destined for the kolkhoz, at this stage often sold off their
livestock and implements before joining.'*

The lesson drawn by the authorities was that the highly collectivized
areas should serve as pilot models for the whole country; and over the last
part of the year this ‘method’ of mass collectivization was declared by
Stalin himself to be an essential precondition to fulfilling the Plan."”

‘As always during Soviet agricultural turmoil, the detailed planning was
thoroughly defective, and the press often carried stories of large amounts
of grain being wasted: ‘Twelve carloads of wheat are rotting in the
basement of the Red Star flour mill at Zheleznyany in the Donbas’; " ‘at
the Byelorussian branch of the Grain Association 2,500 tons of grain are
piled out in the open. In Voronkovo 100 tons of grain have rotted in the
granaries . . . In many parts of the Odessa Province grain is lying in heaps
on the ground, not even covered . . . tens of thousands of tons of grain are
thus piled on the ground under the open sky’.'**

In mid-1929 it was stll P the rate of izati
would depend on the availability of tractors. But as the year advanced it
came to be argued, as Stalin did in an address to agrarian Mandsts,' that
a mere aggregation of ploughs, under collectivized conditions, would
greatly improve agricultural efficiency.

With all the increase of pressure, Stalin played his cards so carefully
that even in carly September of his leading followers Ordzhonikidze
could speak of ‘years and years’ being necessary and Andreyev could deny
that complete collectivization was possible under the Five Year Plan.'*!
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But the real tendency, the implicif f the Stalin leadershij
ran the other way. A surer view was given by Pyatakov, as a former Leftist
of the highest influence speaking in October 1929 at the Council of
People’s Commissars. He said that ‘We are obliged to adopt extreme rates
of collectivization of agriculture’, and went on to invoke ‘the same tension
‘with which we worked in the time of armed struggle with the class enemy.
The heroic period of our socialist construction has arrived"."*? In fact,
party traditionalism now rallied to Stalin pardy because of a belief that,
however crude his methods, he was fighting the decisive battle of the
regime, partly because the very dangers of the new phase seemed to
demand party unity. The atmosphere of the Civil War was, as Pyatakov
urged, in effect recreated. This was not only useful against the peasantry.
It also gave all the benefits of an emergency to the feelings of the Party
activists. Moderation was, or was to be, crushed or swept away on a wave
of partisan emotion.

.

The more serious party economists had held that an industrial growth of
18-20% (then already achieved, at least on paper) should be maintained,
with the emphasis on efficiency. No plans should be made without an
adequate look at the available resources. But Stalin and his followers now
insisted on a doubling of the growth rate; (in the event the actual results in
industrial production in 1930 were to be — even on official figures - an
increase of 22% instead of 35%, and so with the figures of productivity
and production costs).'

As to the economists, as 1929 wore on there were a number of
statements which made it clear that they had the choice of supporting the
politicians’ new plans or going to prison.'** The Stalinists began, in fact,
to attack them openly, Molotov speaking of ‘bourgeois-kulak ideologists
at the centre and in the localities”.'® In October Groman was removed
from the Expert Council of the Central Statistical Adminismdovk-nd at
the end of the year that body was put directly under Gosplan.'*® Non-
Party economists like Chayanov renounced their views as if they were
Communists, though this resulted in attacks on their renunciations as
insincere. Still, they survived for the moment, to die in Secret Police
hands a few years later, implicated in the Menshevik Trial and other
frame-ups.

The political leadership not only rebuffed the economists, but even
N l 3 hin ‘mathematical models of

growth,
studies of i i and i models of
ion and ion, research on ‘models,
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studies on fic organization of labour and many other
endeavours”. S Sulms economist Strumilin said, ‘Our task is not to
study economics but to change it. We are bound by no laws. There are no
fortresses which Bolsheviks cannot storm. The question of tempo is
subject to decision by human beings’.

It was now laid down that the country's capital stock was to be doubled
in five years. But agricultural output too was to increase ~ by 55%, while
consumption was to rise by 85%.

By 1 July 1929 4% of the houscholds were in kolkhozes, and by
November 7.6%. Except where total forced collectivization had already
been put through the collective farms were still almost everywhere ‘weak’
and overwhelmingly made up of poor peasants.

Sulm, however‘ now parlayed this not very impressive npsum intoa

On? he ‘the radical
dun;r that has taken place in the development of our agriculture from
small, backward individual farming to large-scale, advanced collective
agriculture, to cultivation of the land in common ... The new and
decisive feature of the peasant collective farm movement is that the
peasants are joining the collective farms not in separate groups, as was
formerly the case, but in whole villages, whole regions, whole districts and
even whole provinces. And what does that mean? It means that the middle
peasant has joined the collctive farm movement. And that s the basis of the
radical change in the of
most important achievement of Soviet power during the past year'.!
(Soviet ex‘uns of the Khrushchev period criticized this claim as
fallacious,"® as well they might. But the later tendency of official scholars
is to accept much of Stalin’s case, including support for his view that the

of a small ion of the land b( 1l d that the
diti isted ‘for total

The pressures for extreme measures now grew sharply. The ke
moment was the Plenum of the Central Committee which met on 10-17
November 1929. The members were told that mass vulumxry
collectivization was already happenmg. and put under pressure - in
particular by Molotov as Stalin's chief spokesman - to seize within weeks
or months an opportunity which :hould not be missed’ to solve the
agrarian question once and for all.

Molotov called for collectivized provinces and republics ‘as soon as
next year’ and spoke of a ‘decisive advance’ over the next four and a half
months. On the ‘kulaks’, he warned against their penetrating the
collective farms; ‘treat the kulak as a most cunning and still undefeated
enemy".'®!

Molotov also made it clear that the supposed material conditions for

the
2 158
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collectivization would not be fulfilled: ‘the amount of material assistance
cannot be very great . . . all that the State can give, despite its efforts, is 2
very small sum’.2 Instead, the Central Committee called for major
investment by the peasants themselves.

With all this, Molotov - still! - attacked the Right for wrongly accusing
the Party ‘of building Socialism through policies of extraordinary
measures, i.¢. through a policy of administrative repression".'®

In their defence, Rykov read a statement by himself and the other two
Rightist leaders ‘withdrawing’ their disagreement with the majority,
saying that they had had nothing against the industrialization and
collectivization tempo nor the policy of ‘decisive action’ against the kulak.
However, he still claimed that the Right's tactical methods would have
proved a ‘less painful path’ and was strongly attacked by many speakers,
including Stalin. Their repentance was rejected as inadequate. And the
political victory was celebrated by Mikoyan stating that while the Party’s
hands the previous years had been ‘to some extent tied by the vacillation
and opposition of Right wing members of the Politburo’, niow ‘a clear and
understanding line’ on grain was possible.'**

In addition to the attack on the Right, there was, as ever, some
conventional criticism of minor ‘excesses’. Kaminsky, the Chairman of
the crucial Collective Farm Centre, admitted to the plenum that
‘administrative measures’ might have bten apphed in some places’, but
dismissed this as ‘of minimal importance’."

The plenum’s resolutions on agriculture were that: it resolved that a
‘radical solution’ was needed and that ‘this task lies in the direction of
further speed-up of the processes of collectivization’; it ordered all Party

organizations ‘to put as a keystone the task of further developing mass

of the peasant holds’; it

called for the ‘mobilization . . . for work in the collective farms” of ‘at least

25,000’ industrial worlers belonging to the Party; it demanded ‘the most
dmsnve measures’ aplm( the kulaks.

Ina that ‘the Ukrai th
of a very short period of time, set examples for the organization of large-
scale socialized farming’.

Itcondemned the Righ( Opposition for having ‘declared that the tempo
of collectivization that has been undertaken is unrealistic’, that the
‘material and technical prerequisites are absent and that there is no desire
on the part of the poor : and mlddlc peuamry to > go over 1o (oileme
forms of land
having ‘slandered the Parly with denugopc accusations’ and for having
‘maintained that “extraordinary measures” had pushed the “middle”
peasant toward the kulak’.'®
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Following the plenum Bukharin, Tomsky and Rykov recanted in more
acceptable terms, and other ex-oppositionists like Shlyapnikov and
Pyatakov called strongly for Party unity.

A vast new administrative body was now formed: the All Union
People’s Commissariat of Agriculture, with overriding planning powers.
And a Commission was set up on 5 December to deal with the whole
collectivization schedule. Headed by the new Commissar of Agriculture,
Yakovlev, it made a report of 22 December suggestng complete
collectivization of the grain-producing areas within two 10 three years.

Even now Yakovlev warned against ‘ecstasy’ in plunging in to do

g thus ing off the middle peasanh and
apmsl it to reach 100% collecti
areas. This last was an only too true description of the frivolous nnd
care:rm :mrudes of many Iocal leaders. Yakovlev was now :nlmzed by
li ike even so the
recommended that ‘at least a third" of the sown area be :nluva(ed
collectively by the spring of 1930.'¢"

This was not radical enough for Stalin, whose fiftieth birthday in
December 1929 was the occasion of a great glorification of the General
Secretary, accompanied by falsification of Party history of the type to
become more extreme as the years passed.

Mol ibed the draft it ,and Stalin k for
improvement: he indicated that the deadline for collectivizing the grain
producing areas should be the autumn of 1930 — and this was laid down
for the Ukraine.'s®

The revised plan was approved on 4 January, and by now the North
Caucasus and Volga were set to complete their collectivization by Spring.
1931 at the latest, and the remaining grain areas by Spring 1932 at the
latest.

As 1o dekulakization, Stalin laid down that ‘Dekulakization is now an
essential element in forming and developing the collective farms . . . of
course it is wrong to admit the kulak into the collective farm. It is wrong
because he is an accursed enemy of the collective farm movement'.! By
this time, Pravda was complaining that kulaks were not being arrested in
sufficient number,'™ not forced to hand in grain ‘surpluses’, and so on.'”!

A subcommission on kulaks of the Politburo Commission reported that
‘the time is ripe for the Question of the elimination of the kulak to be posed
in a specific form’,'”? since the political conditions for this now existed -
the middle peasant having turned to the kolkhoz.

At any rate, the subcommission now made the division of the kulaks
into three categories, of which the first should be arrested and shot or
imprisoned, and their families exiled; and the second exiled merely; while
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(at this stage) the ‘non-hostile’ third section might be admitted to the
collective farm on probation. The striking crux here is that it is the first
call for the systematic deportation of the kulaks.

Stalin issued the key formula for the new phase: ‘We have gone over
from a policy of limiting the exploiting tendencies of the kulak to a policy
of liquidating the kulak as a class’.'”

.

To sum up the period leading up to the ‘Second Revolution® and the new
cycle of mass terror and inhumanity: the Party had always intended, as
soon as it became feasible, to bring individual farming and the rural
market economy to an end; its first attempt to destroy the market had
ended in disaster, and it had been forced for some years to accommodate
its rule to the existence in the countryside of conditions unpalatable to its
doctrines; when sosituated it had failed to understand or properly manage
the market, and at the first signs of trouble had reverted to force, on a
supposedly temporary basis, failing to recognize that ‘temporary’
compulsion tends to destroy the market incentive past revival; it was
driven by growing failure of those incentives into a policy of further force;
and finally, finding that ‘exceptional’ measures to seize the crop were
expensive and difficult, it had tumed to collectivization as a means of
insuring that the crop remained from the start under Party control and out
of the hands of the peasantry - at the same time being ideologically sound.

‘Three successive winters had seen three approaches. In 1927-8, it was
virtually a matter of simple seizure of grain; in 1928-9, the appearance of
mass support and village initiative was insisted on for the same result; in
1929-30 this faked spontancity was harnessed to collectivization, a
permanent method of securing control of the grain.

In effecting these ends, the Party had relied continually on a spurious
doctrinal analysis to show it a supposed class enemy of a minority in the
countryside, whereas in fact almost the entire peasantry was opposed to it
and its policies. This doctri h i

in that it could be'used against the natural leaders of the peasantry, to
cripple the vnllages resistance.

The economic results of these decisions were to be, on one view,
disastrous. They included the destruction of the most efficient element of
the peasantry, and the removal of incentives to the remainder. It is
possible that Stalin and his colleagues did not foresee the extent of the
dlsasler, cemmly their about huge progress

h d thatway. But when the dis
came, they dld no( eonsldn more than very temporary retreat; and all in

1s




The Harvest of Sorrow

all it appears that the advantage of having control of the crop outweighed
for them the disadvantage of that crop’s shrinkage.

When it comes to the human side, the final end of the partial
independence of the peasantry, the crushing of the power of the market
and of the last petty-bourgeois class, and the imposition of the state’s
power in every comer of the countryside were felt to be positive 3
Not merely did they outweigh humane considerations: the ‘struggle’ with
the hostile ‘kulak’, the revival of class war, were positively invigorating to
the Party, restoring its faith in its raison d'étre.

And so we enter the epoch of delulaluunon, of collectivization, and of
the terror-famine; of war against the Soviet peasantry, and later against
the Ukrainian nation. It may be seen as one of the most significant, as well
as one of the most dreadful, periods of modern times.

-
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6
The Fate of the ‘Kulaks’

‘They buried him in alien soil
Shevchenko

From the point of view of the sequence of events, it is misleading to treat
separately from For they went on at the
same time, and were aspects of the same policies. But the fate
“kulak’ is at this point so different from that of the collectivized peasant
that it nevertheless seems to warrant separate treatment; though in the
narrative which follows, it should be remembered that the non-kulak
peasantry was at the same time pin:g t.hrwgh‘ t.hf painful process of

of the kulaks was in part designed to decapitate the peasantry in its
resistance to the imposition of the new order.

It was on 27 December 1929 that, as we have seen, Stalin announced
the aim of ‘the liquidation of the kulaks as a class”.!

The official Party ruling on dekulakization only came on 30 January
1930, when a resolution ‘On Measures for the Elimination of Kulak
Households in Districts of Comprehensive Collecnvmlum was.
approved by the Politburo and sent out to local Party bodies;? actual
legalization was finally forthcoming in a decree of 4 February.

As we have seen, mass dekulakization had already been uldng place in
a number of areas led by the more extreme Stalinists. Ithad become more
and more common as 1929 wore on. ‘Individual kulak groups’ m:enled
from various Ukrainian villages, Cossack stanitsas, and elsewhere.’ And
this was already understood as the beginning of the destruction of the
kulaks ‘as a class”.*

But the campaign was now brought to its final fruition, and in an
atmosphere of intense ‘class’ bitterness. Official statements held that
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“The Imlaks will not leave the historical stage without the most savage
opposition’;’ and the view was taken that ‘We must deal with the kulak as
we dealt with the bourgeoisie in 1918. The malicious kulak, actively
opposing our construction, must be cast into Soluvlu (the notorious
concentration camp complex on the White Sea).®

Of course, as we have said, the use of the term ‘kulak’ had been 2
distortion of the truth right from the beginning of the regime. But by now
it was hardly applicable as an economic class even in its perverse post-
revolutionary definitions. Many ‘kulaks’ even on the definitions of the late
*20s, had already been ruined, as is clearly stated in Soviet sources.” And
the others were hardly either rich or exploitative. Only a minority owned
three or four cows and two or three horses. Only 1% of farms employed
more than one paid worker.

The value of goods confiscated from the ‘kulaks’ was indicative. A
figure of 170 million roubles has been given, though a more recent figure
is 400 million ~ that is berween 170 and 400 roubles a household (about
$90-3210, even at the official rate of exchange), even if the total
dekulakized was as low as the official million families. As one
commentator says,the mere cost of deportation was probably higher than
this.

In one province (Kryvyi Rih) 4,080 farms were dekulakized in January—
February 1930, yielding to the kolkhoz only a total of 2,367 buildings,
3,750 horses, 2,460 cattle, 1,105 pigs, 446 threshing machines, 1,747
ploughs, 1,304 planters, 2,021 tons of grain and millet! The Soviet author
detailing this explains the meagreness of these totals by the fact that much
of the kulak's property had been seized in the 1928-9 offensive. In either

, he was now already a poor man. Of a typical ‘kulak’ an activist noted,
‘He has a sick wife, five children and not a crumb of bread in the house.
And that's what we call a kulak! The kids are in rags and tatters. They all
look like ghosts. I saw the pgoton the oven - a few potatoes in water. That
was their supper tonight'.

Peasants were particularly shaken by the expropriation of former poor
peasants who had worked hard through NEP and managed to buy a horse
oracow.

Tocap it all, moreover, the average kulak’s income was lower than dul
of the official wh
2 wealthy class.”?

But economic class:ﬁuuon ‘was by now a chimera. The use of tax lists
to decide on dek amethod at least rational on the face of it, did
not really fit the official line. An OGPU report held that it ‘frequently d-d
not correspond to reality and was not justified by serious real reasons"
And in practice the whole anti-kulak operation got out of hand, and
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involved large numbers of peasants of every economic situation.

A Soviet writer quotes a vnlhge in which even a local Communist I‘eels
that only five families (of ‘five to ') out of si
were really definable as kulaks." Soviet economists of the Khrushchey
penod gave as an example the village of Plovitsy in the Ukraine, where
sixty-six of the seventy-eight ‘kulak’ households were ‘really’ middle
peasants.'®

AsE.H. Carr putit, ‘It that cl: lysit
policy. Policy determined what form of class analysis was appropriate to
the given situation”.'* For example, even a very poor farmer, if a devout
churchman, would be a kulak.” And at any given moment almost 2.5
million households of middle peasants conbd readily be transferred from
the category of ‘ally’ to that of ‘class enemy’.

Stalin’s policies were presented in terms of a class analysis which made
little apparent sense. They were also economically destructive in that they
led to the ‘liquidation’ of the most efficient producers in the countryside.
But there is a level at which his policies were after all rational. If, more
realistically than the Marxists, we envisage peasant society as generally
speaking a reasonably integrated whole, the Stalin’s blow can be seen as
the climination of the natural leaders of the peasants against the
Communist subjugation of the countryside. That the term ‘kulak’ began
to be used in a sense far wider than even the Party’s economic definition
substantiates the point; while this becomes even clearer with the
formalisation of the category ‘subkulak’, a term without any real social
content even by Stalinist standards, but merely rather unconvincingly
masquerading as such.

was officially stated, ‘by “kulak”, we mean the carrier of certain
political tendencies which are most frequently discernible in the
subkulak, male and female”."® By this means, any peasant whatever was
liable to dekulakisation; and the ‘subkulak’ notion was widely employed,
enlarging the category ‘of victims greaty beyond the official estimate of
kulaks proper even at its most strained.

Moreover, contrary to the original instructions, dekulakization was in
no way confined to the maximum collectivization regions.'*

.

By 1931, it began to be officially admitted kulaks on any of the
varied Soviet definitions were kulaks no more: for example the West
Siberian Territory Committee of the Party reporud in May to the Central
Committee that the ‘kulaks’ deported in March ‘had very limited
property’ - i.e. were poor.?° A Soviet historian notes that ‘the kulaks had
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lost the majority of fe h i of them: ic use of hired
labour, unung out implements and horses, their own workshops, etc.” ~
5o that ‘in 1931 it became increasingly difficult to expose a kulak who
disguised his class essence”.”' This is a classic expression of the Marxist
notion that economics determines consciousness — that a man’s having at
some time in the past fulfilled the conditions of a Marxist-devised class
categorization is a matter of ‘essence’ which no later change can alter.

On 9 May 1931, M.L Kalinin himself, at a conference of secretaries
and members of the Central Executive Committee, said that the
government had intended to introduce changes in the law on the
definition of a kulak, but after discussion had to give up the project. The
grounds given in one Soviet comment are that ‘the old attitudes of a kulak
have almost disappeared, and the new ones do not lend themselves to
recognition't

Pravda also warned that ‘even the best activists often cannot spot the
kulak’, because they failed to realise that given a good harvesl sale, :emm
mnddle peasant are rapidly o
kulak households’> ~ The perennial problem ‘which all along had
stultified the scheme fM class war in the countryside.

Thus, by 2 strange logic, a middle peasant could become a kulak by
gaining property, but a kulak could not become a middle peasant by losing
his. In fact the kulak had no escape. He was ‘essentially’ a class enemy, 2
sub-human. Yet the naming of the kulak enemy satisfied the Mandst
preconceptions of the Party activist. It presented a flesh-and-blood foe
accursed by history; and such a target made for a far more satisfactory
campaign than mere abstract organizational change. And it provided a
means of destroying the leadership of the villagers, which might have
greatly strengthened the resistance, strong enough in all conscience,
which they offered to collectivization.

The Party’s plan for the kulak was formalised in the resolution of 30
January, based on the report of Bauman's sub-commission, which gave
the three categories of kulak, and laid down the imprisonment or
execution of the first group, to number no more than 63,000.

However, the figures for group I, (those to be shot or imprisoned)
which were decided entirely by the local OGPU, were well over the local
quotas in the areas of which we have reports, implying an actual figure of
about 100,000 instead of the planned 63,000, and this is confirmed by
recent Soviet historians.**

‘The second group, to include the families of the first group, were to be
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sent to the North, Siberia, the Urals or Kazakhstan, or remote areas of

their own region; and not more than 150,000 households were to be

involved. A top secret letter of 12 February 1930 repeated the three

categories, with orders that group Il confiscations should be done
gradually, to coincide with their eventual deportation.?*

The third group, described as ‘loyal’, were now to be partly
expropriated and moved out of the Ixolkboz to land elsewhere in the
district. It appears that they were to come under government control and
be used in such work as ‘labour detachments and colonies in forestry,
roads, land improvement’, etc.’ A typical resolution allotted to category
111 kulaks dispersed within lhe:r province poor quality land of not more
than one hectare per person.”

‘The Party Secretary for Siberia, Robert Eikhe (a member of the
Commission on whose report the Politburo based itself), wrote at the time
that the ‘most hostile and r:acnomry kulaks should be sent to
concentration camps in such ‘distant areas’ of the North as Arctic Narym
and Turukhansk; all the others should work in ‘labour colonies’, a
ceuphemism for labour camps of less strict regime, and not be left in their
villages. Kulak labour could build new roads and enterprises in the
uninhabited taiga.”*

It can be concluded from an analysis of recent Soviet work that vhe
original planned total for all three categories was 1,065,000 families.®
‘The Politburo, in December 1929, had used a figure of | ﬁve to six million
persons to be dekulakized,” which amounts to about the same figure.
(The average ‘ulak’” family i in fact given in 1927 as seven persons,
which would give 7-7.5 million).”' But it is clear, in any case, that local
inflation of the targets and the addition of ‘subkulaks’ increased the total
10 a considerable degree. One chairman of a village Soviet boasted in
1930, ‘At the plenums of the village Soviet we create kulaks as we see fit.
For example, on 4 January during the plenum of the village Soviet the

ion of two villages spoke up on th ion ab ions of
kulaks from the area of Shuisk village in defence of citizen Petukhov; they
insisted that he be conudcml a middle peasant. But we fought back and
decided — dtpon hm\

l and other i ing their
alhmed numbers. In Moscow Province, the exile quota was about. doubled
in pncnce, and similarly in Ivanovo-Voznesensk, according to a vam
study.” In fact it is ofﬁmlly established in the most formal pa:
documents that in some regions instead of the comcl delmlzlunnon of
4-5% of the farms, the figure was as high as 14-20%.%*

This seems to be confirmed, as far as that is possible, by figures we
chance to have for individual villages. In one village of 1,189 farms, 202
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were arrested or exiled and 140 evicted.” In another, of 1,200 house-
holds, 160 were dekulakized; in another of 120-31; in another of 800-
90. A statistician reports of three villages in Vinnytsia Province, in one of
312 households, 24 deported; in another of 283 - 40; in another of 128 -
13.% And a work of modern Soviet fiction gives us a village in which ‘one
peasant in every twenty has been put under arrest’, the informant
commenting merely that ‘they will be lucky if it stops there'”?
Another

the best peasants are deliberately wiped out; a rabble of loafers, windbags
d e d e

regardless of social background.’® Two other such writers tell the same
story. In one (Astafiev) the dregs of the population, now in power,
commtmv provoke the best peasants so that they can get them sent to the
“Gulag”.* :

As to the division into categories, figures we have (from a district of the
Western Province) show 3,551 ds listed as kulak — 447 in the first
category, 1,307 in the second, and only 1,297 in the third. Thatis, 63% of
the kulaks were to be shot, imprisoned or deported even at this stage.
Moreover, the local instruction orders that those remaining, allotted
marshland or eroded forest land and made to carry out forest or road
labour, were to be prosecuted upon any failure to meet compul
procurements, and so were also well on their way to deportation.® (If
these figures are to be taken as roughly applicable in general, then of the
million odd ‘kulak’ families, 630,000 were in groups I and 11, and 370,000
in group 111, In any case the definition of categories was flexible, just as
that of the kulak himself was, and soon these figures were to be gready
exceeded)

The first mass arrests (starting in late 1929) had been made by the
GPU only. Heads of families were taken, many of them former soldiers in
the White Armies. All were shot.

‘Then in December, again heads of families were taken, held in prison
for two or three months, then sent off to camp. For the moment their

ili left i d de of their property.

At the beginning of 1930, the families were rounded up. By now the
operation had become t0o large for the GPU, and Party activists were
mobilized to assist in the actual deportation.*!

We chance to have the instructions in the Western Province,
mentioned above. The local Party took the decisions on dekulakization on
21 January 1930 - before official instructions were formalized. Two GPU
officers drew up the plans. The GPU apparatus was reinforced, and the
local ‘militia” taken off other duties. All concerned were issued arms.
“Troikas', traditional in the Civil War, were set up, consisting of the local
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Party, government and GPU chiefs.”

A further decree of 3 February 1930 instructed the OGPU, in
conjunction with the Council of People’s Commissars of the Russian
Republic, to submit proposals for the reserlement of kulaks and their
families ‘deported to remote localities of the RSFSR, and for their
employment at work’. This emphasis on the police responsibility was
realistic.

Th

g ere of ng tothe y
of category I11. We are told by recent Soviet historians that since the third
category ‘likewise opposed the kolkhozes, it became necessary to remove
them too to more distant regions’.*

In the first weeks of 1931 hitherto undeported Ukrainian kulaks failing
to meet their quotas were expropriated and exiled, and this developed, as
also in the North Caucasus and Lower Volga, into ‘a new wave of the
elimination of the kulaks as a class’.* In one hamlet of nineteen farmers in
the Dniprospﬂrovsk province ten were dekulakized in the first wave, and
five later.* (Another hamlet, of sixteen small farmers and about 950
acres, Hrushka, in the Kiev province, was already totally destroyed in
1930).% In one North Caucasian village sixteen kulak households
previously categorized as non-kulak were ‘exposed’ in the winter of 1930,
and twenty-two horses, thirty cows and nineteen sheep taken from them.
‘These wealthy exploiters had therefore averaged 1.4 horses, 1.8 cows and
1.2 sheep per household!*’

‘The formal decision for the second wave of deportation of kulaks was
taken in February 1931.* It was more thoroughly prepared than the first;
lists were obtained, OGPU questionnaires disguised as tax checking were
sent out. On 18 March 1931, in the Western Province, a special operation
was mounted. But the programme leaked and in one district all but 32 of
the 74 families to be seized escaped.*’

Escape was, indeed, almost the sole resource left—and that a million or
more families were prepared to abandon their property and homes in this
way is in itself indicative. Right at the start, Pravda complained of kulaks
who ‘began to sell their property, dividing the proceeds among their
middle peasant relations, and let their livestock go unfed’ ** They are also
accused of breaking their machinery rather than handing it over.*"

Sometimes they tried to move elsewhere with their cattle, though to
little purpose. In the Stavropol area in the North Caucasus, ‘kulaks drove
herds of oxen, dairy cows, horses and sheep from district to district’.*

When mass rebellion came in the villages, as we shall be discussing in
the next chapter, formerly prosperous peasants were often, though not
always, among the leaders. But otherwise there was litde they could do in
the way of resistance. There are many stories of the men in a family
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attacking their persecutors with sticks or axes, and being shot down.
Otherwise the commonest form of protest was destruction of their

property - including arson, as with one woman in the Ukrainian village of
Pidhorodne in the Dnipropetrovsk Province, who in 1931 tossed a
burning sheaf on to the thatched roof of the house the GPU was
conﬁscaun. from her, crying ‘We worked all our lives for our house, you
won’t have it. The flames will have it"!** Even in the earliest phases, the
Soviet press gave many :cconms of arson committed against the
authorities and their agents.>*

.

It is sometimes suggested that driving the ‘kulaks’ from the land had at
least some economic rationale in that they joined the urban labour force,
much in need of recruits because of the crash industrialization policy.

Kulaks were indeed used in new mines and other establishments in
their areas of exile: and in Siberia zsngmﬁc:m part’ ol’category 11l kulaks
were ‘owing to the shortage of labour’ sent into the construction of new
industrial projects, and into lumbering.* But elsewhere, to the i important
extent dul they mzna[td to Iuve the coumrys:de and merge into the

in the main
legal and other measures to prevent it.

A top secret decree of 12 February 1930 spoke of special vigilance to
stop iulaks leaving the countryside for industry.*® And the introduction of
internal passports on 27 December 1932 was openly motivated in part as
2 move to 'rurge kulaks, criminals, and other anti-social elements from
the cities’.*

It is true that many desperate ‘kulaks’ did indeed swarm to the towns.
The need for workers was so great that factory managers took them on,
clandestinely, on a fair scale. Pravda strongly attacked such managers: in
February 1930 there were fifty kulaks in a group of 1,100 newly employed
at a works in the Kherson district, and of course they idled, drank and
sabotaged, and must be removed.*® In the Donets basin Imhks who
‘managed to get work were rounded up and sent to Eastern camps.*®

A typical local order of 31 January 1930 by the chairman of the

k District Executive ittee called for the i
dismissal of ‘all former wealthy farmers’ from jobs on the railway or in the
three local factories.® Again, the head of the Krynychky District
Executive Committee, Nelupenko, complained that village Soviets had
issued ‘wealthy farmers’ with certificates of their property without stating
that these were to be dispossessed. From these certificates it appeared
that they were not ‘subject to taxation’, in fact not kulaks at all. ‘Such
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certificates gave a false i lmplemcm of the social status’, and were used by
wnld\y farmers to ‘penetrate’ factories where wotlers were hired. ‘“This
‘must stop immediately’. !
At the Kharkov Tractor Plant there were always large queues for jobs.
But applicants had to answer routine questions. Were his parents of kulak
stock? Had he left a collective l'-rm’ “‘Most of them were turned away,
particularly those from collectives™? ~ for not only kulaks but also
ordinary peasants were appearing in the town in excessive numbers.
One du'm:n-year-old boy tells of trying to get a job nearby but \m‘ng
d:med it unless he obtained a birth certificate — which his village activists
. A few days later, at a peat works, he was again denied a job on the
snn: grounds.®® Another boy who escaped describes getting jobs, but
constantly having to flee when his chss origins were discovered or
suspemd. ending up in Central Asia.*
ome kulaks, we are told, ‘escaped from those places where they had
bem smkd wormed their way into Soviet institutions, into industrial
enterprises, collective farms, sovkhozy, and MTS and undertook
wrechn' activities d\ere, and p-ll‘md property. Gradually these
izers of socialist and received their
deserved punishment’ $5
In the same way, they were unable to join the armed forces. Special
instructions were sent to check on recruits with the purpose of keeping
out kulak elements who ‘tried to penetrate the Red Army".%

Thus the kulaks were expected to remain and await their fates in their
villages. At the outset of the campaign Pravda warned against allowing
them to sell up and disappear ‘into the blue’.

One Soviet analysis half my through the dglmlzlmnon is dm by l-te

1930,

the nn (200-250000) had in fact sold up and ﬂed to the nnts“ In
general modem Soviet estimates are in this range — that 20-25% of the
‘million odd officially kulak households were ‘self-dekulakized" by flecing
from their villages over the period 1929-32.% This seems a likely enough
proportion. And it affects our ewmaus of the numbers exiled: |l' we take
the Politburo figure of five to six

mean that 1-1.2 million escaped, at least temporarily, and 4-4.8 million
did not. As we have seen it is clear that by the extension of the kulak label,
and by the ‘subkulak’ categorization, these figures must have been largely
ﬁded; but the proportions of exiles and escapers may yet be about

t.
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A Soviet scholar of the Khrushchev epoch quotes a total of 381,000
families deported up to October 1931.7 The 1928 Statistical Handbook
USSR gives an average of 6.5 persons per ‘entrepreneurial’ - i.e. kulak -
family (5.4 for middle peasants, 3.9 for poor): this would mean, therefore,
about 2.5 million souls.

As the Leninist dissident Roy Medvedev has pointed out, this is
‘considerably understated’,” for several reasons. First, mass deportation
did not cease in October 1931, but went on, officially, until May 1933,
when a decree signed by Stalin and Molotov ruled that in future only de-
portation by individual families would henceforth take place, at a rate of
12,000 such a year.” This decree stated that 100,000 families had in fact
been scheduled for deportation in 1933, and it does not seem

to see this as the Gi rate for the eighteen months
between October 1931 and May 1933 - a total of 150,000 households, or
between three-quarters of a million and a million more souls, affer the
‘second wave'.

Meanwhile, it is reasonable to pay some attention to Stalin’s remark to
Churchill that dekulakization was a matter of ‘ten millions’, though we
may disbelieve his comment that ‘the great bulk were very unpopular and
were wiped out by their labourers".

Stalin in fact spoke in 1933 of 15% of pre-collectivization house-
holds as now belonging to the past, describing them as ‘kulak and
better of."* Peasant households in June 1929 had numbered 25,838,080.
15% would mean about 3,875,000 households, or (at five members a
household) 19,380,000 souls. From this we would have to subtract the
numbers who in one way or another escaped deportation. We have noted
Soviet calculations that 20-25% of the kulaks fled to the cities. A
Ukrainian emigré estimate gives even higher figures of escapes - that
about hirds of the i iled, and hird i
If we take a figure of this sort, it would leave approximately thirteen
million actually deported.

Then, it was officially stated that fifteen million hectares of land taken
from the kulaks had become the property of the kolkhozes in 1929-32.
The average ‘kulak’ farm in 1928 had been 4.5 hectares, so this would
imply 3.3 million households, or over fifteen million souls, with (if a third
escaped) ten million exiled. (By the end of 1938, a figure of thirty million
hectares of land confiscated from the kulaks is given, though this would
include later seizure).” But the average size of dekulakized farms must
now have been lower, for several obvious reasons, so on this approach ten
million is an absolute minimum.

As Professor Moshe Lewin concludes, ‘the number of deportees more
or less admitted so far by Soviet sources already exceeds one million
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households or five million souls’,™ and this is for the RSFSR and the
Ukraine alone, to which thousands of households from other republics
(40,000 from Uzbekistan) must be added. He sums up that in fact ‘ten
million persons, or more, must have been dcpomd A similar estimate
of ten 1o eleven million is reached by another prommem researcher, who
concludes that about a third of them perished.”

Thus if we take ten million as a probable figure, with a possil
fifteen m-lluon, we can hardly be enncunn; Fov reasons wl\n
appear in Chapter 16, ten I Il atthis
sage, ppearsto fit best with the numbers of peasant dead over the whole
epoch.

At the same time, whatever figures we accept, we have to take account
of those ~ mainly heads of families — —actually arrested and shot or ‘sent to
Solovki’. We have noted the 200,000 arrested under category I in late
1929—carly 1930. (And already it was by no means only ‘kulaks’ who were

lne in 1929 the authori thati ina xm(le dlsﬂ’lcl
234 kulak d 400 poor
ina sm;k day).”®

This continued: a Party organ of the present era tells us, for example,

‘In dle ﬁrst half of I93l t.hc organs of Soviet power brought to

ity (i.c. arrested) 9¢ They were kulaks, White
Guard ofﬁcerzh former policemen, gendarmes and other anti Soviet
clements . In Western Siberia, in the 1931-2 procurement
campaign, i 000 kulaks were sentenced, together with 4,700 other
peasants described as ‘close to them socio-economically’.*

‘Those who went to prison or labour camps suffered the fates that will
be familiar to most readers. Their numbers cannot be accurately
estimated (see Chapter 16). But it is known from a contemporary Soviet
document that the numbers in places of detention in the RSFSR and the
Ukraine alone was nearly two million in 1931-2. At this time, and until
1936-7, the great bulk of (hose m|pnsoned were peasants. The total of
those ing up illion in
1935,and million of these p pe , though not
necessarily of the original kulak enrolment.

In the Komi camps alone there were already some 200,000 inmates in
1929, we are told by an ex-official of the camp, who adds that they were
almosl all peasants.®* The Balnc-whne Sea Canal camps also held
286,000 forced labourers in June 1934,% again mainly peasants.

In the summer of 1932 scores of thousands of prisoners, almost entirely
peasants, were thrown ashore at Magadan in an ill-considered crash

programme to exploit the newly discovered gold seams in the area. When
the fearful winter of the coldest area in the Northern Hemisphere came,
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whole camps penshcd 10 a man, even including guards -nd guard dz}s
Over the

of the prisoners, if that, survived; and the following year is reported z
killing even more. As a fellow inmate remarks, (speaking of the Russians
among them), ‘they died, showing once again this national quality which
Tyutchev_has glorified, and which all politicians have abused —
patience’

.

In The History of the Communist Party (Short Course) in use in the Stalin
period, the events of 1930-31 were described as follows, somewhat in the
vein of Stalin’s own remarks to Churchill: ‘the peasants chased ﬂl: luhks
from the land, dekulakized them, took their li
and requested the Soviet power to arrest and deport the kulaks’.
Needless to say, this is not an accurate account of what really went on in
the villages. First, as a Soviet writer puts it, ‘the province authorities sent
the plan dm to the dlsmcl aul.honnes -inthe form of a total number of
“kulaks”. And the di h, f the total
number to the individual village Soviets, and it was in the village Soviets
that the lists of specific names were drawn up. And it was on the basis of
these lists that people were rounded up. And who made up these lists? A
troika - three people’.* A recent Soviet study confirms the responsibility
of these troikas, and their membership: the secretary of the Party
cummin.e‘e, a member of the local Soviet, and a responsible officer of the
GPU.

Groups of ‘activists’ were then ordered into action, supported by the
leadership of the village Soviet, according to an organized plan. For
instance, a large village of over a thousand households was divided into
eleven sections, each with its ‘stafl and ‘brigade’ of local Communists.

There were indeed still village Soviets which resisted. In one village (an
OGPU report relates) the chairman of the Soviet told the kolkhoz general
‘meeting that they had been ordered to expel seven kulaks. The teacher (a
Komsomol member) asked if this figure was obligatory, and was very
angry at being told it was. The meeting then voted on seven supposed
kulaks and all of them were reinstated, the chairman heartily agreeing
and going off and drinking with one of them.

The Ukrainian government organ quoted four village Soviet chairmen
as saying there were no kulaks in their villages, so that they did not know
how to conduct the class struggle. In one of them the chairman of the
Soviet refused the help of outside ‘brigades’, while clsewhere the entire
village Soviet, the leadership of the Committee of Unwealthy Peasants,
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and the executive committee of the kolkhoz were disbanded for sabotage.
The periodical added that it could cite scores and hundreds of other
examples of ‘right opportunism’ in the villages.®

A decree of the Central Executive Committee on 25 January 1930 said
frankly that a village Soviet which did not satisfactorily take on the tasks of
mass collectivization ‘will in fact be a kulak-Soviet’. And sooner or later
these were purged or replaced.

Among the activists, however, Stalin succeeded to a certain degree in
his aim of inciting ‘class struggle’ in the villages, or at least struggle
between friends of and victims of the regime. The necessary hatreds were
inflamed; the activists who helped the GPU in the arrests and
deportations

were all people who knew one another well, and knew their victims, but in
carmying out this task they became dazed, s

‘would threaten people with guns, as if they were under a spell, calling
small children ‘kulak bastards', screaming ‘bloodsuckers!”. . . They had sold
themselves on the idea that the so-called *kulaks' were pariahs, untouchables,
vermin. They would ot sit down at a ‘parasite’s’ table; the ‘kulal’ child was
Ioathsome, the young ‘kulak’ girl was lower than a louse. They looked on the
so-called *kulaks’ as cade, swine, loathsome, repulsive: they had no souls; they
stank; they all had venereal diseases; they were enemies of the people and
exploited the labour of others . .. And there was no pity for them. They were
ot humap beings; one had a hard time making out what they were - vermin,
evidenty.®

This last paragraph is from Vasily Grossman. Himself Jewish, and the
Soviet Union’s leading writer on Hitler's holocaust, he draws the analogy
with the Nazis and the Jews. A woman activist explains, ‘What I said to
myself at the time was “they are not human beings, they are kulaks” . ..
Who thought up this word “kulak” anyway? Was it really a term? What
torture was meted out to them! In order to massacre them it was necessary
to proclaim that kulaks are not human beings. Just as the Germans
proclaimed that Jews are not human tmngs ‘Thus did Lenin and Stalin
proclaim, kulaks are not human beings”.”"

Not all activists could square their consciences in this way. One girl
Komsomol is quoted in an OGPU confidential letter as saying that
(comrary to the idea of the bestiality of the kulaks) it was the party activists

fromthe h race by their brutality: ‘We

are no longer people, we are animals’.”
Sholokhov gives a dramatic account of the revulsion of some of them.
The activist Andrei Razmiotnov suddenly says:

“I'm not going on’.

129



The Harvest of Sorrow

“What'you mean? “Not goingon”? Nag
‘I'm f thi ing up the kulaks. Well, what are
you staring at? Do you want to send yoursel(intoa a fie
“Are e Yo drunk” Davidov asked, looking anxiously and anentively at
was expressive »gydmmnmm “What's the matter
umanbyyoou uomxon »
Andrei, and, i on, he

with you’ Whad

!Muml

‘I've not been trained! I've not been mmad to fight against children! At the
front it was another matter. There
sword or what you liked . .. And you can all go to the devill I'm not gom‘on"
His voice rose higher and higher, like the note of a tautened violin string, and
seemed about to snap. But, taking a hoarse breath, he unexpectedly lowered
his tone to a whisper:

*Do you call it right? What am [? An exccutioner? Or is my heart of stone? |
had enough in the war . .. And he again began to shout: ‘Gayev’s got cleven
children. How they Iwwled when we arrived! You'd have clutched your head.
Ttmade myhnrmnd on end. We began to drive them out of the kitchen . ... [

screwed up my eyes, stopped my ears, and ran into the yard. The women were
Wina dead | fright and pouring water over the daughter-in-law ... The
children — Oh, by God, you ="

But the other chief activist will not have it:
“Snake!he gusped in s peneaaing whispe, clenchinghis fiss. How ae

you serving the revolution? Having pity on them? Yes . .. You could line up
thousands of old men, women, and children and tell me they'd got 1o be

with a machine-gun’.

And ‘Nagulnov's’ example was on the whole followed. Itis to an activist
of this period that the well-known saying is attributed: ‘Moscow does not
believe in tears’.?

Not that Nagulnov's type of fanaticism was the only motive. One
observer noted that ‘envious neighbours, spies and informers looking for
prey, arbitrary and corrupt officials, created kulaks by the legion’ > And a
Soviet writer remarks: ‘It was so casy to do 2 man in: you wrote a
denunciation; you did not even have to sign it. All you had to say was that
he had paid &eopl: to work for him as hired hands, or that he had owned
three cows”.

Activists sniffed out any departure from economic purity. Sholokhov
tells of a middle peasant exiled on the demand of the chief local activist
because he employed a girl “for a month during the harvesting, and he
hired her only because his son had been called up to the Red Army’.

A more recent Soviet novel has a character who is branded as a kulak
although he has been prominent in organizing the extinguishing of a
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collective farm fire — or rather because of that. He is clearly a potential
leader: ‘At that time Chauzov, Stepan, went to extinguish the fire, but
tomorrow he might destroy the collective farm, and some men are saving
him for just that occasion. People like Chauzov have to be isolated from
the masses forever, their influence has to be annihilated”.*
One teacher, the widow of 2 Communist killed in the Civil War, was
dekuhhzed according to a contemporary educational journal,
‘essentially because she had more than once driven the local “activists’
rhe secretary of the village Soviet (a candidate member of the Party), the
local cultural official (also a Party member) and the secretary of the local
cooperative orpmunon - outof the school where they intended to holda
drinking party’. As she had no means of production to conﬁmte. they
took her clothes and cooking utensils and tore up her books.” Another
woman teacher, dekulakized on the grounds that she was a priest's
dau‘hler, ‘produced documents that showed that she was the daughter of
a peasant’, whmupon “they declared that “her mother vnsned the priest,
and therefore it is possible that she is the priest's dauf
This sort of thing illustrates Vasily Grossman’s pomt dut ‘the most
poisonous and vicious were those who managed to square their own
accounts. They shouted about political awareness — and settled their
grudges and slole And they stole out of crass selfishness: some clothes, a
pair of boots’.” Sholokhov, t00, makes it clear dul the activists steal food
and clothing. Indeed, lleged kulak was
regarded by his enemies as ‘a source of boots, sheets, warm coats, etc’;
Pravda itself denounced this ‘division of the spoils’.'™ In the Western
Province, of which we have the confidential GPU reports, kulaks were
stripped of their shoes and clothing and left in underclothes. Rubber
boots, women’s kmckers‘ tea, pokers, washtubs were simply seized by the
village ne’er-do-wells.®f A GPU report tells of ‘certain members of the
worker hripdes and officials of the lower echelons of the Party Soviet
appaums stealing clothes and shoes, even those actually being worn;
eating the food they found, and dnnlun‘ the alcohol. Even spectacles
were stolen, and kasha caten or smeared on ikons. 1% One kulak woman,
survived b h i and
was much in demand from activist families who had looted kulak clot.hes,
in order to have them remade.'”” Grossman sums up:

There were bribes. Accounts were scred because of jealousy over some
women or because of ancient feuds and quarrels . .. Now, however, | can sce
that the heart of the catastrophe did not lie in the fact that the lists happened to
be drawn up by cheats and thieves. There were in any case more honest,
sincere people among the Party activists than there were thieves. But the evil
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y

Moreover, the conduct of things at the local level was erratic. In a
Ukrainian village, while one middle peasant was helping in the seizure of
kulak property atone end ol’thc village, others were expropriating his own
property at the other end.!

Again, there were a number of cases, deplored as superficial, in which
the class victory was mdmmhlmmas‘Dunnnhepemdfrm
Spmto7am e ke 2  clas were liquidated".'*® It was even the case
that enthusiastic dekulakizers (the OGPU eomphmed) would start
dekulakizing peasants outside their own area.

Inthe spring of 1930 the Procnncy issued all sorts of orders with a view
of bringing some legality and regularity into the system of arrest and
trial."® But since such instructions were issued all through the period
without apparent results, they clearly had no substantial support, or
effect.'™ It was not until 8 May 1933 that the secret ‘Stalin-Molotov
letter’ addressed to all Party and Soviet workers and to all organs of the
OGPU, the courts and the procuracy, said dub

The Central Committee and the Sovnark
arrests in the countryside are still a part of the practice of our otﬁcuk. Such
arrests are made by chairmen of kolkhozes and members of kolkhoz

administrations, by chairmen of village Soviets and secretaries of Party cells,

raion and krai officials; arrests are made by all who desire to, and who, strictly

speaking, have no right to make arrests. It is not surprising that in such a

saturnalia of arrests, organs which do have the right to arrest, including the

organs of the OGPU and especially the militia, lose all feeling o{mod«won
and often perpetrate arrests without any basis, acting according to the rule

‘First arvest, and then investigate®.'0

By this time, of course, the kulak in any sense whatever had long since
been climinated. Nor did the concentration of the terror in the hands of
the professionals of 2 by now vastly enlarged security police bring any
notable improvement in the fate of future victims. In any case, Vyshinsky
explained, revolutionary legality stll dud not exclude but rather
incorporated ‘revolutionary arbitrariness”."

Meanwhile, police and activists, even in primitive and sometimes
erroneous fashion, carried on with the destruction of the last enemy class.
As we have said, they were usually able to whip themselves up into
appropriate class hatred, but they had less success with the villagers as a
whole.

Although Pravda asserted that ‘every honest collective farmer avoids

the kulak when he sees him in the distance’,'"? this was, as before, an
expression of what the party wanted rather than of the real situation. In the
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local th hai frillage
Soviets, Party members, and peasants trying to help the ‘kulaks’. An
OGPU report makes it clear that many poor | and middle peasants were
against dekulakization, would not vote for it, hid kulak property and
warned kulak friends of searches. ‘In many cases’ they would collect
signatures for petitions in favour of kulaks.'"
We know of scores of mdmdlu.l cases. One of the vnllag: poor, 2
‘Communist, showit ing of a ‘kul
expulsion, and even bui im, was expelled rmn the Party and enled
n a Iwhl supporter.'” A modern Soviet writer recently recalled the
peasant sympahy for the kulaks, in this case being deported
dm vne of the Siberian rivers: ‘All the village came to the riverbank for
the deportation; there was howling over the Yenisci; people brought to
those dtgoned an egg, or a loaf of bread, or alump of sugar, or a shawl, or
mittens’ 115

Even at the time, official periodicals would tell such stories as of a
peasant, defending another, who said that if his friend was to be
dekulakized he should be too, as their farms were the same size. He was
told to put this into writing, and was thereupon dekulakized,"® In March
1930 Pravda, understandably understating the matter, nevertheless
declared that ‘far from all the middle peasantry were politically, prepared,
and able to recognize the need for the organization and development of
collective farms, the need for the elimination of the kulaks as a class”.'
‘The following year the Sixth Congress ol’SoMels, in March 1931 still had
to deplore ‘the poor
kolkhoz'. It was admitted that fear on the part of the m-ddle peasants that
they too might be dekulakized made them on occasion owonenu ol’
collectivization, Soviet power and the whole policy of the Party . .
even abolished to some extent the isolation of the kulak’."™®

But even the workers in the town are reported in OGPU secret letters
as betraying ‘negative attitudes’ to the deportations.'’® The old
connections still existed. Confidential Party reports speak of Communist
workers in the factories who still keep their own land in the villages, and
<carn enough money in the factories to ‘become kulaks’. At one factory
80% of the Party cell were mnmed with agriculture, and the cell
therefore ‘pursued a kulak policy’.'®

As ever, the peasant grown prosperous by his work was on the whole
admired more than he was envied. As a leading western scholar putsitof
the peasant, ‘his prosperous neighbour might be hated as a grasping kulak
who exploited od|erx, but primarily he was envied and respected as a
successful farmer’."

A friend of the regime, Maurice Hindus, describes a propaganda film
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of Eisenstein’s about the collectivization:

One of the villains was a Koolack, and what a monster he was — fat, lazy,
sluttonous, brutal, as scummy a creature as ever tod this earth. Of course in
e y in Russia, Th

times have by 1 was never
the fat, lazy, + . Inreal life the

Koolack was among the hardest working, the thrifiest and most progressive

farmers in the village . . . He was 2 prodigious indefatigable worker"."

An OGPU report quotes a kolkhoz bookkeeper, in 1931: ‘The bestand
hardest workers of the land are being taken away' (with misfits and
lazybones staying behind).'> That the ‘kulak’ was not only the hardest
worker, but also the most advanced farmer is also clear from Sholokhov,
where the main enemy of the kolkhoz, starting in 1920 with ‘a bare hut’,
has obtained better seed, used chemicals, followed the advice of
agronomists. Time and again we hear of these pro-Soviet poor peasants
who were given land and became ‘kulaks’ — indeed an expression sprang
up, ‘red kulaks’. Five are mentioned in three villages in the Chernihiv,
Poltava and Vinnytsia provinces. Two had been shepherds, two others
had also been completely landless, and the fifth had owned halfa hectare.
All were deported in 1930." In the village of Rudkivtsi, in Podilia, twelve
peasants who had taken the Bolshevik side in the Civil War, most of them
former ‘red partisans’, died in one way or another as victims of the regime,
including two suicides and seven dying in exile near Murmansk.'%

A former activist quotes an agronomist friend in 1932:

of the poorer p

Some of them were even heroes of the Red Army, the same guys who took
Perckop and near to took Warsaw. They settied down on the land and took root
like oats. Got rich! Only the guy who didn’t strain stayed a poor peasant. The
kiﬂ of guy who oould;\"l grow anything but weeds in black soil, couldn't get
milk s . He'sth big stink about th

choking him, getting fat ofT his impoverished blood and sweat.'%*

A Red Guard, the son of a poor Cossack, wounded and decorated in the
Civil War, is one of those in Sholokhov’s novel who became a kulak.
Under NEP ‘he began to get rich, although we warned him. He worked
day and night". His line was, ‘It isn’t the likes of you who keep the Soviet
government going. With my hands, I give it something to eat’. The
outsider who is chairman of the kolkhoz sums up that these stories of his
heroic past are meaningless: ‘He’s become a kulak, become an enemy.
Crush him!”
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‘The Party was acting without peasant support, and knew it. But its official
line still had to be that the middle peasant was on its side in a class struggle
against the kulak, and this doublethink had to be translated into class

terror.

Sholokhov describes several expulsions of kulaks from their homes.
The villagers that gather are sympathetic to the kulak. When an old man
with his halfwitted son are thrown out of their hut, and he goes down on
his knees to pray, the activists tell him to get going, but the crowd boos,
and shouts ‘let him say goodbye to his own farm at least’ and the women
start to cry - whereupon the old man is attacked for ‘agitation’. . .

We have hundreds of first-hand accounts of what happened to the
unfortunate kulaks.

A former landless peasant who had served in the Red Army had by
1929 thirty-five acres, two horses, a cow, a hog, five sheep and forty
chickens, and a family of six. In 1928 the ‘tax’ on him was 2,500
roubles and 7,500 bushels of grain. He failed to meet this, and his
house (worth 1,800-2,000 roubles) was forfeited and ‘bought’ for 250
roubles by an activist. The household goods were also ‘sold’ to
activists, and the farm implements sent to the new kolkhoz.'?’ He was
arrested. In prison he was charged with being a kulak (though
previously called only a subkulak); of having refused to pay taxes; of
inciting against collectivization and the Soviet government; of
belonging to a secret counter-revolutionary organization; of having
owned 500 acres, five pairs of oxen, fifty head of catde; of exploiting
“‘workers’; and so on. He was eventually sentenced to ten years forced
tabour.”

Another ‘kulak’ (with about eight acres of land) was sent with others to
clean a railway line of snow on 5 February 1931, and on his return found
that all his property had been removed except for a kettle, a saucer and a
spoon. He was shortly afterwards arrested and sent to lumbering in the
Far North.'?

A Ukrainian ‘kulak’ - with twelve acres, a cow, a horse, ten sheep, ahog.
and about twenty chickens, on a farm which could support four people -
was first ordered, in 1929, to sell to the state 619 bushels of wheat, an
impossibility from his acreage. He sold possessions and bought some
wheat at a high price to fulfil his requirement. However, on 26 Februai
1930 he was arrested and sent to Siberia. Another ‘kulak’ had all his
property confiscated, including his children’s clothes beyond what they
had on. He was told to report regularly to district OGPU headquarters,
cighteen kilometres away, and wamed that if he fled his family would
suffer. His children went out begging, but any food they got was usually
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seized by activists. On 14 Dccember 1929 they were t.l\rwnoul into lhe
His wife,

A gir tells a fairly typical story, of her middle peasant family with a
horse, a cow, a heifer, five sheep, some pigs and a barn in Pokrovna in
the Ukraine. Her fm:r did not want to join the kolkhoz. Demanding
grain which he did not have, ‘for a whole week they wouldn’t let father
sleep and they beat him with sticks and revolvers till he was black and blue
and swollen all over’. When released, he felt obliged to slaughter a pig,
leaving a little meat with the family, and selling the rest in the city to buy
bread. Finally 2 GPU official, the chairman of the village Soviet and
others came to the house, made an inventory, and confiscated everything
including the remaining animals. Father, mother, the elder son, two small
daughters and a baby brother were locked for the night in the village
church, then marched to the station, and put in cattle trucks, part of a long.
train of them, which eventually moved off. Near Kharkov the train
stopped, and a kind guard let the ‘uh getoff and try to get milk for the
baby. In some nnrby ilk, but when
they in had gone. 'l'L gi
learning the ways of the Homeless Ones, but were separated while being
chased by a militiaman in a city market. The girl narrating this was
eventually taken in by a peasant family.!

As these accounts indicate, the fate of the kulaks varied. The first
category, designated as stubborn class enemies, were arrested in the
winter of 1 919-30 |n Kievjail they are reported at this time shooting. 70-
120 men a night.'2 A prisoner, arrested because of his church activities,
mentions that in the GPU prison in Dnipropetrovsk, a cell for 25 held 140
- frotlr,nlwhich, however, one or two prisoners were taken each night to be
shot.!

One *kulak’ sent to Poltava prison in 1930 tells typically of 36 prisoners
in a cell built for seven, then of one for 20 holding 83. In prison, rations
ranged from 100 grammes to 150 grammes ¢ of ‘doughy black bread’ a day,
with about 30 dying every day out of the prison totl of some 2,000. The
doctor would always certify ‘paralysis of the heart’. "

As to their families, a usual story is of the Uksainian village of Velyki
Solontsi where, after 52 men had been removed as kulaks, their women
and children were taken in wagons, dumped on a sandy stretch along the
Vorskla River and left there."” A former Communist official tells of how
in one village in the Poltava Province, with a population of 2,000, 64
families were dekulakized in December 1929, and 20 more driven out of
their homes, to live as best they could nearby. In March an order was
issued forbidding villagers to help them, and 300 of them, including 36
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hilds d 20 old peopl hed + o

and forbidden to return. Some escaped. But in April the 200 remaining
were shipped to the Far North.'

.

The dgpommo{d\ek\dlhmmmmmwhmxmnlemuu
merely, a move of millions. But each
unit among these ‘millions was a person, and suffered an individual fate.
Some destined for exile never reached it. One kulak, in Hrusl
‘hamlet, Kiev Province, took a phow of his old home as he leftit. He was
arrested, and shot the same evenil
speaking, the really old were simply left behind to whatever
life they could find. In one village an activist told an American that though
forty kulak families had been deported, ‘we leave the very old, ninetynn
or over, here, because they are not a danger to the Soviet Power’."
A Soviet writer describes a typical scene:

From our village . . . the ‘kulaks’ were driven out on foot. They took what they
could carry on their backs: bedding, clothing. The mud was so deep it pulled
the boots off their feet. It was terrible to watch them. They marched alongina
column and looked back at their huts, and their bodies still held the warmth
from their own stoves. What pain they must have suffered! After all, they had
been bornin thase houses;they had given their daughters in marriage in those

cabins. Th

was left lhm behind them. The milk had not been drunk, and smoke was still
rising from their chimneys. The women were sobbing - but were afraid to
scream. The Party activists didn't give a damn about them. We drove them ofl’
like geese. And behind came the cart, and on it were Pelageya the blind, and
old Drmitri Ivanovich, who had not left his hut for ten whole years, and. Marusya
the Idiot, 3 paralytic, a kulak's daughter who had been kicked by 2 horse in
childhood and had never been normal since. "

One ‘kulak’ describes a line of deportees in the Sumy Province
stretching as far as the eye could see in both directions, with people from
new villages continually joining, and later embarlun‘ on the train which,
in eight days, took them to four sp:cnl sertlements’ in the Urals.'®

On 26 May 1931, a train of sixty-one cars, holding some 3,500
members of kulak families, left Yantsenovo, a small station in the
Zaporizhia Province, arriving at their Siberian destination on 3 June.'*!
Another train leaving Rostyh on 18 March 1931, consisted of forty-cight
cars, carrying over 2,000 deportees.* Generally speaking, in fact, the
wagons carried some forty to sixty people. They were locked in, with little
air or light. On the train, typically, a loaf of bread (giving 300 grammes
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eu:h) and half a pail of tea or thin soup were provided for ten persons,
ough food dld not arrive every day.'” In some cases tea or soup was
nplued by wal

Upto 15 and even 20%, especially young children, are reported dying
in transit,'¥ as was to be the case again in the 1940s, with the mass
deportations of minority nationalities. Of course, the deportees were in
every sort of physical condition, some of the women pregnant. A Cossack
mother gave birth on a deportation train. The baby, as was usnal dued
‘Two soldiers threw the body out while the train was on the move.

Sometimes the deportees were taken more or less directly to dmr final
destination. Sometimes, they remained in local towns, treated as transit
points, till their next transports came - particularly in Vologda and
Archangel in the North.

In Archangel all the churches were closed and used as transit prisons,
in which many-tiered slnpang platforms were put up. The peasants could
not wash, and d with sores. They
help, but there were strict orders to locals not to help them. Even the dead
could not be picked up. The residents, of course, dreaded arrest
themselves."* In Volo;dz ity 0o, forty-seven churches were taken over
and filled with deportees.'"

Elsewhere in the North, one of modern Russia’s most distinguished
‘writers describes how,

In Vokhrovo, the district capital, in a little park by the station, dekulakized
peasants from the Ukraine lay down and died. You got used to ecing corpses
there in the moming; a wagon would pull up and the hospital stable-hand,
Abram, would pile in the bodies. Not all died; many vm!dend through the
dusty mean little streets, dragging bloodless blue kn. ropsy,
feeling out each passer-by with doglike beggin, thzy got nothing; the
residents themselves, to e bread on the:r muon eud; queued up the night
before the store opened.’

Whether through such transit points or otherwise, the exiles finally
reached their destinations in the taiga or the tundra.

Some of them - those being taken to the extreme north of Siberia -
faced a further hazard, on the great rivers flowing down to the Arctic
Ocean. A modern Soviet novelist describes kulaks being shipped down
the Siberian river Ugryum on rafts, most of whichare lostin the rapids.'®

the Siberian taiga, if there was a village, they were crammed in
somehow; if there was not, ‘they were simply set right there in the snow.
‘The weakest died’; those who could, cut timber and built shacks: ‘they
worludI a,lmosl without sleeping so that their families would not freeze to
death”.
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Beyond Nadezhdinsk in Siberia, a column of kulaks was marched
forty-three miles, in four days, to their new home. A GPU official stood
on a stump and shouted: ‘Your Ukraine is right here’, pointing at the
forels‘l m‘xr‘ni He added merely, ‘Those who try to escape from here will

shot"

In a kulak destination near Krasnoyarsk there was, again, no shelter at
all - but barbed wire fencing had been put up, and there were some
guards. Of the 4,000 sent there, about half had died in two months.'* In
another camp on the Yenisei the kulaks lived in dugouts.'’ A German
‘Communist describes how between Petropaviovsk and Lake Balkash in
Kazakhstan, kulaks from the Ukraine and Central Russia were marched
into empty country: ‘There were just some pegs stuck in the ground with
little notices on them saying: Sertlement No. 5, No. 6, and so on. The
peasants were brought here and told that now dley had to look after

Ives. So then they dug th holes in the ground. A great
many died of cold and hunger in the carly years".'%*

A modern Soviet researcher confirms as a general thing that ‘virtually
all members of the newly arrived families capable of \wrlun‘
involved in the first months in the conslmcnon oflmn; quarters’.'%

Camp No. 205 in the Siberian taij S
first consisted of improvised shacks built by :he mmau: About half' me
men were sent to saw timber, the rest to the mines; childless women and
un;named gitls also worked in the mines. In Nwemkm thekold. the su:k
an huts fe
winter. The ration was now a pint of d\m soup and ten half ounces of
bread a day. Almost all the infants died.'*

The system they lived under was known as ‘special setdements”, These
were not a form of imprisonment, but were under direct OGPU control,
with no civil structure. On 16 August 1930 the Government issued a
decree to collectivize the kulaks in their area of exile,'” but this made no
practical difference. We are told by 2 high official of the present day
USSR that they did not have the right to vote for their leaders even in
theory, and on the other hand ‘at the head of the cooperatives stoog the
plenipotentiaries of Soviet organs, nominated by those organs’,'** which
is to say OGPU men.

The inhabitants in fact had few rights, and were regarded both
ideologically and civically as outcasts. If a girl or man from outside

rntd a ‘special f:lﬂel she or he passed into the :erf class A fvmgn

was
huts, Parry officials would often ride on homb-ck mro lhe m‘ ell\ems
. It wasn't so bad when they just bellowed at us or insulted and abused
\ls‘ but sometimes they came with whips and anyone who was in the way
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got a taste of them ~ they would even lash out at children at play.'*
At first the exiles depended on the OGPU for rations. In the northern
special setlements, the full norm eamed 600 grammes of bread a day,
with 400 for those who and 2 ration,' Such
figures are ralhcr lower than at the worst period in the forced labour
camps

The speclzl settlements’ were of course in areas no one had previously
found useful, in the wi in fact.'! A high f them were
in the Archangel, Vologda and Kotlas areas in the North and North East.
On a 400 mile stretch in the far north between Gryazovets and Arch-
angel, for a dlsunce of dLnrty m|les from the mlway, there was 3 Ig:c

was later
estimate is that up to lwo million kulaks — the Iaucsl single group - were
in the area, Ukrainians predominating. Some half of them were children,
though this proportion diminished as the younger children died off.'**

Official figures give 70,000 exiled kulak families in the Northem
Territory as early as February 1930'® - that is, already, some 400,000
souls, with many more to come.

in’ population of Karelia-Murmansk increased, in official
figures, by 325,000, that of the North East by 478,000, that of Vyatka
(Kirov) by 536,000 between 1926 and 1939. Most of this certainly
represents kulak labour in camp or special senlement. (It can be shown
that such labour, unless specifically agricultural, is listed in statistics as
urban or industrial). If, as seems reasonable from the figures given on
p. 141, deportees put into ‘industrial and agricultural work are roughly
comparable, this would imply some 2.5 million in these regions alone.

In Siberia, Krasnoyarsk received 24,200 kulak families in 1930-31.6
Another typical destination was Narym, in the Siberian far north. Itis a
territory frozen for much of the year, at other times a barren swampland.
Solzhenitsyn tells of the arrival of kulaks in February 1931: ‘the strings of
carts rolled endlessly through the village of Kochenove, Novosibirsk
Province, flanked by convoy troops, emerging from the snow-bound
steppe and vanishing into the snow-bound steppe again ... d\ey all
shuffled off into the Narym marshes — and in those insatiable quagmires
they all remained. Man‘! of the children had already died a wretched death
on the cruel journey’.

A senior Soviet apparatchik, writing officially of this Narym movement,
tells us that by the beginning of 1932, 196,000 ‘repressed kulaks from the
central region of the country’ had been exiled to Narym (where the local
population only numbered 119,000).'% These, we leam from another
official source, formed 47,000 kulak families.'*” Even taking the average
middle peasant family of five members this should have meant some
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235,000 - so that a minimum of 40,000 may be taken as having perished
even before reaching the Arctic, presumably children for the most part:
thatis, 17%.

‘Wherever they might be, the kulaks were expected to work. Kulaks not
up to really heavy labour were sometimes given a loan and a ration until
their first harvest, working under guards.'®® But sooner or later they had
to feed themselves on whatever they could wring from the inhospitable
soil of the north.

A decision of the Northern Territory Party Committee on 3 February
1932 to ‘improve’ the food supply of the exiles, laid down that it should be
‘ensured that by 1934 the newcomers are supplied with bread, fodder,
and vegetables through their own harvests’. To achieve this the settlers
had to ‘bring 90,000 hectares of forest into cultivation"'®® — that is, 900
square kilometres.

We are told that kulaks were the main labour force in ‘newly created’
state farms,'™ and many remained on the land. Others were used as a
general labour force. About 60% of a group of more than a million
peasant deportees were working in ‘industrial’ enterprises at the
beginning of 1935."” In the far north, ‘in spring of 1931 a decision was
taken to put 10,000 kulak families at the disposal of Non-Ferrous Metals
Lnd:my fv';d 8,000 for bringing into production the coal districts of

echora’.

‘At Magnitogorsk, the new industrial complex employed some 50,000
workers. About 18,000 of these are described as dekulakized peasants
(together with 20-25,000 forced labourers working underground, and
described as criminals, thieves, prostitutes and embezalers)."”” In the
northern Urals an engineer describes several trainloads of kulaks arriving
in 1931. They were assigned to work in the mines; and he later came
across similar groups at forced labour in gold, copper and zinc mines
elsewhere in the country.'”* At Bachatskii on the Tom River, about
5,000 kulaks worked on building a harbour on seven ounces of bread a
day, with instructions o procure additional food where they could.'™

Asto ‘who were kept at rural types of labour, their skill and hard
work sometimes prevailed. In a recent work of Soviet fiction, the narrator
tells of early dekulakization, in 1928, with all former kulaks deported to
fell lumber. But they then worked so hard that they prospered, and had to
be dekulakized and deported a second time."

In general, without horses or ploughs, with a few axes and shovels, the
toughest of the deported ived and d fairl

ements — from which they were again evicted when the authorities
noticed their growth.'”” Itis reported that one group of Old Believers even
‘managed to set up a thriving setdement out of contact with the world until
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1950, only to be discovered then and charged with sabotage.

For control was difficult. The official literature holds thn asmanyasa
quarter of the deported kulaks of Siberia had in fact escaped by mid-
1930, mainly the younger men.'” They are described as the most
irreconcilable enemies of the Soviet order.

‘There are many tales recounted like that of two young Ukrainians who
ma-u;:d toget} hold ofa mnon-masm 's shot;\m, and with a frying pan
out deerand game.'®®

.

But though numbers escaped, and many others survived by sheer effort, it
must be emphasized that many did not survive.

At Yemetsk there was a vast camp, mainly of families separated from
their fathers, mostly children. 32,000 people lived in 97 barracks. There
were outbreaks of measles and scarlet fever, but no medical care. Daily
rations were 14 ounces of black bread, 3.5 ounces of millet seed, and 3.5
ounces of fish. The child mortality rate was great, with funerals all day.
Passing through the area again in 1935, a former inmate noted that
cemetery, where endless crosses had stood, had now been levelled by the
authorities.'

Of over fifty members of families in one village arrested and sent some
hundred miles south of Sverdlovsk in Siberia, five returned with fake
papers in 1942 to report that all the others had died of overwork and
starvation."

One Ukrainian peasant with his wife, nine children and two aged
parents, were sent to the Solovki Islands. A nme-year—old sonmanaged to
escape, though shot in me legs. The others died.'®

At an ‘isolation camp’ in Tomsk, 13,000 kulaks were held, on a diet of
nine ounces of bread and a bowl of‘ ‘wnp aday. The death rate was ei
teen to twenty a day. 18 0Of 4,800 people who arrived in a Siberian forest
*camp* in October 1931, 2,500 had died by April 1932.'% In the spring of
1932, food supplies ceastd to be delivered to the Ukrainian special
settement of Medvezhoye in the Urals. Famine, as later in the Ukraine
itself, killed off many.

Solzhenitsyn tells of sixty to seventy thousand people going up the
icebound Siberian stream of Vasyugan, to be marooned on patches of firm
ground in the local marshes without food or tools. Later food was sent but
did not reach them, and they all died. In this case there seems to have been
an enquiry, and one of those responsible is reported shot.'””

Considered estimates are that a quarter to a third of the deportees
perished.'®® These, as we have said, were predominantly children. One
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deported kulak tells of how in the Yemetsk camp in the Far North, ‘On 18
April my daughter died. The d\ne-year-old “criminal” had paid for her
parents’ and grandparents’ “crimes” *.!

The Party's reply, and rationale for everything done to the kulaks, is
summarized with exceptional frankness in a novel published in Moscow
in 1934: ‘Not one of them was (uul% of anything; but they belonged to a
class that was guilty of everything’.

.
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Crash Collectivization and its Defeat,
Fanuary-March 1930

Lwill not give thee the inheritance of my fathers
1. King:

‘The peasant who was spared dekulakization was reserved for a different
fate. He too was now subject to a forcible change in his condition. In
Stalin’s phrase, used more than once, the collectivization drive which now
began was a ‘revolution carried out from aboue’, (though supposedly
“directly supported “from below” * by the peasants).'

The crux of collectivization in fact lay in the decisions taken in 1929 by
him and a group of his closest associates. These decisions were, of course,
in a general strategic sense, rooted in the history of the Party and of the
‘whole Marxist attitude. In the immediate tactical sense they arose as the
result of manoeuvres in the Party leadership, in which the aims of dogma
and of the struggle for power were inextricably entangled.

The plans and actions of the Communist Party at this stage have
sometimes been interpreted by Western academics in terms appearing
natural, or logical, or rational to Western academics. An orthodox Soviet
reviewer notes approvingly that in contrast to the majority of his Western
colleagues, one_such writes of a ‘broadly prepared programme of
collectivization®.? No such programme existed. In fact, as we have seen, it
was one of the conditions of the crash collectivization that Stalin and his
closest associates hustled the party step by step into the full campaign
without having any established plan on which argument might take place,
(at the same time silencing the serious economic planners). The present
official view is indeed as follows: collectivization of agriculture was
absolutely necessary. The objective smnnon in the early 19205 had made

ions to private farms is had worked, but further
advance was hindered by an outmoded mode of production in
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.(m:ulmre A rapid development of mduwy and socialization of

was now needed. the of small peasant
I\oldmgs was a major handicap; and kulaks were hostile. Only by a class
war xpmsr the hner could du party moblllu the poor and middle
peasams for y the . (And the grain
crisis was thus solved, since socu.lm farming is more efficient than
capitalist farming, etc. etc. but this need not detain us here).

Such a picture is almost entirely fantasy; especially the notion of the
(virtually non-existent) class struggle, and the superior efficiency of
collective farming. But even apart from its nature and results, the
collectivization was not at all carried out in a rational and carefully
planned manner.

The whole atmosphere of War Communism was recreated — the
military jargon, the Utopian expectations, the brutal coercion of the
peasantry, the lack of economic preparation. The Party was launched into
an atmosphere of hysteria, with (as Adam Ulam puts it) ‘the notion of
demons and witches being on the loose’.

But what was the alternative from the point of view of the one-party
dictatorship? The Right foresaw that a crash collectivization would be 2
grave crisis. On the other hand, the idea that gradual collectivization
would attract the individual peasant, even over decades, seems highly
sanguine. The choice, in rm, may well have been between a Communist
regime which an ‘opening to the
Right', with the iks of Gosplan, and perhaps other parties (as
in Budapest in 1956) emerging in  left-wing, but not universally hated,
coalition; which could then have engineered a sort of people’s socialism.
Such, at least, is one view. But it was not the view of the Right. And their
eschewing of any opening to forces outside the Party condemned them to
impotence. Moreover, as Isaac Deutscher points out, ‘from the moment
the sma.llboldtr vanished, the right opposition had no ground to stand
on'?

Stalin’s general attitude was not, or only to a small degree, a personal
quirk. He had the support, for the collectivization revolution, of the bulk
of the Party activists and, at a higher level, of the core of the old
revolutionary underground, men like Kirov. Even the bulk of the ‘Left’
rallied to him once the batde was engaged, with reservations merely of the
sort that they were more cultured and would have done things less
crudely, but that one must rise above such petty considerations. And once
the new revolution was launched, there was a strong feeling in the Party
that, in the words of an official of the penod long opposed to Stalin, ‘any
change in ip would be .. the country must
continue in its p course, si P would
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mean the loss of everything”*
1f llleu was no serious ecommnc prepanmm for rhe crash
there was not s . As
in1918,it of ikas of outsid d oth
ad hoc bodies in the village acnng with complele arbitrariness, while the
old village soviets, cooperative societies, kolkhoz administrations just
collapsed. On the official view, as given in a Party history published in
1960, the sending in of activists from the cities is represented in the
following terms: the peasants
saw that the Party and the government, overcoming difficulties, were building
factories 10 m:h practos and new farm machines. Numerous peasant
workers"
mectings, and were msplr:d by their cnthusiasm. Upon returning to mm
villages the advanced representatives of the working peasantry
itiative in setting up new collective farms. The organized workers or
ustrial enterprises and bmldml sites assumed patronage over rural areas,
and sent numerous ers’ teams to the countryside. That was how the mass
movement for joining the collectives was prepared and begun, a movement
‘which grew into solid collectivization.®

Although th-swuyof lookis itis the mer ing, it that,
asin 1928and 1929, i e layed a decisive role. Thi
time, however, the effort was conceived on a more permanent basis than
previous invasions of the countryside.

Pravda had noted that the plenipotentiaries sent out by the Party in
1928-9 to impose the ‘social influence’ method were known to the
villagers as “strolling players’. They dealt with a number of villages, and
stayed only long enough in each to enforce the given collection figures,
having no permanent power.®

Now a concerted effort was made. In the cities the ‘25-thousanders’ -
Communist workers — were mobilized to take over the villages. The final
figure was in fact rather higher than 25,000 - ‘more than fwenty-seven
thousand workers were selected and sent to the countryside’.” They were
not just sent on an emergency basis like their predecessors. They were to
remain in the villages, and run them. The 25-thousanders were given a
two week course in January 1930 and then sent off to their assignations.
Originally they were to stay a year; then this was extended to two yea
finally, on 5 December 1930, the Central Committee made it permanent.

The 25-thousanders were originally promised 120 roubles a month.
They did not always get it: there is a letter from a group of them near
Vyazma complxmm( o{ lelv.hous with no funds to pay them so that ‘we
must flee home".* Offi full of their
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quotas and 5o on. The peasants’ reaction is also described realistically in
some official reports. They are qnotzd as saying that if a mrker can
manage a farm, fac

bailiffs to exploit us: ‘In some plwes this kulak propaganda is
successful’.'® But even the 25-thousanders were not always reliable,
trying to gain ‘cheap popularity’ and pvmgmlo the consumerist mood of
the bockwnrd part of the vnllnge'" e Collective Farm Centre

P ( ightly)

of seed grain would lead to sowing failure: these were to be dismissed and
expelled from the Party."? By mid-February 18,000 had been sent in to
local work and 16,000 of these directly into the kolkhoz system. But about
a third had been ‘weeded our’.'” Still, by May 1930, 19, 58] were working
in collective farms, mainly as chairmen or in other key post

In addition to the 25-thousanders, 72,204 worker: were sent to the
countryside in the spring of 1930 on temporary assignment; 13,000

— members of the Ki I - were made available, > and

50,000 soldiers and junior officers about to be demobilized were given
special training for the collectivization work. In the Ukraine alone 23,500
officials in addition to over 23,000 selected industrial workers had
appeared in the villages by the end of February 1930.1¢

Once again, things did not go as smoothly as the bare figures imply.
One official report tells of a typical district committee at Yelnaya in the
RSFSR, ordered in August 1933 to mobilize fifty Communists for village
work. Only twenty were actually mobilized and only four went to the
villages - one a former individual farmer, the others totally ignorant of
agriculture. In October another fifteen Komsomols were ordered in; four
were actually sent, two of whom had to be fired for incompetence and
drunkenness.?

Butin spite of such failures, the by lly deployed
a powerful cadre. The way they were instructed and inspired over this
period may be seen in a later account by an activist of a meeting of eighty
picked organizers, addressed by M.M. Khatayevich. Their province had
“fallen behind’. They were to gointo the counu'y for a month or six weeks:

The thoriti d an inj ikiron. That's why we
are undm; you.
You must assume your duties with a fecling of the strictest Party
withou liberalism. Throw your
bourgeou humxnmnamsm out of the vnndaw and act like Bolsheviks worthy
Beat wherever he raises his head. lts
w-. it's them or us! ‘nu last decayed remnant of capitalist farming must be
‘wiped out at any cost!
Secondly, comrades, it is absolutely necessary to fulfil the government's
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‘plan for grain delivery. The kulaks, and even some middle and ‘poor” peasants,
are not giving up their grain. They are sabotaging the Party policy. And the
local authorites sometimes waver and show weakness. Your job is to get the
grain at any price. Pump it out of them, wherever it is hidden, in ovens, under
beds, in cellars or buried away in back yards.

Through you, the Party brigades, the villages must leamn the meaning of
Bolshevik firmness. You must find the grain and you millfind it. It's s challenge
to the last shred of your initiative and to your Chekist spirit. Don't be afvaid of
taking cxtreme measures. The Party stands four-square behind you. Comrade
Stalin expects it of you. It’s a life-and-death struggie; better to do 00 much
than not enough.

Your third important task is to complete the threshing of the grain, to repair
the m plwm tractors, reapers and other equipment.

{or squeamishness or romen sentimentality. Kulak agents are mshng
themselves and getting into the collective farms where they sabotage the work
and kill the livestock. What's required from you is Bolshevik alertness,
intransigence and courage. | am sure you will carry out the instructions of the
Party and the directives of our beloved Leader."®

Another activist wrote years later, ‘We were deceived because we
wanted to be deceived. We believed so strongly in communism that we
‘were prepared to acceptany crime if it was glossed over with the least litde
bit of wmmums( phrascology . . Ovnfmled by something unplemm..

thatit was.
that on the whole the country’s state of affairs was just as the party
describedit. . .in mh:r words, just as it was supposed to, be according to
communist theo

Not all were of this ideologically motivated type. Stalin’s favourite
Mikhail Sholokhov well illustrates the nature of the motivations of the
loyal Party activists. It is partly an enthusiastic belief in tractors; party
hatred of the present day kulak as an epitome of ‘property’ and
representing the ‘other side’; pardly vengeance for the Civil War and
economic explonznon, and partly devotion to the world revoluuon, based
on things read in the papers about the class struggle in China and
elsewhere (‘He thinks he s Inllmp bullock, butin reality he's stabbing the
world revolution in the back’). If we add the habit of accepting Party
orders as the supreme criterion, this seems a full enough analysis.

Vasily Grossman sees the activist committees of the villages as
including all kinds - ‘those who believed the propaganda and who hated
the parasites and were on the side of the poorest peasantry, and others
who used the situation to their advantage. But most of them were merely
anxious to carry outinstructions. They would have Lilled their own fathers
and mothers simply in order to carry out instructions’.®
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As for the less devoted, we have almdy seen how mere greed and love
of power raged in the vnllues One recent Se
with collectivization ‘new ideas and slogans became for some a guiding
light, for others a lever to personal gain, and career advancement, for
others still - demagogical promises covering up ulterior motives or
ambitions”.2!

Combining ideology and personal hatred, another modern Soviet
writer has as the chief figure in a collective farm a dishonest and lazy
chamter whou greatest dream is ‘ro heat up an enormous bath house, ﬁll
it d setiton fire”.

In the villages the Party’s envoys organized their local supponers as
best they could. Mikhail Sholokhov’s Don Cossack village of ‘Gremyachii
Log' is collectivized by a 25-thousander who collects thirty-two ‘poor
Cossacks and active workers’ who simply ‘decide’, in the absence of the
village majority, to collectivize and dekulakize. Where available, Party
members held the administrative posts. In one district, twemy two of the
thirty-six party members served as kolkhoz chairmen.> These would
usually, and especially in the Ukraine, have included 25- dwusanden.
mainly Russians. But there were not enough Party members except for
ey posts, :nd Komsomols made up 2 high propordion of local ‘acivists’.

June 1933 there
and only fonneen Party members in the seventy-five kolkhozes, but there
were sixteen Komsomol cells with 157 members, and fifty-six more
Komsomols were scattered through the remaining kolkhozes.* A local
official nated that young people joined the Komsomols to escape
fieldwork.? In addition, a larger ‘non. ikt aktiv’ was also organized, for
political and state tasks in the village.

Such locals, who had come to power in the villages under the regime,
were often a lowgrade lot, though sometimes party veterans who still kept
some of their illusions. In any case, those who did not revolt at their jobs,
and fall with the rest of the victims, became hardened more and more. In
the closing down of a Ukrainian village church, ‘Kobzar, Belousov and the
others undertook the jobs with relish. Slowly, imperceptibly, they had

antagonists of the population, enjoying most of the things other
villagers disliked  precisely because they disliked them’.?’

Yet, as we have seen, not all honest activists or Party members could
accept the moral burden. In the Ukraine an official organ even
complained that the ‘Committees of Unwealthy Peasants’, the Pnly 'S
mainstay in tl\e villages, were often directing sabula‘e of the
collectivization.™

Pravda more than once denounced communists in the villages who
‘deserted’, even citing a young agronomist who resigned from the Party
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after seven days in a village with a letter: ‘I do not believe in
collectivization. The pace . . . is too rapid. This is a wrong course taken by
the Party. Let my words be a warning’.® In the then Central Black Earth
Province 5,322 Party members were expelled, and ‘several district
committees were disbanded for Right opportunism’.’! In the Drabove
District in the Poltava Province of the Ukraine, thirty activists were
arrested, (including the Secretary of the District Party Committee,
Bodok), and were publically tried in July 1932 for such malpractices —
allegedly the result of ‘conspiring with the kulaks’. They received two to
three year sentences.’?

As for the official organs of local administration, they simply ceased to
be effective, partly because the village soviets, in spite of all previous
purging, still largely resisted collectivization. In one village, an OGPU
report complains that the slauﬁhm of livestock was started by the vice-
chairman of the village soviet.” Such acts were general: ‘re-election’ for
“those village soviets which were impregnated with alien elements . . . and
of those district executive committees which failed to direct the village
soviets to start work on the collectivization of agriculture’ was ordered on
31 January 1930. In the Central Volga ‘an overwhelming majority of
village Soviets . . . have proved not to be at the level of their new tasks’.*
In one area described as typical, 300 of the 370 chairmen of village soviets
were removed between early 1929 and March 1930.” Overall, by March
1930, no fewer than 82% of the chairmen of village soviets had been
replaced, only 16% of these resigning voluntarily.’® In the Western
Province out of 616 village soviet chairmen 306 had been removed and
102 ‘brought to trial’.*’ A confidential official document shows that in this
Province there was no turn of the village soviets to the collective farm over
1929 even though 97 new ones had been elected. In ‘a number of them’
every possible form of dragging their heels on economic and rolilical
‘matters was to be found, up to ‘clear connivance with the kulak’® ‘Self-
abolition’ of village soviets at the instance of the Party plenipotentiary was
therefore introduced. And even at a higher level, there were some District
Executive Committees which had no members elected by normal
procedure.”” The village soviets now began to be effectively superseded
by appointed bureaus or troikas, a governmental decision of 25 January
1930 ing the system of plenij iari d troikas,*! with power
10 overrule the regular organs of state.

As to the village commune, even as late as May 1929, when the first
Five Year Plan was adopted, it was seen as the ‘cooperative sector’ which
would provide the greater part of grain procurements; and this - it was
thought — would encourage the transformation of the villages into
collectives.*? But in the event, as a Western scholar remarks: ‘the village
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organization which stood for all the collectivist abjects of village life, and
which had been rooted in the village for centuries, was given no part to
play in the collectivization of the peasants’.*® And, by decree of 10 July
1930 the .ancient commune was finally abolished in areas of wholesale
collectivization; it soon disappeared elsewhere.

‘The voluntary nature of the kolkhoz was in any case quite incompatible
with the fact that local organizations were issued with orders from above
on how many kolkhozes they were to have with how many members. One
village Communist in the Kalinin Province was told to get over 100
families into hi 1d only de abouta dozen, and d
this. He was told he was sabotaging collectivization and would face
expulsion if he failed. He went back and told the villagers they would be
expropriated and exiled if they did not sign up. “They all agreed . . .’ and
the same night started to kill their livestock. When he reported this, the
Party committee was not interested: it had fulfilled its plan.*

But the fictitiousness of the voluntary principle was even admitted, in
the strange doublethink of the Politburo’s own pronouncements, by
Stalin’s closest colleagues, as when Kaganovich (in January 1930) said
that all guidance and activity in the development of the kolkhozes was
being done ‘directly and exclusively’ by men of the party apparat.*

Modern official Soviet writers such as S.P. Trapeznikov often
maintain, still, that collectivization was a majority choice of the peasantry.
In fact, this line is nowadays increasingly found and the serious students
who published in the 50s and 60s are silenced. But, as we have seen and
shall see again, Soviet novelists published in Moscow in the period before
1982 are franker than the Party. One of them says flatly, ‘the more widely
and firmly collectivization was implemented, the more it met with
hesitation, uncertainty, fear and resistance”.

The claim, frequently made, is that the ‘cultural level’ of the peasantry
was raised by incessant meetings and propaganda, so that they came to see
the advantages of the kolkhoz. In fact the meetings were simply a vehicle
of coercion. A normal procedure, often reported, was for the Party
emissary to ask a village meeting ‘whois against the collective farm and the
Soviet government”,*” or ‘You must immediately enter the kolkhoz.
Whoever does not is an enemy of the Soviet regime”.*®

A Party official in the North Caucasus is quoted (from local archives) in
a recent official Soviet work, as telling the peasants ‘Karl Marx, our dear
dead leader, wrote that peasants are potatoes in a sack. We have got you in
our sack’.*® Even the forms were observed only 10 a very limited extent. In
one Volga village no more than a quarter to a third of the heads of
households were counted at the village meetings, and committed the
whole village to collectivization, and there are many such reports.
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At first stray voices were often raised against the activists. A peasant in
Sholokhov's novel refuses to bring his seed grain into the communal
grnury. in spite of guarantees:

. it will b safer with me. If 1 give it 10 you, in the spring | shan't even get
mu the empty sacks. We've grown wiser now, you don't get around us that
way.

Nisgulno raised his eyebrows and his face paled a linle. “How dare you
distrust the Soviet government!* he demanded. “So you don't believe what |
-

Y™
“That's right. | don’t believe it. We've heard that sort of yam before".
“Who's told you yarns? And what about?” Nagulnov turned noticeably pale,

and slowly rose to his fect.

But a5 though he hud not noticed anything, Banvik consined 10 smile
quied,revaling his few firm teeth, Only his oice quiveed with  note of
grievance and burning anger as e s

“You'll collect the grain, and e 'you'll load it into trains and send it
abroad. You'll buy automabiles, o that Party men can ride around with their

bed-hair women. We know what you want our grain for. We've lived to see
equality, all right!™*

A poor peasant (in a village in the Poltava Province) is quoted ass.nym,l
mymndl'nhermuw! but 1, his grandson, will never become a serf".’
Indeed, it was now common peasant usage to refer to the VKP (initials of
the All Union Communist Party) as ‘second serfdom’ (vioroe krepostnoe
pravo).*? Official accounts, too, mention poor peasants saying ‘you have
turned us into worse than serfs’.>’ Pravda itself reported that in one
Uksainian village where collectivization had been put through a local
meeting in silence, a crowd of women blocked the road when tractors
arrived, shouting ammg( other things, ‘the Soviet government is
bnn;m( back serfdom’™ And a recent Soviet account quoles tht
peasants as saying ‘You want to drive us into collectives so that w
be your serfs’, and perceiving local party leaders as ‘landlords’. Y Sw:h
attitudes preva-led among the peasantry. Large majorities often still
refused to collectivize. Prommenl objectors were then arrested, one by
one, on other charges.*® At Belosuvka, in the Chornukhy district, the
peasants were summoned to a meeting and told to sign their names to a
request o join the kolkhoz. One of them called on them to resist. He was
arrested that night, and twenlx others the following day, after which
enrolment proceeded smoothl

We chance to have the (mully unpublished) letters received by the
Western Province peasant paper Nasha Derevnya. All from poor or middle
peasants, they complain, of forced entry to the lekhozk of excessive
demands, of ‘sl:very in the kolkhozes, of lack of nails, . . ** In this area,
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even the rural Communists refused on a large scale to enter the
kolkhozes.”® In Sholokhov's Don village, even after immense pressure,
and threats to consider opponents of the kolkhoz as ‘enemies of the
government like those already deported, only 67 out of 217 7 presentvote
to join. The 25 ‘could not e stubborn
reluctance of the majority of the middle peasants’:

In the Ukraine, as the country’s First Secretary Stanislav Kossior was to
admit, ‘administrative measures and the use of force, not only against
middle peasants but also against poor peasants, became a systematic
component of the work not only of district but also of provincial party
committees”.

-Stalin Soviet official scholar (himself a former activist in the
collectivization drive) even writes that the strongest opposition came not
from the wealthier peasants, but from those who had recently acquired
land and ‘poor peasants who had only recently become middle
peasants’ ®

But the pressures grew more and more intense:

Every form of pressre was appied t0 them - threas, dlnder, constain.
Hooligans loitered outside their homes, taunting them. Postmen were
instructed not to deliver mail to such ‘individualists’; at the District Medical
Centre, they were told that only collective farmers and their families could be
accepted as patient. Ofin, thei children were expelled from school,
Giomsed shamefully from the Detachment of Young Pioncers and the
Komsomol.
do no work for them. The sigma of ‘individualits, as applied by the
authorities, was akin to classing 2 man as a criminal.

For the borderline cases among the middle peasants facing the
alternative of dekulakization, the choice was often a harsh one. As many
joined the collective, and handed over their grain, one Communist noted:
“these people had apparently dzcnded to face starvation at home rather
than banishment 10 the unknown”.*

Village cnlf;;men were also el.m..med. For example, :gamsl the

et all skins
ten tanners working in n and the sumundmg 24 villages, and they w:re
fined 300 roubles each.#*

Even the quasi-artisan activities traditionally practised by the peasants
themselves were affected. For example, many of them used hand-mills to
press the oil from sunflower seeds. This was prohlbned underadecree of
the Commissariat of Trade on 18 October 1930.%%

.
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Villages of any size were now required to have jails, which were only to be
found in district capitals before the Revolution. They were needed not
merely for peasants who had made verbal objections, or voted ‘no’ at
village meetings. Resistance to collectivization often took violent form.

In 1929-30 a great cffort had been made to prevent the peasantry
possessing arms. Registration of hunting weapons had become
compulsory in decrees of 1926, 1928 and 1929, and rules were also
established to ensure that ‘criminal and socially dangerous elements’
should not be sold guns, this to be ‘checked by the GPU authorities’. In
August 1930, when vanws minor insurrections and mdwld\nl acts of
resistance had made it clear that this was not
search was ordered. By this time, however, few: arms were Ieﬁ Amongthe
hundreds of search documents we find only the occasional discovery of
‘one small-bore pistol’, while the search was turned to the state’s
advantage by the seizure of ‘silver money 30 roubles 75 kopeks; paper
money 105 roubles; wedding rings-two’ and so on in case after case.* In
one village in the Kharkov Province, the GPU official complained to an
activist that there were still people there who had already served sentences
but been amnestied in 1927, and had weapons hidden.*’

Adequately armed or not, the peasants resisted. There were many
mdlvldn:l assassinations of officials. Party members were warned to ‘stay

ay from open windows’, and not to walk out after dark.* *In the first
half of 1930 the kulaks committed more than 150 murders and acts of
arson in the Ukraine.®® Thereafter figures cease to be available,
apparently because they became officially unacceptable. In the single
village of Birky, in the Poltava Province, (population about 6,000), the
local GPU chief was badly wounded in January 1930; in March the
buildings of one of the village’s four kolkhozes were burnt down, as were
houses of dispossessed kulaks which had been taken over by communists.
One of the leading local communists was attacked and injured. i

More serious were the wid d anti-kolkh (s
of them ‘armed demonstrations’) listed in Soviet sources, involving
thousands of people, and committing large numbers of ‘terrorist acts’. In
thc Sal’sk region of the North Caucasus it was admitted that one

ion” could only be “after five or six days’ with the
aid of ‘cavalry and armoured cars’.” In fact, in some areas, a Soviet
scholar of the Khrushchev period tells us, the demonstrations ‘bore a
semi-insurrectionary charncter .. people :nned themselves wn.h
pitchforks, axes, stave: d
were headed by former Antonov bandits, F hat s, survivors {as minor
participants) in the great peasant risings of the early 20s.
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Armed ions which can only be d with army units
are rather more than ‘semi’-insurrectionary. And there were, indeed,
large scale armed rebellions, recalling those of the first peasant war in
1918-22. But this time the peasants’ armed resources were fewer, and
above all the Party’s control and power had enormously increased.

Some revolts were on a small scale, as with one confined to the village of
Parbinsk; GPU units put it down, afterwards shooting a priest and his
family of four.” In September 1930 a riot in the village of Rudkivtsi, in
Podilia, drove off the police but three days later was suppressed by
security forces. Two peasants were shot and twenty-six deported.” In
June 1931, a cavalry regiment is reported sent to suppress a riot by
peasants in Mykhaylivka, in the same area; artillery was used, and all the
male population over fifteen arrested. Three hundred men and fifty
women were sent to camps.’

Other revolts spread beyond individual villages, especially in the
Ukraine. There was a real rebellion, put down by armed militia, in the
villages of Hradenytsi and Troitsk in the Dniester valley, in the Odessa
Province.”® There was a rising in the Chernihiv Province in the spring of
1930 which spread to five districts and was put down by army troops.

In another province, Dnipropetrovsk, an insurrection also spread over
five districts. An infantry division stationed at Pavlograd failed to march
against them, and entered into negotiations. The divisional commander
was arrested. But the division was not used against the rebels, GPU troops
and militia from outside being broughtin. In one village alone, Dmytrivka,
one hundred people were arrested, and the total ran into thousands. All
were beaten, some shot, some sent to labour camp.

In Moldavia, a group of villages rose, destroyed a mounted unit of
mllllnmen‘ and defeated a GPU detachment, some vnllages even

a ‘Soviet without C . Other
rebellions broke out in two districts of the Kherson Province; in
Kamianets-Podilsk and Vinnytsia provinces; and in three districts of
Chernihiv Province, where locally raised troops supported the rebels, and
major concentrations of regulars and GPU units had to be used; in
Volhynia; and in three districts of the Dnipropetrovsk Province, where a
Red Army lieutenant on leave led the ill-armed peasantry apinsl army
units supported by armour and planes and was killed in action. In such
cases many executions took place, and families were exiled on a large
scale.™

‘There are a number of reports of insurgent bands in which former anti-
Soviet partisans of the Civil War period united with former ‘red’ partisans
to form very effective groups.* On one estimate, there were as many as
40,000 Ukrainian rebels in 1930."
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In Siberia, the Civil War had never quite ended: Soviet sources speak
of a continuation of ‘polmal bandmsm But between early 1927 and
early 1929, th by led, thereafter grew
atan even greater rate. L7y typical rebellion in the Uch—Pristanski district
in March 1930, was headed by the local head of militia, Dobytin, and
armed with police weapons. GPU troops were used to suppress it, and an
official analysis of its members showed that it was composed of 38%
‘kulaks’, 38% middle peasants and 24% poor peasants. Its political
programme was a Constituent Assembly which would elect ‘a tsaror a
president.’® In general, the Siberian risings declared the Soviet
government deposed and the Constituent Assembly remained a popular
slogan.®

A recent work on the Siberian Military District's help in the
collectivization gives an interesting picture of the soldiers getting true
information from their families. In one batallion alone, in October 1931,
16% of the letters received were of ‘anti-Soviet’ character, in November
18.7%; in the first seventeen days of December 21.5%. Conversations

between soldiers, , are full of such remarks as that
rhe anthvmus ‘rob everybody wuhwt dlsuncnon and tell us they are
the kulak’. C soldiers’ groups were

unmasked, for having tricd to establish connections with the countryside
through soldiers on leave, and in one case even issuing a leaflet.®

In some regions of the Ukraine and the North Caucasus, an OGPU
officer tells us, military aircraft were used. In the North Caucasus one
squadron refused to strafe the Cossack villages. It was disbanded and half
its personnel executed. Elsewhere in the area, an OGPU regiment was
annihilated. The notorious Frinovski, then Commander of the OGPU
Border troops, who commanded the repression, reported to the Politburo
that the rivers had carried thousands of bodies dovmsuzam Aﬁer these
revolts some tens of thousands of p:
thousands sent to camps and exile.”

In the Crimea, (where 35-40,000 Tatars were dekulakized), an
uprising is reported in Alakat in December 1930, with thousands of
sentences to death or labour camp. The President of the Crimea, Mehmet
Kubay, complained of m: plundering and starvation of the republic in
1931, and dlsappuud

Among the mountain nations of the North Caucasus, major rebellions
continued for months, with large forces of regular troops engaged. In
Armenia there were widespread peasant risings, with several districts in
rebel hands for some weeks, in March-April 1930.” In Azerbaijan to0,

the collectivization produced risings: “The Turkic peasants of Azerbaijan,
including the wealthy, the med-um ‘and the poor, have all risen together’
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as K:uyev. secretary o{ llle Azerb-mn Pany put it, explaining that clan
re fighting, some 15, 000
escaped into Iran.” But even comparatively peaceful resistance was often
crushed in a ruthless fashion. Isaac Deutscher, travelling in Russia, meta
high OGPU officer who said to him, with tears in his eyes, ‘I am an old
Bolshevik. I worked in the underground against the Tsar and then 1
fought in the Civil War. Did I do all that in order that I should now
surround villages with machine-guns and order my men to fire
indiscriminately into crowds of peasants? Oh, no, no, no!™'

Arrests and executions in the case of real resistance were of course
accompanied by a general terror against mere suspects. An arrested
peasant is shown in a Soviet novel as falsely accused of trying to organize
a military rebellion. In jail another peasant advises him to sign the
required confession as all the others have had to. He replies that he is not
guilty, but the answer is that neither are they. He objects,

“But then [ shall be shot".
“Yes, but at least you won’t be tortured”.”

‘The more intelligent of those who opposed the regime, even by
peaceful methods, knew the alternatives. In Sholokov's village an enemy
of the regime is arrested. The OGPU man says,

'wiml 'l talk to you in Rostov. You'll do a dance or two for me before you

'Oh how terrible! ¥ lik

I'm wembling with terror!* Polovisev said lromcl.lly. stopping to light a cheap

cigarette. But from under his brows he looked up at the Cheka-man with

cenu‘ haterul eyes.
you think you can frighten me with? You're too naive! With

(ortures? That wonrt come off: I'm ready for anything’.

The most remarkable technique of resistance was, however, the
astonishing babski bunty ~ ‘women’s rebellions’, particularly in the
Ukraine.

One of the reasons the women were particularly hostile to the
kolkhozes seems to have been that they traditionally tended the farm
animals, and relied on their cows for milk for the children, which now
became a doubtful matter. The central Soviet press itself reported some
of the women’s revolts.” In village after village, official reports tell of such
things as ‘a great crowd of women came, armed with clubs and other
things, and began demanding that the horses be returned. They also tried
to beat up representatives of the District Executive Committee and the
District Party Committee. The chief in this was Kanyashyna, Nasta’
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(described as a wife of a middle peasam) Al In  rany cascs, the women
in retrieving the grain
also taken and redistributed.”

The movement spread to Russia proper, if on a lesser scale. In the
Western Province a riot of 200, ‘mainly women’, who attacked the kolkhoz
is reported.” But most of our reports are from the Ukraine and North
Caucasus, (as with armed rebellion when that was feasible). In three
villages in the Odessa Province in February 1930 the women di:
the local authorities and regained their property. GPU detachments
suppressed the revolt with many arrests. A women's moll in Pleshl(y
village, Poltava Province, in 1933 ds
the grain store and taking grain. They were fired on by ‘Pﬂllﬂ troops and
a number were killed. All the survivors were deported.

In general, thousands of women are reported arrested in such
particular incidents.” But on the larger scale, the authorities were at
somewhat of a loss, especially - as often — when the rebels’ methods were
careful, or their opponents unwilling to call in outside help.

For the ‘women’s rebellions’, according to one activist observer, came
to follow definite tactics. First the women would lead the attack on the
kolkhoz; ‘if the Communists, Komsomols and members of the village
Soviets and Committees of Unwealthy Peasants attacked them, the men
rallied to the women's defence. This tactic aimed at avoiding intervention
by armed forces, and it was successful’. In the Southern Ukraine,
and the Kuhan. the collective farm structure had virtually collapsed by
March 1930.'%

.

Yet the most devastating and widespread response of the peasantry to the
new order was of a different nature: they slaughtered their cattle. At first,
until this was suppressed, the peasants had merely sold their cattle and
horses: Pravda complained in January 1930 that in Taganrog

under kulak influence a mass sale of livestock is carried on by the middle and
poor farmers before their entrance to the collective farms. During the last
three months over 26,000 head of beef carde were sold, 12,000 head of mikch
cows and 16,000 head of sheep. Buyers wavel to different stations buying
livestock which

dstill. Carde, h dsh

ng the
to get rid of their livestock, bo:rdm; the money e

poor farmers try

At the same time Pravda already noted that ‘under the influence of
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kulak agitation to the effect that in collective farming their property will be
taken away to make everyone equal, the farmers are not only slaughtering
their beef cattle but even the milk cows and sheep’.'™

A recent official history tells us that in Siberia ‘kulak agitation to kill the
cattle won over significant masses of the peasantry’ and was far more
difficult to prevent than sale.'® As the meat could usually not be sold, it
was eaten. Chernov, who was in charge of grain collection in the Ukraine,
and later became People’s Commissar of Agriculture, is reported as
saying, ‘for the first time in their sordid history the Russian peasants have
eaten their fill of meat’.'™

This constituted a vast economic disaster. At the Seventeenth Party
Congress in 1934 it was announced that 26.6 million head of cattle
(42.6% of all the cattle in the country) had been lost and 63.4 million
sheep (65.1% of the total). (In the Ukraine 48% of the cattle, 63% of the
pigs and 73% of the sheep and g 195 And even th
official figures of cattle deaths are supposedly lower than the reality.'®

Between January and March 1930, the Soviet countryside was thus
reduced to ruin.

On the face of it, Party victory had been achieved. In June 1929,
1,003,000 holdings had been in collective farms. By January 1930 it was
4,393,100 and on 1 March 14,264,300."

But the losses by slaughter; the resistance of the peasantry; the total
lack of adequate planning — all the phenomena we have been recounting,
amounted to a large and expensive débicle.

In Khrushchev’s time the Soviet scholar V.P. Danilov was even able to
produce an article on collectivization in the Soviet Historical Encyclopaedia
(vol. 7) - one much attacked in the post-Khrushchev period. In it he
speaks of the ‘mistakes’ of the period: forcing the peasants into the
kolkhoz; applying dekulakization to wide circles - up to 15% in some
areas, including even poor peasants; setting up kolkhozes without
consulting the peasants; and excessive ‘socialization’ in taking, for
example, all the peasants’ cattle.

Another Soviet scholar of the period (noting that ‘a threat of disruption®
of the supposed worker-pe alliance had ped) goes to the
length of saying that the kolkhoz movement ‘was on the verge of being.
discredited.”'® Yet another says that ‘In the second half of February 1930
the dissatisfaction of the masses became very intense”."

It was also a major Soviet journal of the Khrushchev epoch which
declared that, ‘on Stalin’s orders, the press carried no reports of errors,
abuses and other difficulties due to the lack of clear and consistent
instructions”. "

Both the structure and the tradition of the Party were such that in the
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name of ‘democratic centralism’ orders from above were to be carried out
without question. This quasi-military attitude largely prevented most of
the phenomena which would have been found in any other type of political
organization — d:samemem. refusal to carry out central decisions,
schism, resignation. Even lehusls like Bukhann mxde no attempt to
break ranks. In fact, iti B
the last major defence of the crash collecuvlunon

But on 2 March 1930, Stalin published his crucul article ‘Dizzy from
Success’ which attacked ‘distortions’ which had offended against ‘the
voluntary principle’."? In the future the peasant was to be allowed to leave
the collective farm if he wished to do so. Like Lenin in 1921, Stalin in his
turn had been fought to a standstill by the peasantry.

It appears that the retreat was due, at least in part, to the protests of a
number of ‘moderate Stalinist’ Politburo members.' At any rate, as
often before and afterwards, Stalin now launched a strong attack on the
‘excesses’ of those who had actually conducted his crash campaign. It was
even widely admitted in high official statements, for example by Mikoyan,
that these ‘errors’ had 'ht'\ll\ to undermine the peasants’ loyalty to the
worker-peasant alliance”.!

Stalin went on in various articles and speeches to denounce the
‘coercive measures against the middle peasants”'® as contrary to
Leninism. A typical set-piece, in April, runs in part:

The Moscow Region, inits feverish pursuit of inflated collcctivization figures,
The Moscow Region, inits feverish i ollectvization figur

of 1930, although it had no less than three years at its disposal (to the end of
1932). The Central Black Earth Region, not desiring to ‘lag behind the others’

began o orientate its officials tmrds completing :ollecnvmnon by the ﬁm
half of 1930, although it had no

1931).

Naturally, with such 2 quick-fire ‘tempo’ of collctivization, the aressless
prepared fc ‘outstrip’ the
better prepared areas, found lhemxelves obliged to resort to strong

pressure, the missing factors
needed for a rapid rate ‘of progress OFihe collecdve farm movement by their
ardour. Th known ..

.. They arose because of our rapid success in the collective farm
movement, Success sometimes turns people’s head. It not infrequently gives
rise to extreme vanity and conceit. That may very emly happen to
representatives of a party like ours, whose strength and prestige are almost
immeasurable. Here, instances of Oommumsl vainglory, which Lenin

Party’s revolutionary measures being cmvened into empty bumucunc
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decrecing by individual representtives of the Partyin one comer or another of
our boundiess country. I have in mind not only local officials, but also
individual members of the Central Commirtee.'*

Many focal Communist activists, shaken by the retreat, even called
Stalin’s attitude incorrect - in fact occasionally even tried to suppress it.
Apart from that they were reluctant to take the blame for ‘excesses’ which
had been quite clearly approved from above.'"” As a later Soviet historian
puts it *Stalin shifted all the responsibility for the mistakes on to local

officials and sweepingly accused them of bungling. The content and the
tone of the article were unexpected for the Party, and caused some
disarray in Party cadres”.""®

A letter (published forty years later) from a Dnipropetrovsk
Communist is cited by Roy Medvedev:

Comrade Stalin:

1, 3 rank-and-file worker and a reader of Prauda have all this time been
following the newspapers closely. Is the person to blame who could not but
hear the sproat abou callectivizaton, bout who should lead collecive farms?
All of us, the lower ranks and the press, messed up that crucial question of
collective-farm leadership, while Comrade Stlin, it seems, at that ime was
. Therefore
yout0o should be reprimanded. But now Comrade Stalin throws al the blame
on the local authoritics, and defends himself and the top people.""®

The party leaders nevertheless cla-med that the Central Committee
itself had not given any unrealistic targets' and from now on central and
local papers are filled with accounts of lhe imsd«ds of foﬂ:nble

ion, and the dismi: | of officials
such acts - in one Ukrainian district, for example, the two leading figures
in the District Party Committee, the Vice Chairman of the Executive
Commmee, the Komsomol Secretary, the Inspector of Schools and 16
others.'?

‘The leading scapegoat was K.Ya. Bauman, Secretary of the Moscow
Committee of the Party, blamed - as he still is — for his ‘false theory’ and
‘gross breaches of the policy of the party’.'” But Bauman, though
removed from his higher posts, did not suffer greatly. He was transferred
to the important position of Head of the Central Asian Bureau of the
Party, where he oversaw the collectivization of the Turkic republics,
winning much applause, for example at the Uzbek Party Congress in
December 1933, for his successes.

One Soviet scholar, N.I. Nemakov, has flatly taken the view, (though in
a work published in 1966 before the post-Khrushchev re-Stalinization
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had gathered force) that Stalin was indeed responsible for the ‘excesses’.
Nemakov was later heavily criticized for this in the Soviet press.'2 Post-
Khrushchev historians in the USSR hold that Sualin’s directives were
correct but that the local and even some of the central agencies made
serious errors in implementing them. However, these errors were
universal, which makes the position hard to maintain.

Putting the blame on local officials was, in fact, a conventional farce.
Even Politburo members privately objected, ' among them Kossior. And
Kalinin and Ordzhonikidze pomxcd out that Puvdn m elTﬂ:l Sulm 'S
special
length of asserting that ‘the Central Cnmmm« actually found the
courage to protest’ against Stalin’s putting the responsibility on them.'
But nothing of this reached the public, (and Khrushchev's way of putting
it seems a considerable exaggeration).

On the other flank, the Leninist principle of ‘democratic centralism,’ of
submission to the decisions of the Centre, determined the action, or
inaction, of the Right-wing leaders. They had been proved right. Forced
collectivization had been a disaster; there was an alternative programme.
The popularity of their view both in the country s a whole and in the
rank-and-file of the Party was clear. In any other political order the
Rightists would have made a bid for power. But Party-fetishism was too
strong, except in the case of a handful of second-level apparatchiks.

So the political initiative remained in Stalin's hands, and he carried the
offensive to the Rightists. In the Theses of the Sixteenth Party Congress in
June-July 1930, the Right is described as ‘objectively an agency of the
kulak’. And the Congress, for the first ime in Party history, saw no voices
raised against official policy. Stalin’s political victory was complete.

ere were still some reservations among Communists never
associated with the Right, and at fairly high Party levels - notably in the
case of Sergei Syrtsov who had just been raised to candidate membership
of the Politburo, and V.V. Lominadze. Both called, in effect, for some
return to normality. They were dismissed from their posts in November
and in December expelled from the Central Committee. It was something
of an anti-climax when at the same time the last Rightist representative in
high office, Rykov, lost the Premiership and was removed from the
Politburo.

But meanwhile, neither the complaisance of the Right nor the qualms
of some of his own followers affected Stalin's position as he faced the
crisis of March 1930, produced entirely by his own policies. Again like
Lenin in 1921, he retreated and regrouped in the face of disaster, but
made the occasion one for tightening rather than loosening Party
discipline. And even the refutation of his proclaimed aims of voluntary
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Socialism is the feudalism of the future
Konstantin Leontiev (c. 1880)

With the Party’s retreat from full compulsory collectivization in March
1930, the peasant had won a victory, though at immense cost.

The retreat included an improved model statute for the kolkhoz, which
envisaged collectivized peasants being allowed to keep a cow, sheep and
pigs, and implements to work their private plots.! Under the old
commune, the peasant already had his household plot outside the
commune’s control, cultivating fruit and vegetables, and keeping his
animals. Now the old arrangement was eﬂ'ecuvely revived.

Atan All-Union Cong: f kolkhoz kers' a few
Stalin was to say that there was a ‘kolkhoz economy . . needed for the
satisfaction of social needs, and that there exists along with this a small
individual economy, needed for the satisfaction of the personal needs of
the collective farmers’.? In fact, of cwm. the small private plot was and
still is far the most prodncnve agricul mre of the country, not merely

feeding L d deal of the produce
which feeds the cities.
‘The ‘private plot” ion both to th and

reality. Butit was also an incentive to stay in and work for the kolkhoz. For
it was to be taken away from any who did not put in the requisite number
of ‘labour-days’ for the kolkhoz, and withdrawal from the kolkhoz
naturally involved such forfeit. Thus underpaid labour on communal land
was the condition of tenure — very much in the tradition of feudalism, ina
stricter form.

In general, the peasants’ victory was not comparable to their success
nine years carlier in destroying War Communism. The Party now
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retreated from an impossible position, but only to regroup with a view to
ing the offensi ibl than years.

Even in the ‘Dizzy frolln Success’ article, Stalin took the line that dli
the turn ialism in th ide. In April Pravda laid down the line
for the future accurately enough: ‘Again we are dividing the land into
individual farms for those who do not wish to farm collectively, and then
once more we will socialize and rebuild until kulak resistance has been
broken once for all’}

.

Fi irst of all depmdmg on the state of mind of the local Communist

various measures for the peasant
to withdraw l‘mm d|e lekhoL For it was not nearly as easy to leave as the
mere decree indicated. The peasants’ land had been consolidated into a
single collective farm, and a ‘seceder’ could not just reclaim his portion.
Instead he was alloted a supposedly equivalent acreage in the outski
on much poorer land. For example, in one North Caucasus stanitsa, fifty-
two mainly poor peasant households were allocated only 110 hectares in
place of their original 250, and those in the worst land, which they
refused. In another, seven poor and middle peasant households were
allocal;d Iand which they finally refused after breaking four ploughs on it
inone day.*

Moreover, the allocation of both land and seed was d:hycd And the
land might be, as the Commissariat for Agncullnre nnled ‘10-15
kilometres away,’ and hopeless from the peasants’ point of view.® Another
Commissariat of Agriculture report noted that a kolkhoz of a few houses
‘very often’ received all the best land, while poor and middle individual
peasants ‘retain only uncultivated land, marshes, shrubland, wasteland,
etc,” almost as if they were as yet undeported kulaks. Moreover,
individual peasants were often not provided with access to pastureland or
water, and lost their vegetable gardens and hayfields."

In Sholokhov’s village on the Don, the 25-thousander chairman also
refuses to hand over the collectivized cattle to their late owners, on
instructions from the District Committee. And, since all the land close to
the village is now collectivized, individual peasants are, as elsewhere,
offered only poor land further off:

* “Yakov Lukich, alot th beyond the Rachy ing,”
Davidov ordered.
“Is that virgin land?” they roared at him.
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“I¢'s fallow. How do you call it virgin land? It’s been ploughed, only it was a
Iong time ago, some fifteen years back,” Yakov Lukich explained.

And at once 3 boiling, stormy shout arase:

“We don’t want tough lane

‘This ends in a riot, the activists are beaten up, and then the ‘inciters’ are
arrested and deported

Apart from this, nmn(emenls were, as usual, so muddled that, as an
agncnlmnl paper put it, ‘neither the individual peasants nor the
remaining collective farms know where to sow”.

en permitted to leave the kolkhoz, the peasants were usually not
allowed to reclaim their i and often (as in 's case)
not even their carde.'® In one village the activist finally returned cows to
those who despemely msnsted. but sumply refused to let the peasants
leave the kolkhoz. A ‘women’s rebellion’ chased him out, and things
finally eased up a little even after order was restored.'! The period saw,
fact, a great renewal of the technique of the ‘women’s rebellmn | wi
was often able to retrieve implements or cattle when the local authorities
tried to prevent this.

For even with all the disadvantages of bad soil and lack of cows and
|mplemenls. the urge to lnve was overwhelming and party ummll: ::ol}
other ulk o
the peasantry, but they had some effect on those who had reason to fear
trouble. In fact, those remaining in the kolkhoz were often formerly
prosperous families who would certainly have been dekulakized if they
became independent farmers again.'?

But though the conditions for withdrawal were hard, it was only rarely
that mere force prevailed in keeping the ordinary peasant in the collective
farm. The local activists did not feel that they had the support of Moscow,
while the peasants constantly quoted Stalin's article, and showed stff’
resistance to pressure. Thus when attempts were made to prevent the
peaunls d!dmll there was often trouble. Typlcally. ‘in Komariwka

upandall th ras taken
away. In the village of Chernyawka o the village activists were held
helpless in a schoolroom while the farm machinery was taken away’

Within a few weeks in March-April 1930 the figure of 50.3%

ion shrank to 23% and conti to decline undi th
In all nine million households — forty or ﬁfry million people — left the
collective farms. The proportions varied with locality. In a Byelorussian
village of seventy households, forty stayed and thirty left™* but in the
Ukraine the proportion of ‘seceders’ was far higher. More than half of
those leaving the kolkhozes were in the Ukraine and the North Caucasus.

166



The End of the Free Peasantry, 1930-32

(In fact the Ukraini; were not d of having
swung from the Leftist error of coercion to the Rightist one of allowing
resignation from kolkhozes without making efforts to dissuade it.)"*

In general the débicle appeared to be complete. Yet there were still
some three million collectivized households. In every village in the main
grain areas, and in most Isewhere, a collective fa pied the
best land, and held a good propomn of the surviving cattle.

Steps were now taken to use economic pressure. All the livestock of
collective farmers, including their private cattle, were exempted from tax
for two years; fines imposed before 1 April were cancelled in their cases,
but not for individual farmers; and so on.

By September 1930 heavy pressure was again being put on the
individual peasant, by large individual grain quotas and other methods.
Pravda made it clear that the sure way to enforce collectivization was to
make individual farming unprofitable, though in fact, even under the new
unfavourable conditions, the individual farmers had been more
successful than the kolkhozes in the 1930 harvest. Pravda finally asked, ‘If
the peasant can develop his individual economy, why should he join the
kolkhoz"?'*

The answer was to stop his developing his own farm. By such means,
but also by a renewal of physical pressure, the last half of 1930 saw a
reversal of the flow from the kolkhozes.

‘The second wave of dekulakization which now came struck mainly at
those leading peasants who had headed the withdrawal from the kolkhoz,
and in no intelligible sense kulak, except for their leadership of opposition
to collectivization.

A typical story is of the village of Borysivka: a civil war hero had
defended the peasants against forced collectivization. A Party official
supported him in accusing his leading persecutors of excesses, in accord
with Stalin’s ‘dizzy’ line. (The original excesses had included the
unpopular practice of applying hot frying pans to recalcitrant peasants.)
But when the pressure resumed the same ‘liberal’ official joined in
declaring him 2 kulak, so that he was expropriated, and some of his
children died."” Such methods incidentally destroyed the great majority
of the remaining ‘hamlets’ of individual farmers who had concentrated
their land. For instance, in the Romanchuky khutir in the Poltava
Province all the men of the 104 families there were arrested in the early
spring of 1931,'® and the land became collectivized.

By a continuation of force and economic pressure, the collective farms
gradually prevailed. And on 2 August 1931, the Central Committee was
able to pass a resolution noting that collectivization was fundamentally
complete in the North Caucasus, in the Steppe and Left Bank regions of
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the Ukraine (though not in the beet-growing areas), in the Urals and in
the Lower and Central Volga.

.

One of the rational arguments for collectivization was to assist
industrialization, not merely in the Lef’s fashion of exploiting the
peasantry to provide investment funds, but also to release the surplus
population for factory work. But this was, of course, an argument not for
the ivization but far the of and the

ion that collectivization would in fact ize, was, to say the
least of it, premature.

All factions were agreed that rapid industrialization was necessary.
‘This was in part for purely ideological reasons - the ‘proletarian’ state
needed to increase the size of the class on which it was doctrinally
supposed to rely; but the economic arguments also seemed compelling.

Itis not the purpose of this book to follow the development of industry
in the USSR under the First and Second Five Year Plans. But we should
note that a variety of huge new projects were injected into the Plan in
1930." Industrialization itself became a matter of crash programmes
rather than the carefully planned growth envisaged by the Right, or even
the original devisers of the Five Year Plan.

We are told, for instance, of a school for ‘engineers’ attached to the
Kharkov Tractor Works. The pupils, picked for ‘unusual ability or
political reliability’ were rushed through the courses, and sent at once to
the factories. ‘“They would attempt at once to correct the work of foreign
specialists, bringing untold confusion and wrecking the activities of really
able technicians. Fine and expensive machinery was ruined . . '

The numbers transferred to industry grew beyond expectation (many
cities had populations ‘higher than the plan had envisaged’ - at
Dneprostroy, for example, 64,000 instead of 38,000).2' As we have seen
the labour made available byt the dispossessed kulaks was discouraged, at
least officially, from dustry, exceptin the f Siberia—
though many other cases, such as lumbering and forced labour on the (as
it tuned out fairly useless) White Sea Canal might in abstract statistics
represent a transfer from peasant to worker life. The bulk of the new
industrial workers could nevertheless only come from the villages.
Between 1929 and 1932, 12.5 million new hands entered industry and 8.5
million of them were from rural areas.

This increase in the urban population meant, among other things, that
more food was needed to supply them. 26 million urban persons were
provisioned by the State in 1930. In 1931, this had risen to 33.2 million,
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nearly 26%.” Thei in grai ion was
only some 6%.2* The centralization of bread-distribution was complete
by 1930-31, with strict rationing.?* Soviet scholars (such as Moshkov and
Nemakov) indeed put the case that this centralized rationing was caused
less by i i by th TR

y -
ket exchange. 2 Iti jinly true that control of the
grain at the kolkhoz level was at this point felt to be incompatible with
marketing in any form.

The rations were low. And the system of wages was adjusted to the
emerging Stalinist hierarchical state, being such that ‘it was possible to
pay 2 GPU man the same as a doctor, though in reality he received ten
times as much and the great thing was that the doctor didn't know how
much the GPU man could buy for his money. In the same way the worker
in Moscow carned three times as much as the worker in Kharkov .. .
Workers in the provinces knew how much the Moscow worker earned,
which was the same as they did, but they didn't know how much he could
buy with i’ 2

By 1932 the rouble on the free market had fallen to about one-fiftieth of
its 1927 value.?® That is, there was massive inflation. Workers’ real wages
were about a tenth in 1933 of what they had been in 1926-7.% Life in the
towns was thus by no means idyllic, but, as a shrewd scholar notes, at the
beginning of the 1930s it was impossible to improve the life of the average
worker, but it was possible to make the life of the peasantry so unbearable
that they would prefer even the factories. This worked so well that, as we
have seen, the problem was soon not one of recruiting labour for industry
but of preventing the depopulation of the villages.

‘There were, indeed, still ties holding some of the new industrial hands
to the land, and hence a counterflow from town to village. The
conclusions of recent and earlier Soviet scholars have been summarized
as follows: ‘Seasonal labourers who had lost their land wanted to return to
it to protect it from confiscation, those whose land had been collectivized
dared not leave the collective farm for fear of losing their rights and their
family home . ...”"! And even veteran factory workers in the small towns in
fact often had long-standing connections with the villages (and are often
quoted in the official documents as hostile to collectivization).”

Nevertheless, the urge to move from the collective farms was a
powerful one, and generally speaking not to be countered by other
influences. Administrative measures to prevent this were therefore
introduced.

The old Bolshevik Rakovsky had written early in 1930, ‘Finding
themselves in a desperate position poor peasants and farm labourers will
begin to flock to the city en masse, leaving the countryside without a work
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force. Can it really be that our proletarian mmmem will issue a law
attaching the rural poor to the collective farms'?

Yes it could. The ‘internal passport’ was introduced in December
1932, Its practical application prevented not only kulaks, but any peasants
who might wish to move to the cities from doing so without authorization.
And a law of 17 March 1933 laid down that a peasant could not leave a
collective farm without a contract from his future employers, ratified by
the collective farm authorities. Moreover, these measures ran contrary to
old peasant practice. As we have noted, a very high proportion of the
peasantry were long accustomed to work in the cities, or to migrate
annually (especially in the Ukraine) to different areas for work.

The introduction of internal passports, and the tying of the peasant to
the land, was thus a major break with old practice, and implied a serfdom
more constrained by law than that of the pre-Emancipation peasant.
Moreover, the effect was to remove a major element in the peasant’s
economic life, and leave him at the mercy of local conditions. (The
introduction of the internal passport, while denying the peasantry its old
mobility, also tied down the workers, whose possession of the document,
and of the ‘labour book’, was, with other measures, used to keep them in
their jobs, or at least l.heu- cities).

Stalin, far from regarding the colle:uvuanon as helpmg mv-de labour
for the cities, resultofit, any
flight of the peasant from the village to the city, no waste of manpower’;
which at least shows the direction of policy in the immediate post-
collectivization years.

.

It has often been thought that collectivization, considered as a means of
extracting grain and other produ:ls from the peasantry, was a source of
the funds f d the theme
of party theoreticians smce Preobrazhensky.
Nor is there any question that a peasantry can be so used to provide the
surplus of industry, as we have nmed in the case of Japan. 'l'houlh the
Stalinist method was dtobe
as well as more inhumane, it was long assumed that it had at least
succeeded in squeezing funds for industrialization out of the agricultural
sector. But recent research by a Soviet scholar (A.A. Barsov) magisterially
analysed by a Western one (James Millar) seems to indicate that, wholly
against expectation, there was a definite — though probably slight - input
from the industrial into the agricultural sector over the years 1928-32,
rather than the other way round; and that the intense and desperate
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squeeze on the kolkhoz peasants was not quite enough to bdance the
inefficiencies and disruption due to the collectivization itself.**

Owing to the depression in the West, the world price of agricultural
products in proportion to that of manufactured goods was low in 1932. It
is clear that Soviet agricultural exports were nevertheless of use in
obtaining foreign currency. But the average grain exports over the Five
Year Plan were 2.7 million tons a year: they had been 2.6 million in 1926
7; and meanwhile export of other farm products had decined by nearly
65%.

Thisis not however, that the agrit fnouse
in paying for the industrial side. But investment in farm machinery, to say
nmhm‘ of the I\ugely mcumd cost of rural administration, onlwenﬂled
this. Th ﬁflh! ’,
for mod hi frerall dby grain exports, the
gross economic resnll ‘was that the industrial sector was not, on balance,
subsidized by the exploitation of the peasants.

-

The reasons for the continuing wulmess of a‘nculmre were various.

First of all, we may the mere to directit.
The real resul ivizati ly foreseen by R y early
in 1930:

Behind the fiction of collective farmer-proprictors, behind the fiction of

beyond
anything that already exists in the state farms. The fact of the matter is that
collective farmers will not be working for themselves. And the only thing that
will grow, blossom and flourish will be the new collective farm bunmmty
bureaucracy of every kind, the creation of a bureaucratic mmmu
collective farmers will suffer privation in eve but enensm
compensation will bc pmdtd for this in the form ofofﬁml; and protectors,
open and secret .

The kolkhozes were incessantly denounced as inefficient, but the
solution of pumu them even more clwly under the control of district
and other Party C more ignorant of
was a poor one. As a despatch {mT the British Embassy sensil

‘there is small et agri i

respond favourably to the multiplication of elaborate paper ordinances
such as these, any more than it does to open terror’.**

Each level of officialdom passed the blame on down to the lower level:
‘certain managers of collective farms have shown a criminal artitude
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towards delivery of com, a ‘consumer’s attitude’, in particular Kachanov
and Babansky, collective farm managers of the villages of Stepanivka and
Novoselivka . ind ‘Kolomiyets, while chairman of the village soviet of
Mikolaivka, heh:ved criminally and irresponsibly with regard to
strengthening collective farms, ensunng a timely Iurves( and
arrangements for deliveries of corn . .

In 1930-32, throughout the USSR there are stories of ‘total
disorganization and inefficiency’.*® At the level of farm work the results
are well illustrated in a typical account of a peasant on a Ukrainian State
Farm (Yenakiyevo) who in 1931 showed a Communist friend the
mismanagement and ignorance now prevailing and added, of the pigs,
“the miracle is that they are not dead yet. But they will be soon. And the
director, the one responsible for this state of affairs, will not be penalized.
“Kulak supporters™ like me will be called enemies and there will be no
way we can prove our innocence’.

When advised to leave the farm he said that they would then only arrest
him earlier, while by staying on he could help his pigs, and try to resist the
director. A few months later he was arrested, and later died in prison.*!

A fairly typical OGPU report in 1932 runs:

In the kolkhoz ‘Stalin,’ . < Keaneri regi -
more than 40 households, there exists the most complete negligence. Some:
members of the board of the kolkhoz systematically engage in drinking and
abuses ... The chairman of the board ... a former middle peaum.
systematicallygets drunk and does not guide the work of the kolkhoz atall..
about twenty hectares of oats |

were not harvested, almost completely rotted . Tbcn mnnn:d unmown
one and a half hectares of oats, which were tompkldy iled. The winter
wheat, which was mowed on time, remained lying in the ﬁelds. thanks to which
it rorted. Almost all the pulled flax is still lying in the field and is rorting, as a
result of which the flaxseed is almost completely ruined. There are about 100
hectares of as yet unmown meadows, while the socialized livestock in the
kolkhoz are not supplied with fodder for the winter, and according to
calculations [feed] is about 4,000 poods short. With the funds of the kolkhoz
four former kulak homes were bought for the construction of a cattle yard

kolkhozniks and burned as firewood. Tbtftquipwmll and harness of the
i “whi h

impossible . . <
e kolkhos, At present, 1 s esul of mismanagement and abuses on the part
of the board of the kolkhoz, certain kolkhozniks . . . talk of leaving . .

The documents we have indicate a vast bureaucratic lulwork, each
making the others’ task impossible, and creating so much organizational
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and reorganizational work that there was no time for essentials.*” On the
other hand, one scholar comments, ‘it was the very inefficiency of the
State machine which hclpcd mllu it tolmble‘ A

later given by
Poslysh:v Ptrhaps l.he oddest was :Im of the Odessa P:wnmi
as a ty organi acollective farma Persun who
wole no Ukraini Russian, and wh
that his repslnuon card showed that he had once worked asa w-lchman
guarding grain.*

Only I(olld\ous with euepnomlly good nzmnl resources and very
Moreover, ‘ina given
district or province the top leader always saw to it that there was at least
one “model” kolkhoz (which got the major share of the fertilizer and
machinery allolmems. and hence the awards and bonuses or premiums
for exemplary output)™® - thus further exploiting the ordinary farm.

But, apart from these selected ‘model’ farms, successful kolkhozes
were automatically victimized. As a peasant in one of them explained,
there was litde grain available from the others, so ‘the local rmment
filled its quotas with our grain and we were left with nothing”.”’ One of the
few collective farms of the older dispensation which had flourished was
that at Borysivka, in the Zaporizhia Province, founded in 1924. But when
mass collectivization came, the issue of food products in return for ‘labour
days’ ceased, so that the men tried to get outside jobs, sending the women
and adolescents to work the fields.*®

‘There were, especially in Siberia but also elsewhere, religious groups
who had formed genuine and efficient communes — Evangelicals,
Baptists, Mennonites prominent among them. They had been recognized
as socialist by the Commissariat of Justice in the 1920s; but now it was
alleged that they were ‘facade’ for kulak elements to carry out exploitation.
‘When they attempted to have their farms recognized as kolkhozes, they
were rebuffed and reorganized on Soviet lines, v.he more religiously active
members tmn‘exdwded md us\nlly depvne

Theitch dooint ble.as
it had earlier. One of sevml now created in a single province was, on
paper, a giant kolkhoz of 45,000 acres. It got nowhere. Butit was replaced
by an equally artificial system of squares of 2,500 acres each. This, we are
told, ‘frightened the peasants,’ and took no account of their ‘initiative’.
And so it was elsewhere, until finally, in 1933, the Party made some
improvements on this point — breaking up the 5,873 hectare, 818
household Krassin kolkhoz at Chubarev in the Dnipropetrovsk Province,
the 3,800 hectare Vomshllov kolkhoz at Pokrovsk in the Donetsk
Province and others. !

173



The Harvest of Sorrow

the farm were di s to
lhe Iundlmz of grain after its extraction from the peasants, ‘Good dala‘”
are available on losses of grain (at the level of procurement organizations
alone): for 1928-9 to 1932-3 it totals about a million tons a year - about
five million tons in all (four or five times the proportion of losses in 1926~7
to 1927-8). This may be compared with the amount of grain exports over
1928-9 10 1932-3, which was 13.5 million tons. And when we consider it
in the context of the amount left to feed the peasantry, it may seem even
more unacceptable. And while the amount of grain ‘in transit’ on 1
January 1928 was 255,000 tons, on 1 January 1930 it was 3,692,500 tons,
“‘mostly in stationary cars or ships ,Pon storage, i.¢. unheated buildings
with a very low level of rat control.*

But it was not the mere inefficiency, and costliness, of the new agrarian
reaucracy that was the main trouble. More profoundly, the

principle that as much grain could be secured by orders from above as by

the market process was at fault, when it came to long-term productivity.
Gnm could mde:d be secured evenif’ much of it was then wasted:

rose from
10.8 million i m 1918-29 o 16 1in 1929-30, 10 22.1 in 1930-31, 0 22.8
‘million i in 1931-2. That is, three years after the start ofm»scollecnvn-
zation, the than doubled th of
from the countryside . .

This extra procurement meant that little was left to the peasantry: and
apart from the humanitarian objections, the economic ones of incentive
are clearly very great. The Soviet Historical Encyclopaedia notes that at this
time ‘often allthe grain in a collective farm was collected" including that
meant to pay the kolkhozniks.%*

‘Two prominent ‘liberal’ dissidents write of Stalin’s idea being no more
that that ‘he thought that if a kolkhoz knew beforehand that the
government demands would be large, then the kolkhozniks would work
twice as hard to achieve 2 maximum harvest so that there would be
something left for themselves’.*®

The basic principle was that a certain amount of grain must be
delivered to the state regardless, and that this demand must be satisfied
before the needs of the peasantry could be taken into consideration. A law
of 16 October 1931 forbade reserving grain for internal kolkhoz needs
until the procurement plan was fulfilled.*’ Naturally this did not sit well
even with local officials. In 1931, ‘some lower level officials, limited in
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their political horizons, tried to place the interests of their village soviet or
kolkhoz in the first place, and the needs of the entire country in the
backgroun

In the last half of 1931 meat began to be procured by the same methods
as grain: but, though heavily enforced, the results were unsatisfactory,
being lower than in 19295

Not only was the state’s demand for grain in excess of what the peasants
could possibly spare, it was also paid for - on a system of ‘contracts’ with
the collective farm — at arbitrarily low prices. A decree of 6 May 1932
indeed permitted private trade in grain by ‘collective farms and collective
farmers’ afier state quotas had been fulfilled. (Decrees of 22 August 1932
and 2 December 1932 provided sentences of up to ten years in
concentration camp for those who did so before fulfilment.) And the
degree to which the government was squeezing the peasantry then
became obvious as (on official statistics) the free market prices were (in
1933) 20-25 times s high as those paid by the government for
compnlsory dehv:ns A lower ﬁguu. hut still a snr'.lm‘}y mcqumhle

lar of the Kh ra,
pnus for l""' and many other products were symboln: (ten to lwenty
times lower than market prices). This system \mdcrmlned the collective
farmers’ incentive to develap socialized production’.

The State exacted grain deliveries from the farms not only in the form

deliveries, butalso in the fc

|he farms to the Machine Tractor Stations for work done on their fields,
under a decree of 5 February 1933. This established that the MTS
should receive 20% of the grain harvest in return for performing ‘all the
basic agricultural work on the fields of the kolkhoz'. A decree of 25 June
1933, said that legal proccedm‘s would be started against any kolkhoz
trying to avoid these payments in kind to the MTS. Moreover, as Roy and
Zhores Medvedev put it, ‘Charges of payment-in-kind for tractors,
combines and other equipment were very high, while the prices the
government paid to the kolkhoz were very low. Prices were in fact so low
that they often dndmx cover even a fraction of the expenditure incurred in
producm( the crops’®

Yet another channel for compulsory grain deliveries was the exorbitant
payments in kind for the grinding of grain: (it was not until 1954 that cash

yments were substituted for this payment in kind).

A decree of 19 January 1933 substituted for the hitherto largely
arbitrary assessments made in the guise of ‘contracts’, a new system of
obligatory deliveries ‘having the force of a tax’, based on the farms'
planned sown areas, and paid for at very low fixed State prices. According
to the decree, fulfilment of these deliveries ‘is the prior duty of every
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kolkhoz and individual peasant farm, and the first grain threshed must be
used for carrying this out’. It permitted the farms to sell grain only after
fulfilment of the grain deliveries plan by the whole republic, territory and
province and the complete replenishing of the seed funds. Farms failing
to complete their deliveries according to a fixed proportion of the total in
each harvest month received proportionate monetary fines and were
meml to fulfil their entire annual deliveries ahead of schedule (Arts. 15,
So, as Khrushchev writes in his memoirs,

We were back to the food requisitioning, only now it was called  tax. Then
there was something called ‘overfulfilling the quota.” What did that mean? It
m:am thata Pmy secretary ‘would go 10 a collective farm and determine

for their own purposes and how
mw:h they had to turn over to the State. Often, not even the local Party
commirtee would determine procurements; the State itself would set a quou
for a whole distict. As  result, all too frequenlly the pnunu would

, since mey

received no eompennllon ‘whatsoever for ﬂmr vmk lhey lost interest in the
colknvﬁ) farm and concentrated instead on their private plots to feed their
famil

‘The system for the obligatory delivery of meat, milk, butter, cheese,
wool, etc. was altered in the same way as that for grain by decrees of 23
September and 19 December 1932, and was based on the supposed
number of animals on a farm at a given time.

‘The agricultural decrees of 1932-3 meant that, after surrendering the
grain quota to the state, kolkhozes had to 1) pay the Machine Tractor
Station for use of machinery; 2) refund seed and other loans to the state;
3) form seed reserves of c.10~15% of the annual seed requirements, for

funds in correspondence with the yearly requirements of
collectivized livestock. Only then could the farm make any distribution to
its members.

.

‘When we reach the level of the collectivized peasant himself, last and
lowest of the farm’s concerns, the method of paying him was by the
‘labour-day". This did not mean so much for a day’s work. On the contrary
the definition of a ‘labour-day’ was such that several days in the fields
might be needed before the peasant could put one to his credit.

‘The ‘labour-day’ idea had been dlscumd in Commnmst academu:
circlesin the 1920s. But Stalin’s adopti first
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time its use had been considered as serious politics. What it amounted to
was a piece-work method of securing the maximum effort from any
peasant who did not want to end up empty-handed, and empty-
stomached.

The ‘labour-day' was formalized by a decree of 17 March 1931. A
specific set of model work-norms, giving two ‘labour-days’ per diem to
chairmen of kolkhozes, chief tractor drivers and so on, and half a ‘labour-
day’ per diem to the lowest village group, were laid down on 28 February
1933. In practice the differentiation was greater still. In some kolkhozes,
Postyshev was to admit in November 1933, management staff and
overheads absorbed 30% of the ‘labour-days’

A typical labour-day for the rank and file, as laid down in the Model
Statutes published in February 1935, but evidently understood as a norm
for some time previously, was the ploughing of a hectare of land or the
threshing of a ton of grain. Several actual days’ work might be required to

fulfil it. In 1930-31 the ‘labour-day’ payment was 300 grammes of bread
in some ‘?lues. 100 grammes, or even none at all, elsewhere ~ starvation
rations.

Every week the ‘brigadier’ gave his calculation of a given peasant’s
‘labour-day’ entitlement, and might make advances of cash of grain in

But, in princi was not made until the end
of the year, and this was the more usual method in practice. Indeed,
official documents mention that about 80% of the collective farms
‘postponed’ payment of their members’ ‘labour-days’ for one and a half o
two years.% Even when this was not so, there was little to give the peasants
when they had fulfilled their side of the bargain.

On one Ukrainian kolkhoz, quoted as typical, the peasants were paid
for only 150 ‘labour days’, at a rate of 2 pounds of bread and 56 kopeks a
“day”. The total cash for the whole year would scarcely buy a single pair of
shoes. Per inhabitant the bread worked out as less than halfapound a day.
As 1o private plots and cattle, each plot was taxed 122 roubles, and 64
quans of milk and 64 pounds of butter were taken from cach owner of a

ow.*” And a close observer noted, ‘when, after the first collective harvest
duy received in return for a year’s hard work perhaps a pair of sports
shoes, instead of the heavy boots they needed, and perhaps a few low-
quality cotton goods, they simply stopped working’ #*

Thus, when one season had produced inadequate pay, the fact of this
being a disincentive only declared itself when such things as a contraction
in the area sown were reckoned up the following year; in the Ukraine, in
spite of ever-increasing pressure, the sown acreage went down by 4-5%
in 1931. In fact, the Party was being given a lesson in the old and simple
point that excessive taxation destroys the sources of revenue.
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When it comes to taxation proper, in the autumn of 1930 yet another
impost was laid on the unfortunate population - a ‘state loan.”
entirely non-voluntary, the amounts being laid down at the centre.
Indeed, the 111,620 roubles originally demanded of Krynychky District
was simply increased to 173,000 roubles in October ‘by order of the
Cmmcll of People 's Commissars’.*® Some villages were condemned as
1 dhand’. The local authorities were urged to greater
effort. ‘chairmen of village soviets are responsible personally for
collecting money from wealthy farmers, within forty-eight hours,
otherwise it will be collected by force’.™

The collective farm was not, indeed, the only ‘socialist’ method of
agriculture in use. On a far smaller scale, though doctrinally more in
accord with Marxist aims, a small proportion of the land had long been
operated by State Farms (Sovkhozy). In them, the worker got a wage, just
as the idea of ‘rural grain factories’ implied. And in accordance with the
factory principle, the State Farms handled single commodities — wheat,
cattle or hogs (as they still do 1o a large extent).

In 1921 State Farms covered only 3.3 million hectares. Various
attempts to make them more important failed, though between 1924 and
|933 area (not production) rose from 1.5 to 10.8% of the whole. By 1932,

ial decrees were speaking of the ‘wastefulness and complete, dis-
orpmnnon of the production processes’ of State Farms.”' A
representative state farm is descnbed in the official literature:

The condition of Kamyshinskii grain sovkhoz (Lower Volga) can be considered
2typicalpictre for many sovkhoy.‘Not one aparment had s water ap there
were no baths; in the workshops hands froze to metal; there were no taps or
even drinking water. In the central house there was not one bathroom, nor a
bam for firewood, nor a storage for food products. The cafeteria s cold, dirty,
with always the same food of unsatisfactory quality .. . A number of familics
silllive in underground mud-huts".’?

The grain deliveries from the state farms were, in fact, only one third of
their plan, and other products worse still. At the Seventeenth Party
Congress, 1934, Stalin spoke in a disillusioned fashion of their role; he
noted their excessive size, a characteristic they retain to this day.

‘The state farms had had less tendency to party activism apins( their
peasants. People with suspect pasts flocked to them, and since they
needed workers |l|ey were namably tolerant. However, in 19334
OGI — getting rid of
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100,000 ‘enemies’ by April 1935. In one state farm, out of 577
employees, 49 turned out 1o be White Guards, 69 kulaks, four former
white officers, six sons of otamans and priests. In another the director
was the son of a trusted stableman of the Grand Duke Michael, the
200-technician the son of a kulak, the agronomist an expelled
Trotskyite with a kulak background, and a dozen brigade leaders and
s0 on of similar origins.”

The idea that the tractor, replacing the horse, would transform
i it dernized and sector of the economy was

gricul to a

deeply rooted in the Party's mind.

Some extravagant accounts have been given in Soviet scholarship for
the motives of collectivization. One very commonly met with is to the
effect that ‘successful industrialization of the country prepared the way
for the successful launching of collective farms'.” it had indeed been
generally thought in Party circles that the tractors produced by
industrialization would ensure the success of collectivization; the tractor
was seen as the technical basis for the modemization of the countryside.

As we have seen, Stalin realized that tractors would not in fact be ready
in time for the first phase of collectivization. And he sanguinely repeated
his thesis that the collective 2 1d at first be ‘based farm
implements’, adding that ‘the simple pooling of the peasant implements of
production has produced results of which our practical workers never
dreamed".” The Commissar of Agriculture even called, in January 1930,
for ‘a doubling of the productivity of the horse and the plough’.™

But this calculation too was based on several misapprehensions, one of
which was that the horse and plough would be available over the interim.
In fact, the horses of the USSR met the same fate as the cattle. Over the
same period, the number of horses went down from thirty-two to
seventeen million, or by 47%.”

e reasons for the deaths of the horses were not quite the same as for
those of the cattle. They were seldom eaten. When fodder gave out, the
peasants often had pity on them and turned them loose instead, so that
*herds of starving horses ran wild throughout the Ukraine”.” Or they sold
them. This was easier than with cattle, because party agencies were at first
still under the delusion that the collective farm system would not need
horses. Pravda complained that it was planned to slaughter 150,000 of
them in Byelorussia alone for the use of a hide syndicate and the dairy-
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livestock cooperatives for their hides and meat, though 30% of those thus
slaughtered were said to be fit for work.

And apart from all this, they died off in the collective farms. When the
peasants left the collective farms in March 1930, the horses were not
returned to them. And in the collective, they were ill-cared for. A typical
story is of one peasant showing an American traveller ‘one of the worst
kept and fed’ horses the latter had ever seu:band telling him that this had
been his own horse, well fed and cared for."

An official who accompanied a Provincial Secretary of the
Komsomol on a visit to kolkhozes, notes that in each of them from two
to seven horses were dying nightly.®' Moreover, by winter there was
nothing to feed them on. (In some areas one of the typical quick fix
schemes so often found in the Soviet Union was seen when it was
discovered that in the current shortage of oats and grass, pine twigs
were supposedly full of nourishment, and in some places these were
collected and sz in silos to produce an ensilage which the horses
could not eat.)*? Dead horses were seen all over the place, and a live
one could now be bought for one and a half roubles.

The only backhanded benefit from the horses’ death was l.hll lluy no
longer needed to be fed. The entire increase in marketed grai
1928 and 1933, (even given the two good harvests of 1930 and I93I).
amounts to the fodder no longer needed by no longer existing livestock.

A great effort was indeed put into the attempt to provide instead an
adequate supply of tractors. By 1931 the production of farm machinery
consumed 53.9% of the entire Soviet output of quality rolled steel. But
for the time being there were simply not enough to begin to make up for
the loss of horses, let alone bring on a new era. By the end 0f 1930, 88.5%
of collective farms had no tractors of their own, while Machine Tractor
Stations as yet served only 13.6% of all collective farms.**

To this shortage was added the even greater handicaps that the skills
for tractor maintenance were inadequate, and that incentives to maintain
public property in this as in other matters were not compelling - problems
to this day, when the Soviet tractor parks have to be almost totally replaced
every five years (in Britain, a small farm uses a tractor for an average of ten
years, when it is still in condition for a profitable trade-in). It can well be
imagined, then, that in the early 30s (in part because of the mel’ﬁmencyol’
the cadre of engineers) the average Soviet-produced tractor had ‘a very
short life’#* One American, nofing that identical tractors lasted less than
a third of the time they did in the USA before needing an overhaul,
blamed it on the inferior oil used.** Moreover, machinery could not be
properly serviced. Another foreign observer saw ‘an abandoned John
Deere Combine of late model. It was rusted and out of order. A few more
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rains and it would probably be beyond repair’ % There are many similar
stories.

.

And here we should describe the nature and significance of the Machine
Tractor S which was, with the collective farms and the State
Farms, the third great element of socialization in the countryside. As the
name implies, the main, or original, aim of these stations was the provision
of tractors to the farms, though they also soon became agents of political
control over the peasantry.

These ‘stations’ lized parks of the bulk of th farm
machinery — though some tractors were in the hands of individual
collective farms and the MTS did not establish total monopoly until 1934.

There had been some MTS-style tractor parks as early as 1928, when
there was one in the Odessa Province, but they were set up on a major
scale by governmental decree of 5 June 1929. They began functioning in
carnest in February 1930, though many had been fonned in the interim —
for example, eight in the Dmpropemwsl Province.*’ In all, almost 2,500
MTS were established between 1929 and 1932. Thty were on a big scale

- in fact often too big for efficiency. For example, one in the Kharkov
Province with 68 tractors served 61 kolkhozes, some of them up to 40
kilometres away. In September 1933, 7,300 hours were wasted driving
the tractors to work.

The MTS’ difficulties may be illustrated by two closely parallel
accounts, one by an emigré, and one by a senior Soviet official of good
standing.

The former tells of how, in February 1933 the whole administrative
staff of the Machine Tractor Station in Polyvyanka was arrested, and tried
for sabotage, in that the tractor and farm machinery were not in shape and
the oxen and horses also in poor condition. The reason for the latter is
obvious. For the former, there was no way to keep the machines in good
shape. There were no spare parts available, and the forges were unable to
obtain fuel, iron or even wood.*

e second, official, account does not mention sanctions inflicted, but
adequately tells of the troubles of the Krasnovershk MTS in the Odessa
Province. In 1933 it should have carried out medium repairs on twenty-
five tractors and twenty-five threshing machines. But it had only three
workers and a smith’s forge and anvil bormwed from a neighbouring
kolkhoz, besides having no spare parts at all.

Bnt the M‘I'S was not merely m:hmcal butalso above all a method of
P ial control. It

181



The Harvest of Sorrow

headed by party officals and staffed by workers, and was given
rved. In June 1931 it was even
laid down that the MTS should not only organize the work on the farms,
but also deliver those farms’ produce to the government. Indeed, this
latter was called as the ‘“first, principal, basic problem’ before the MTS.

MTS power in the villages was further strengthened and formalized by
a decree of 11 January 1933 which established ‘political departments’ in
the MTS (and less importantly in the State Farms).

OGPU personnel were appointed deputy chiefs of the polmtal
departments, subordinate to the chief excepr in their ‘agent-operative

work'"" The “political department’ of the MTS henceforth became a

declsuve power factor in the countryside, often overriding the official
authorities, but also complicating and confusing the already unwieldy
bureaucratic structure.

By the end of 1934 nine-tenths of the sown acreage of the USSR was
concentrated in 240,000 collective farms which had replaced the twenty
million odd family farms existing in 1929. The ‘model statutes’ of
collective farms, revised and adopted in February 1935, show the main
features of the new system:

(@) Th dertook 'to conductits coll ing to the
plan, adhering strictly to the plans for agricultural production established by
the organs of the worker-peasant government and to its obligations to the
State’ (Ar. 6);

(b) As the first charg ion, it undertook ‘to fulfili

the state for deliverics and for returning sced-loans, and paying the MTS in

kind .- (An. l.), and, 2 the lat piority, afer fulfiling other obligations,
such X remainder
b ehamesaad ot e estock produce s the

(Ar. 11d);
(¢) Each peasant houschold was permified to retain a small plot of land for its
own use, limited to between a quarter and a half a hectare (0.62 to 1.24 acres)
and exceprionally, in some areas, on hectare (2.47 acres) and a small amount
of private livestock, the standard allowance being: one cow, up to two head of
young cattle, one sow with offspring, up to ten sheep and/or goats, unlimited
poultry and rabbits, up to 20 beehives (Arss. 2, 5);

(d) The distribution of the kolkhoz's income among members ‘is carried out
cxclusively acording o the number of labour-days worked by cach member'
(An. 15);

(¢) The *highest organ’ of the kolkhoz was declared to be the general meeting
of its members, which elected the chairman and 3 board of five to nine
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mmbm its affairs in the i ls by ings (Arts. 20,

o The Kalkhoz undertook to consider thefi of kolkhoz property and a

the enemies of the pevpk and to hand over those ‘guily of such c

mmd

of punishment ‘according to the full severty of the aws of the worker-. peasant

govenment’ (An. 18).

‘This confirms the real logic of the collective farm as that the peasant
continued to perform the labour of agricultural production, but
no longer had even temporary control of his output. It might be true that
this led to a shrinkage in the crop. But this was more than made up for in
Stalinist eyes by the establishment of State control over it. Mmover, any
shortfall could be, at least d ‘made up for by i
share allotted to the peasant.

From now on we get Stalin himself, and his colleagues, warning against
any ‘idealization’ of the kolkhoz and the kolkhoznik. Sheboldayev said
bluntly that the kolkhozniks ‘have too little goodwill towards the interests
of the state’; and Kaganovich declared that not collectivization but
procurement was ‘the touchstone on which our strength and weakness
and the strength and weakness of the enemy were tested”.” The ‘enemy’,
in fact, was now to be found in the kolkhozes, and it was there, among the
former poor and middle peasantry, that ‘kulak’ sabotage was tobe fought.

Collectivization did not solve the peasant’s problems, even apart from
his loss of land. The collecti h hani;
for extracting grain and other products. In principle the entire kolkhoz
output of cotton, sugar beet, and so on; most of their wool, hides :nd
skins; and above all 2 high proportion of their grain, went to the State.*

One modem Swm Iuttnry cnuc, mnunl the s\rppmd ej:mux
to some extent they wenlened du feelings of deep bonds with the soil;
they weakened the rcsponsibilia of the man who is master of his own land
for his daily work on the land’.

An activist who was sent to the large Ukrainian steppe village of
Ackhanhelka, (pop. c. 2,000, in 1930 found eight men working on the
harvest. The remainder did nothing, and when he said that the grain
would perish they agreed with him. He comments ‘I cannot believe that
the loss of bread grains was of no consequence to the peasants. Their
feelings must have been terribly strong for them to go to the extreme of
leaving the grain in the fields . . .1 am convinced that no one directed their
action’. He managed to effect some improvement, though never feeling
that he had converted anyone.
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But this sort of thing counted as sabotage, as did any attempt to divert
the grain to the peasants’ own use. The decree of 7 August 1932 ‘On the
safeguarding of state property’ (drafted by Stalin himself), laid down that
all collective farm property, such as cattle, standing crops and agricultural
produce should be so defined.’ Offenders against such property were to
be considered enemies of the people, and either be shot or, in extenuating
circumstances, imprisoned for not less than ten years, with total
confiscation of property. Official interpretations of the decree later
included in it persons who falsified kolkhoz accounts, sabotaged
agricultural work, ‘wrecked" crops, and so on.

During 1932, 20% of all sentences in the USSR were under this
decree, described by Stalin as ‘the basis of revolutionary legality at the
present moment’.”” In Western Siberia alone, ina sinﬂe ‘month (October
1932) 2,000 households were charged with sabotage.

It was not only the peasant who was blamed. A Central Committee
resolution of 11 January 1933 runs:

Anti-Soviet clements, penewating the kolkhozes in the capacity of
accountants, managers, storekeepers, brigadiers and so on, and often in the
capacity of leading officials of kolkhoz boards, are trying to organize wrecking,
purting machines out of order, sowing badly, squandering kolkhoz propery,
undermining labour discipline, organizing the theft of seeds, secret granaries

fthe grain h d someti i breaking

and
the kolkhozes up.

‘The resolution demanded the expulsion of these ‘anti-Soviet elements’
from collective and State farms. It entrusted this task to the ‘political
nts’ in Machine Tractor Stations and State farms - in particular
10 their deputy heads, the OGPU officials. In twenty-four Republics,
territories and provinces, in 1933, 30% of the agronomists, 34% of the
and similar i in other agrarian jobs were

charged with wrecking.™
At a higher level yet, the planners and bureaucrats were made
scapegoats. The better agricultural specialists were, in the nature of
things, men who had had long training and experience, and so dated from
before the revolution, few of them being Bolsheviks; as we have noted
Chayanov was the best known among this group of senior scholars. A
more ideological group, calling themselves Agrarian-Marxists, had as
their main figure L.N. Kritsman. For some years the two schools had
pursued somewhat different studies, without any great acrimony arising.
The ‘Cultural Revolution’ had naturally resulted in the dismissal of
Chayanov and his followers in 1929; and Kritsman’s group, which had
taken too gradualista view of peasant evolution, followed them in 1932, by
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whu:h time th: agricultural academies were dommned by ill-educated

y to the Party for their. but virtually

illiterate in agricultural matters.
“Kulaks’ and 'kul;k-xympnhuevs had, needless to say, infiltrated the
People’s Ce i of Gosplan, research

centres, the Agricultural Bank, the timber mdnstry and so on. Twemy-
one such were arrested by the GPU in the Ukraine in March 1930.

On 22 September 1930, forty-cight members of the People 's
Commissariat of Trade, mcludmg the deputy chairman of the scientific
and technical council for the food and agricultural industry, were indicted
for sabotaging food supplies and Pravda pnn\ed two pages of their
confessions. They were clur[ed vnl.h being orpmuls of famine and
agents of is in this case being bya
British cold storage ﬁrm which had plolled to disorganize refrigeration in
Russia with a view to getting a contract. Three days later they were all
shot.

On

1930, it was d that nine
economists, including Groman, Chayanov, and other leading figures such
as Makarov and Kondratiev, were under arrest as :oumer-revolnlwmry
conspirators. All disappeared, though some were again given public
mention as victims of a faked trial, the ‘Menshevik Case’ of 1931 in which
Groman was the chief accused. They confessed to sabotage, and to
worﬁm[ for foreign m\ervennon (we chance lo have a good deal of
 how their d). Th
the accusations against them were absurd:

It was alleged that the defendants, several of whom had played an important
part in preparing the Five-Year Plan, had tried to establish production targets
far lower than the countrys capabiliy. In fat,the offcial Soviet igures prove
that th

f the Plan. It
erv slightly on the optimistic side. In steel, for example, they were accused of
Mvm( criminally proposed the production in 1932 of 5.8 million tons. The
Plan fixed the figure of 10.3 million; the defendants themselves confessed in
court that ‘much higher figures could and should have been fixed'. Actual
Juction was 5.9 million tons. For pig-iron, they had envisaged a mere 7

million tons; the Plan demlnded 17 million tons. Actual production in 1932

equalled 6.1 million tons."

Kondratiev, former Minister of Food, appeared as a ‘witness’ in the
Menshevik Trial. He was himself then indicted as leader of an alleged
‘Toiling Peasant Party’ which was supposed to include nine underground
groups in Moscow, sabotaging agricultural cooperatives and credit
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unions, the Commissariats of Agricull\m and Finmce, the agrarian
press, the research institutes in agrarian economics, the T‘umryauv
Agricultural Academy; and which had numerous groups in_similar

in the with a of between 100,000
and 200.(00(1‘m

Such trials effectively silenced opponents, and made it clear that
disagreement, or even failure to fulfil impossible plans, was a capital
crime.

In some ways Stalin’s tactics in the matter of the presentation of his
actions were well suited to his purpose. He never spoke of an attack on the
peasantry, but only the kulak, the class enemy. When the atrocities his
policies made inevitable were being perpetrated in the villages, he would
occasionally attack and punish a few officials in specific publmud
instances. And the world of propaganda in which the Party,
much of the urban population, moved, enabled loyalists to dlml l.h:t
excesses were local merely, and the gross failure due to sabotage.
Al the same nme, the mne in

e

L
had long heartened activists, and pleased fmlgn dupes. Butter
consumption wwld soon overtake that of Denmark, because milch cows

in number by da half times, and their yield by
three to four: umes 19 (In fact, butter production in East Siberia, for which
we chance to have figures, went down from 35,964 tons in 1928 10 20,901
tons in 1932)." Indeed, it was even officially predicted in 1929 that by
1932 grain yields would have risen by as much as 50%, and that a future
25% increase in mrkenblz grain should be expected as the result of the
introduction of tractors."

It was clear that such results had not been attained, though the blame
might be allocated to saboteurs, kulaks and incompetent junior officials.
But the extent of the shortfall was not yet evident. One of the difficulties of
estimating such things was that the monopolistic Soviet statistical
methods gradually lost their connections wnh the fm

Firstofall, a new wayof i
was introduced, estimating the crop as it smod m lhe fields nd\er than
actually counting it in the farms. In 1953 Khrushchev revealed that it had
produced an exaggeration of over 40%. The chief immediate advantage
of the ‘biological yield’ method was that the ‘crop’ could be decreed in
advance, by applying the maximum theoretical yield to the maximum
utilizable area, while ignoring harvesting losses, moisture, etc. The share
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of the state and its agencies could :hen be made on that basis, luvmg a
‘minimal, or non- Then
to forbid collecting data on the quantity of grain u:mall& threshed ‘as
distorting the picture of the actual condition of the crop.
The publication of price indexes ceased in April 1930. No pm data
appear in the latest statistical yearbook of the period, Socialist Construction
22 SS R. 1933-35. And Soaalist Construction U.S.S.R. 1936 does not
even contain the word ‘prices’ in its index, and not in any comprehensible
form ellscwhere. The publication of birth and death statistics ceased even
earlier.
Wlm, in fact, had been achieved?
Not

Onth
a‘nculmnl production had been drastically reduced, and the peasants
driven off by the million to death and exile, with those who stayed
reduced, in their own view, to serfs. But the State now controlled the grain

production, however reduced in quantity. And collective farming had
pmailed.

Itis not to our purpose to consider whether Stalin was a better Marxist
or Leninist than his rivals, a matter on which various views are arguable.
But it may seem, indeed, that the Rightist notion of gradual
collectivization by example was a chimera. Given anything like free
competition between the private and public sectors in agriculture, the
private sector would always have been more attractive to its traditional
inheritors. The notion of setting up a limited number of collective farms
10 attract the individual peasant by their superiority could not have

ed; wherever they had existed they had, with all advantages given
them by the regime, done worse than the individual farm. Even in the
future, with the advantages of unilateral modernization, the collective
farms never flourished. In September 1953 and February 1954
Khrushchev reported officially to Central Committee plenums that
mechanized Soviet agriculture was producing less grain per capita and
fewer carte absolutely than had been achieved by the muzhik with his
wooden plough under Tsarism forty years earlier.

Not was it merely a matter of economics. A whole way of life had been
destroyed and replaced by one felt to be vastly inferior. It is true thaton a
strictly Party view, Stalin may be thought right. The peasant would not
join the collectives willingly. If collectives were needed, he must be forced
into them. And as to the timing, since no amount of waiting would
persuade him, it might as well be done straight away.

At any rate, Stalin’s decisions were fully in accord with the Marxist—
Leninist thesis that the individual peasantry was a class which a
‘proletarian’ regime intent on ‘socialism’ must defeat and subdue. His
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Central Asia and the Kazakh Tragedy

The old government, the landlords
and capitalists, have ieft us a
ge of such browbeaten peoples
... these peaples were doomed to
incredible suffering
Stalin

Soviet Central Asia, the pveum republics of Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan,
Tadzhikistan, Kirgizia and Kazakhstan, represent Islamic lands
conquered by Tslnst annus in l.lle 18th and 1%th centuries, and
from an by
the Bolsheviks in the 20th century. There the collectivization campaign
was, in a general sense, conducted in much the same way as in the
European Soviet Union. But there were certain special characteristics.

In Uzbekistan, the declared policy was ‘liquidation’ of the kulaks in the
cotton-growing areas, but only their ‘limitation’ in the cattle-rearing
zones.! In 1930-33, a modern Soviet work tells us, 40,000 households
were dekulakized — 5% of the total.? Similarly in Turkmenistan (on
official figures) 2,211 kulak families were deported in 1930-31 alone;” In
Kazakhstan 40,000 households were dekulakized, with  further 15,000
or more ‘self-dekulakized” i.e. mpmr and we can estimate the total
dekulakization of the whole region as involving over half a million souls.
Resistance was intense.

A recent Soviet study notes that 1929-31 saw a resurgence of the
nationalist rebel movement, the Basmachi. Collective farms were one of
their main targets. Bands of up to 500 came from Afghanistan into
‘Tadzhikistan, picking up recruits on the way. In Turkmienistan t0o, ‘the
Basmachi movement, which had almost been liquidated in the preceding
years, intensified again: a tense political situation developed in the

189



The Harvest of Sorrom

Republic’® The rebels ‘included not only obviously counter
revolutionary tlznums. but also a certain part of the toiling population’,*
and their pohucal aims are described as ant-Soviet and anti-
collectivization.”

In Uzbekistan even in 1931-2 the Uzbek Party Secretary Ikramov was
reporting bands numbering 350; 164 cases of attempts to organize mass
uprisings, with 13,000 people involved; 77,000 ‘anti-kolkhoz incidents’.
One rebellion in the Syr Darya arca lasted three weeks.* Bauman,
Moscow's viceroy for the whole area (an attempt on whose life, with
injuries 10 his wife, is reported) stated to the September 1934 plenum of
the Uzbek CC that in 1931 risings had also taken place on the Turkmen
steppe, in the Kirgiz cattle region, in Tadzhikistan.

As elsewhere, resistance also took the form of the slaughter of livestock.
Bauman revealed at the September 1934 Uzbek plenum that in Central
Asia (outside Kazakhstan) the number of horses decreased by a third, of
cattle by a half, of sheep and goats by two-thirds.

In Kirgizia resistance took the form of ‘mass destruction of cattle’ but
also of ‘migration abroad . . ."; part of the frontier population ml‘l:led to
China, driving with them 30,000 sheep and 15,000 head of cattle’.®

But all this, bad enough in all conscience, pales before the immense
human tragedy of the Kazakhs.

The 1926 census showed 3,963,300 Kazakhs in the Soviet Union; the
1939 census (itself inflated) showed 3,100,900. Allowing for natural
growth, the estimated population deficit from famine and general
repression was about one and a half million out of a population of, by
1930, well over four million; and actual death (omitting the unborn and
those escaping to China) must have been at least a million. In fact, more
recently available figures imply that the loss was even larger. The number
of Kazakh households declined from 1,233,000 in 1929 to 565,000 in
1936."° These terrible figures were matched by, indeed were caused by, a
catastrophic decline in the livestock population. The number of catte,
which had been 7,442,000 in 1929, Iud shrunk to 1,600,000 in 1933; of
sheep from 21,943,000 to 1,727 000.""

The causes, and the circumstances of this enormous human and
economic disaster, impossible to match in the annals of any other colonial
power, may seem to merit more attention than they have yet received
among Western students of such matters.

Kazakhstan, conquered by the Russians in the 18th and 19th centuries,
had at the time of the revolution set up its own government under the
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national Alash Orda party, but had succumbed to the Red Army.
However, there was so little basis for 2 Communist movement in the area
that many Alash Orda veterans had been taken into the new
administration.

Asthe therly of the Central Asi ! dtoRussiain
late Tsarist times, the Kazakhs’ territory lay close to, and even athwart,
the line of Russian colonization of Siberia and the Far East. Roughly
speaking the northern part of the country, with many Russian settlers
over a million families between 1896 and 1916 — had developed a setled
agriculture; the southern still consisted of steppe where the majority of
Kazakhs pastured their flocks and herds.

The nature of the Kazakh economy presented the Bolsheviks with a
special problem. In 1926 just under a quarter of the Kazakh population
were engaged solely in agriculture; 38.5% depended on livestock alone;
33.2% on livestock and agriculture. Less than 10% were wholly nomadic,
but two-thirds of the ?opulnion were ‘semi-nomadic’, migrating with
their herds in summer.

‘The regime now undertook to turn 2 nomadic culture with centuries-
old roots into a sertled (and collectivized) agricultural society in a few
years, against the deep-scated wishes of the population.

These matters had been debated several years earlier. Virtually all the
country’s experts had held the Kazakhs to be totally unready for
collectivization in any sense. Most agronomists, pointing out that the
Kazakh livestock economy was regulated by clan authority, agreed that
'he destruction of that authority would be economically dangerous.

pe the region pointed out that grain growing was not suited to the
aru then used for animal husbandry.

ough a post-Stalin s.vm work'? which concluded that the
Kmkhs were not ready for collectivizationat all has been much criticized
in the USSR, most Soviet research today at least concedes that they were
not ready for mass, or crash, or forced collectivization.

Sertlement of the nomads was the crux. It had long been Party doctrine,
seen as necessary in order o ‘eradicate the :co?mmc and C\I|lul;'l|

2 “Settl s the
) s of the nationalides'. Or, c e
artitudes . . "

A ‘plan’ for settling the nomads was included in the revised Five Year
Plan, and a special Committee on Settlement set up in Alma Ata.

From an economic point of view the Kazakh territory appeared as a
potential food-producing reserve for the whole of Soviet Siberia and the
Far East. And the denomadization was intended to result in a vast grain
production in Southern Kazakhstan.
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One result of the November 1929 Central Committee plenum was a
decision to confiscate the nomadic lands of Kazakhstan and build a
number of giant grain farms. By 1932 these were to supply 1.6 million
tons of grain.' This was economic nonsense. The territory was not
suitable to grain production. Even today the gross value of livestock
output is four times that of agriculture.'®

.

Even under NEP, Kazakh society, still under its old leaders and
arrangements, had irked the Soviet leadership. A campaign for the
‘sovietization of the Kazakh aul * (migrating village) in 1925-8 failed
because the village Soviets which were formed fell without fuss into the
hands of the traditional local leaders. Both clan organization and Muslim
loyalties were highly resistant to Party penetration. Trotsky noted that
Goloshchekin, the leading party official in Kazakhstan, ‘preaches civil
peace in the Russian village and civil war in the aul’. At the Fifteenth
Congress in 1927 Molotov claimed that the ‘feudal’ clan chiefs or bais had
“massively deprived the state of bread”.

In January 1929 there were only 16,551 Kazakh Communists; and by
1931 there were 17,500 Communists, Russian and Kazakh, in the whole
of ""u'7| Kazakhstan, only a quarter of these in predominantly Kazakh
areas.

A decree of 27 August 1928, made on the ‘suggestion’ of the All Union
Central Committee, ordered the confiscation of landed property ‘from
those largest cattle raisers among the native population whose influence

prevents sovietization of the au/’, and the deportation of ‘bai and semi-
l’endnl' families — though at this point only 696 of them — and the
confiscation of their half million head of cattle.'® But even this had litde
effect on Kazakh society. When it came to full dekulakization in 1930
55,000-60,000 houscholds were labelled ‘bai’; 40,000 were ‘dekulakized’
and the remainder moved away and left their property.

-

A Kazakh Communist Party Central Committee plenum met on 11-16
December 1929, to pledge the carrying out of the Moscow plenum’s
decision of the previous month, and it added to the general line on
collectivization the proviso that the ‘settdement’ of the nomads was a
necessary prerequisite, (though it was not until 6 September 1930 thata
formal decree was issued ordering the permanent setdement of all the
nomads of the RSFSR). The Kazakh Central Committee now decided to
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begin planning for the settlement of the nomads, and in January 1930 the
Kazakh Central Executive Committee decided that out of 566,000
nomadic and semi-nomadic Iumuholds 544,000 should be settled by the
end of the First Five Year Plan.”

In the case of the settdement of nomads, the Party did not even keep up
the pretence that the population’s voluntary assent was required or
forthcoming, as it continued (and continues) to do in the case of
collectivization. The Kazakhstan Communist authorities ruled that it was
wrong 1o collectivize forcibly, but correct to settle I’ombly” And, of
course, 1f was put
any genuine voluntary principle. In the decree of 5 January 1930 the
livestock areas of Kazakhstan were included in the category of regions
which were to be completely collectivized by the end of 1933. As to the
livestock itself, there seems to have been no clear policy on their
collectivization. In some kolkhozes they were confiscated, and then
returned: it was common for a confiscation order to be made, when the
Kazakh would slaughter his livestock rather than gve them up, only to
have the authorities apologize and rescind the order.”

By 10 March 1930 56.6% of the population of the Republic was
collectivized, though in the nomadic areas this was down to 20% or less.
But Stalin’s call for a relaxation of pressure on 2 March 1930 was not
acted on in many areas undil late April o early May.??

It is clear from all Soviet accounts that the collectives set up in the
spring of 1930 were in chaotic state. There were few houses, sheds,
agricultural implements; worse still, little arable land was made available,
and many settlements were set up in desert and semi-desert locations
without adequate water supplies, so that even livestock could not be
maintained. Moreover, no fodder was provided, while ‘driving the herds
to the pasture was forbidden’.?* Some kolkhozes had no seed, livestock or
other capital at all. The Plan only called for the construction of 1,915
residences and seventy barns: but even of this, only 15% of the residences
and 32% of the barns were actually completed! For the 320 000 settledin
1930-1932, 24,106 houses were provided, and 108 baths.*

Moreover, the normal kolkhozes now set up consisted of ten to twenty
auls of ten to fifteen families each, settled several lulomelres apart, and
might have a territory of 200 square kilometres.”® As to organization,
some regions averaged one bookkeeper for twelve kolkhozes, one
technical expert for ffty. In June 1930 there were only 416 agronomists
and agricultural experts in the whole republic - four of them Kazakh.®
Most kolkhozes in fact lacked any plan at all, and functioned at a
subslsunce level, if that.

One Soviet study?’ gives, though most others omit, evidence of the
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widespread resistance put up by the Kazakhs. Party activists met with
armed opposition and many were illed: (in any case, of the 1,200 25-
thousanders sent to the republic in the spring of 1930, fewer than 400
were dtployed in the livestock-breeding regums) Iloving bands of
and Iooknwtyor il k. Groy

of ‘auls formed the ities. Couriers were sent
to warn Kazakhs against entering kolkhozes. Basmachi guerilla bands
grew in numbers, battling against the OGPU troops. Many fled to other
republics, or to China. Of 44,000 fumlles who moved to Turkmenistan
many joined the rebel bands of Basmachi.?

‘The Kazakh nationalist Alash Orda were naturally blamed for the
toughness of the Kazakh response to crash collectivization. A ‘plot’
involving major nationalist figures was announced early in 1930, and the
‘centres of resistance’ it had formed were allegedly detected in all auls
which had shown strong resistance.

The official view still taken about this national resistance is well
illustrated by an article, over fifty years later, in which the early career of
the late Konstantin Chernenko in the armed struggle against them by the
‘OGPU frontier troops of the ‘Eastern Border District’ of Kazakhstan and
Kirgizia in 1930-33 was warmly praised (and perhaps thought relevantto
the similar struggle against Muslim guerillas in Afghanistan). The
Basmachi are descnbed as ‘defeated’ by 1933, with small bands sull
operating in 1936.%

As elsewhere, resistance included the slaughter of the livestock. In
many areas 50% of the herd was destroyed in the first weeks of
collectivization. One Soviet source speaks of a loss of 2.3 million beef
cattle and en million sheep in 1930; another says that 35% of the herd
died in 1929-30."

Much of the surviving collectivized livestock was taken to large state
farms, but inadequate shelter was provided for the cattle and, on one
account, of the 117,000 in the Gigant State Farm only 13,000 survived
the winter.”

The economic, if not the human, disaster, was ill-received in Moscow,
and local officials were purged on a big scale — by mid-1930 in two
provinces alone five district committees were dissolved and a hundred
officials arvested.” By the end of 1932 most of the Republican leadership
had itself been purged.

In the early days the nomads were often forced into artel-type
kolkhozes, but at the Sixteenth Party Congress in June—July 1930 it was
belatedly decided that the more liberal TOZ was the correct form for the
semi-nomadic areas.” 52.1% of the rural population were collectivized
by 1 April 1930. It went down 10 29.1% on 1 August, but was up 0 60.8 on
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1 September 1931,% in the usual partern.

In June 1930 the local Iudushlp dended 1o return farm implements
and livestock to private hands in the nomadic and semi-nomadic areas;
but in November 1930 they recollectivized the farm implements and in
June 1931, the livestock 100 — upon which a new wave of slaughtering the
cattle and sheep began.

In the winter of 1931 it was admitted that the grandiose grain schi
of 1928 had failed. Only 3quarter of the planned acreage was in use, and
that most inefficiently.”” Official documents speak of shortages of
livestock, seed, implements, construction materials. People were shifted
from one kolkhoz to another in the (usually vain) hope that more livestock
or grain might be available. By February 1932 about 87% of all kolkhozes
in Kazakhstan and 51.5% of non-collectivized households (the latter
almost entirely nomad herders) were without livestock. In 1926 nearly
80% of the Kazakh population had eamed their living through livestock;
by the summer of 1930 this was down to 27.4%. But agriculture did not
provide an alternative, for the area under cultivation only increased by
17% % These figures give some idea of the extent and depth of this man-
made disaster.

Kazakhs had of course taken their cartle back from the kolkhozes to the
degree that this was permitted in mid-1930, and when the new
collectivization drive started in 1931, they pastured them in distant
ravines and woods. In the winter they had to slaughter them, and froze the
meat and hid it, getting: ample food until the thaws came. But by the spring
of 1932, famine was raging* This was only very slightly alleviated by a
further limited restoration of private llveslock late in 1932 - affecting
123,600 carde and 211,400 sheep and :* small figures compared
with the vast herds and flocks whi:l\ had elusled before 1930.

.

In the auls, the meat-and-milk consuming population now had nothing.
Many surrendered and entered the collective and state farms. Even there,
things were desperate. In one state farm ‘the only meat they had had in six
months was camel’s udder’.*!

The other alternative was attempted by some: migmion elsewhere.
Either way, the death toll was enormous. There was ‘an enormous
destruction of productive forces and the death of many people in the
auls'," as a Soviet historian noted in the Khrushchev interlude.

The disaster was due to economic and political miscalculation in the
narrow sense but even more profoundly to a misunderstanding of human
cultures in the widest meaning of that term. The mechanical and
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superficial nature of the Party’s thought and practice shown in
Kazakhstan is extraordinary, and extraordinarily revealing. (It is not
surprising that Islam, as an official source lells us, became stronger than
ever in southern Kazulshsun in these years).?

The famine in Kazakhstan was man-made, like the famine of 1921, in
that it was the result of ideologically motivated policies recklessly applit lied.
It was not, like the Ukrainian fmnne. dehbemely inflicted for it its own
sake. Indeed in lm 1932 f grain:
aidtoK than half d butbetter than what
the Ukraine was to get

Nevertheless it has been suggested that the effectiveness of the
unplanned Kazakh famine in destroying local resistance was a useful
model for Stalin when it came to the Ukraine.

.

‘The situation was officially described by the local Party and Government
in a report to the Central Committee on 19 November 1934 (though not
published at the time) in terms of ‘the famine that had assumed large

proportions in the catde-breeding districts in 1932 and early 1933 has
been liquidated’; it added that lm;ramm abroad and the ‘vagabondage of
Kazakh cattle-raisers’ had also stopped.*

As to the vagabondage, only 30% of the half million people who had
been ‘settled’ in 1930-32 were regarded as fnlly settled, with land, barns
and tools. Indeed, nearly 25% of those settled in 1930-32 had resumed
migration, though without livestock, by the end of the latter year. “ These

were due to ion and the effective breakds

destruction of society and the economy. The new propertyless nomads
still accounted for 22% of the Kazakh population in late 1933. It is
estimated that 15-20% of the Kazakh population left the Republic in
1930-31 - 300,000 to Uzbekistan, and others to areas elsewhere in Soviet
Central Am or to China. Official sources speak of the emigration as
‘massive’.* Those remaining in Soviet Asia met the same fate as those
who stayed home; and many in fact returned in despair.

At the Seventeenth Party Congress in February 1934, the troubles of
Kazakh collectivization were largely blamed on the failure actually to
settle the nomads. But, by one means or another, a total of 400,000
households were serded" by 1936 (though only 38,000 new residences
had been constructed for d\em')

This victory was by a withdrawal of the
whereby the TOZes were the local form of collective and, they were
converted into the usual cartel in 1935. By 1938 collectivization in its
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orthodox form was complete.

.

Famine due to ‘resettlement’ of nomads also took a great toll in Kirgizia
(where there were 82,000 nomad households out of 167,000: 44,000
households were settled, and 7,895 houses built for them with three
baths);*' and among the Tatar and Bashkir minorities in Western Siberia.
A leading Party official in Chelyabinsk* told a foreign Communist that
‘the famine has been of great benefit to us in the Urals, in Western Siberia
and in the Trans-Volga. In these regions the losses from starvation have
mostly affected the alien races. Their place is being taken by Russian
refugees from the central provinces. We are, of course, not nationalists,
but we cannot overlook this advantageous fact’. (That Stalin held the
same view, not only in these areas but even more strongly vis-3-vis the
Ukrainians, was to be demonstrated over the following year). The
mortality of these Muslim and Asian peoples, such as the Bashkirs, the
Chelyabinsk official attributed in large part to their failure to transfer from
anomad to a settled existence as the plan required.

Khrushchev tells us in his memmrs that he went to Samara in 1930102
largely Chuvash coll fa Further eastat
Ieasl ﬁfly thousand Buryats and Khalhs fled to China and Mongolia,** In
Kalmykia, with a similar economy, some 20,000 people - about 10% of
the population — are estimated as dying — the nomad Kalmyks enly
increased by 1% between 1926 and 1939 (even on the dubious figures of
the latter year's ‘census’). A leading Kalmyk Communist, Arash
Chapchaev, protested at a local Congress of Soviets in April 1933 that
formerly prosperous vilages had become derelict, with starving

bi He called for the dissolution of the 55 and soon
disappeared. Kalmyk ‘kulaks' are reported in large numbers in, for
example, Severny prison camp in the Urals in the early 1930s, but by
midsummer 1933 most had died.*® Dtported ex-nomads who had given
little trouble were sent to work in the mines or forests. They did not thrive
on their new meatless diet, and had even more dlfﬁculry than Russian
peasants in mastering drills and other equipment.

In Mongolia, |ecl\n-cally beyond the Soviet borders, and not a Socialist
but a ‘People’s’ republic, though in fact under Moscow control,
collectivization was also introduced. By early 1932, the Mongols had lost
eight ion head of livestock, a third of their total herds. In May 1932,
they were instructed to reverse course and abandon collectivization.*®

While dealing with Soviet Asian territories we may register the
remarkable story of the Cossacks who had long been established behind
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the Amur and Ussuri frontiers, just as earlier on the Kuban and Don. In
1932 a Panty official found their villages recently abandoned, in what was.
evidently a hurried departure, with some livestock and household goods
left behind. It was explained that the entire population had crossed the
frozen rivers em masse with most of their possessions to avoid
dekulakization and imminent famine. Over the border were setements
of Cossacks who had fled earlier, and whose condition appeared far more
attractive, so they went to join them.
The I‘m of the Soviet Asian population under the collectivization and
ion policies in part hes that of the Soviet But
geographical and cultural differences add a number of special features.
Above all, the application of party theory to the Kazakhs, and to a lesser
extent to the other nomad peoples, amounted econommlly lo the
ion by force of an untried
with disastrous results. And in human terms it meant death and snﬂcnng
proportionately even greater than in the Ukraine,

.
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The Churches and the People

But the end is not yet
St. Matthew

moreover they represented an view of life
by the regime.

‘That atheism was the official view of the Soviet government; that the
‘Communist Party regarded religion as an enemy: these are, indeed, facts
known to almost everybody and freely announced by the Communist
authorities on numerous occasions. We will cite only one statement of the
position, a particularly forceful and (given its author and its reappearance
regularly to this day in his published works) authoritative one.

Lenin, in a famous passage in a letter of 13/14 November 1913 to
Maxim Gorki had stated the Party position quite flatly:

Every religious idea, every idea of God, even flirting with the idea of God, is
unutterable vileness . . . of the most dangerous kind, ‘contagion’ of the most
abominable kind. Millions of sins, filthy deeds, acts of violence and physical
contagions . . . are far less dangerous than the subtle, spiritual idea of God
decked out in the smartest ‘ideological’ costumes ... Every defence or
justification of God, even the most refined, the best nmennmd is a
justification of reaction.

One of the great focuses of village life was, of course, l.||¢ churches: and
of]

Given this basic attitude, various methods of action against the
objectionable beliefs were available. The general tactic, throughout the
life of the regime, has been to assert that religion will die out as the class
nature of society which produced it disappears and that persuasion rather
than force is theoretically the best approach, and to combine this in
practice with State action. The difference between various periods in the
Party’s campaign have been in the extent and nature of the pressure
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thought suitable at a given moment.

For it was also wished to give as good an i i feasible athome,
but also most |mpomnuy almml as was lnluly to gain the support, or at
least not provoke the enmity, of at least a section of | poss-ble sympathizers
who nounsh:d ‘religious prejudices’. This involved, as in other fields, the
usual i and, ing on the policy of the
moment), an appearance of toleration, with control and humiliation of the
churches rather than overt suppression as the usual procedure.

‘There are various views about the strength, or the nature, of religious
belief among the peasantry. Some hold that the peasants held more
strongly to ancient, semi-pagan superstitions: but this is true even in the
countryside of Western Europe and, though formally un christian, has not
in practice been found incompatible with loyal Christian belief, such
being the eclectic minds of men.

Others see the peasants as devoted to the czumomes ol‘ l.ht Cl\urch
but more or less anti-clerical as regards the d: but
even on this view greatly resenting attempts to close the churches they
thought of as their own and the centres of their ritual life. But in any case,
as the priesthood became a persecuted minority, and some of the weaker
clergy submitted or abandoned religion altogether, the mass of the
peasants are almost universally reported as rallying to and protecting the
majority of priests who tried to defend their way of life and belief.

Moreover, even if the Marxist view of religion were correct, and it
represented no more than a fantasy consolation where real consolation
was not forthcoming, the conditions for seeking this were strongly present
from 1929 on. A fairly sceptical peasant is quoted as saying ‘It is too soon
1o abolish religion . . . if things were different, if someone made it up to
you in full when som«hmg had lnppencd to you, then you would feel
better and you wouldn't need religion".!

This chapter will not deal with the whole question of religion in the
USSR, in allits lmadth and complexity, lm only in its connection with

d, an

the
against Ukmmamzanon on the other.

.

Before the Revolution, the Orthodox Church had a nominal membership
of about 100 million, with 67 dioceses and 54,457 churches served by
57,105 priests and deacons; and also 1,498 monastic institutions with
,629 monks, nuns and novices.
The first Soviet Constitution of IOJnIy 1918 guaranteed ‘freedom of
religious and anti-religious propaganda’.
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The ‘rights’ of propaganda were thus at this stage theoretically equal,
though it is clear that the side enjoying the use of presses, the support of
the state machine and all the other advantages accruing, was in a better
position than its opponents.

Various legal restrictions were in any case placed on the Churches.
Their property was nationalized without compensation, with local
authorities being given the right to let them have ‘buildings and objects
needed for religious services’ though the buildings could also be used for
secular purposes by other groups. They were subjected to the same
regulations as other associations, and were forbidden to ‘levy obligatory
collections or imposts’, o to ‘coerce or punish’ their members - phrases
open to broad interpretations.

Priests and clerics were declared, under anotherarticle (65) of the 1918
Constitution, to be ‘servants of the bourgeoisie’ and disfranchised. This
involved their receiving no ration cards, or those of the lowest category;
their children were barred from school above the elementary grade; and

soon.

A decree of 28 January 1918 forbade religious instruction in schools,
though it was permitted to ‘study or teach religious subjects privately'.
‘This last was further restricted by a decree of 13 June 1921 which forbade
the religious instruction anywhere of groups of persons below the age of
eighteen.

Church land was confiscated along with that of the landlords, and in so
far as it was land supporting the central church and its magnates this was
welcomed by the peasantry. However the greater part of the ‘church land”
was in fact owned by the individual parishes, whose priests ploughed it
themselves, or hired labour, or rented it to the villagers.

The monasteries were almost all closed, and their property was
confiscated. The peasants are reported as especially reluctant to turn out
nuns,? (and there were more than three times as many nuns as monks).

‘The struggle was, of course, not confined to legal and constitutional
measures, and by 1923 twenty-eight bishops and over a thousand priests
had been killed, and many churches had been shut or destroyed.

In February 1922 a decree ordered all religious objects of gold, silver or
precious stones to be handed over for famine relief. Stalin was later to
praise Lenin's acuteness in using the famine to confiscate Church
valuables in the name of the starving masses, the measures being
otherwise difficult to put through.” However, there was much resistance
from the peasants, and some 1,400 fights around churches are reported.*
In April and May 1922 fifty-four orthodox priests and laymen were tried
on charges of counter-revolution in connection with these riots and five
were executed. Three months later the Metropolitan of Petrograd and
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three co-defendants were executed on similar grounds.

Patriarch Tikon was arrested, and a new ‘Living Church’ set up which
took over control. 84 bishops and over a thousand priests were expelled
from their sees and parishes. But the ‘Living Church’ got almost no
support, and the following year the Party, after accusing the Patriarch of
“dealings with foreign powers, counter-revolutionary work’ and so on,
released him and came to terms with him.

With NEP, logically or at least understandably enough, there came a
parallel relaxation of the attack on religion. Here, as in other spheres, the
period up to 1928 was, comparatively, a halcyon one. The census of 1926
shows that there were still over 60 000 full-time priests and other
religious functi inalmost
every village; while at the end of |929 there were still about 65,000
churches of all denominations in the RSFSR alone.

the other hand the NEP period was an occasion for the
development of more peaceful types of pressure. In 1925 the League of
lless was formed, ‘1o assist the Party by uniting all anti-religious
propaganda work under the general directions of the Party”. It pmduccd a
number of journals, organized forty anti-religious museums, ran sixty-
eight anti-religious seminaries, and so on. At the same time other
organizations, such as the Trade Unions and the Red Army, were ordered
to conduct anti-religious propaganda among their members.

After Patriarch Tikon’s death in April 1925, the temporary head of the
church, Metropolitan Peter, was arrested and sent to Siberia. His
successor, Metropolitan Sergey, was also arrested, released, and
rearrested. Of the eleven hierarchs named as locum tenens ten were soon
in prison. But this stubborn resistance impressed the Government with
the need for compromise and in 1927 Sergey negotiated another modus
vivendi and was released.

-

‘With the beginning of the new struggle against the peasantry, the decision
seems to have been taken to resume the attack on the Church, and
especially in the countryside.

The anti-religious campaign became more intense in the summer of
1928 and over the next year the few remaining monasteries were almost
all closed and the monks exiled.

A law of 8 April 1929 forbade religious organizations to establish
mutual assistance funds; to extend material aid to their members; ‘to
organize special prayer or other meetings for children, youths or women,
or to organize general bible, literary, handicraft, working, religious study
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or other meetings, groups, circles or branches, to organize excursions or
children’s playgrounds, or to open libraries or reading rooms, or to
organize sanatoria or medical aid". In fact, as an official comment put it,
church activity was reduced to the performance of religious services.”

On 22 May 1929, Article 18 of the Constitution was amended: instead
of ‘freedom of religious and :m: rdngnws propapnda it now read
‘freed religious '; at the same
time the Commissariat of Education replaced a policy of non-religious
teaching in schools by orders for definitely anti-religious instruction.

Nevertheless, religion thrived. OGPU reports in 1929 show an
increase in religious feeling even among industrial workers; ‘even dlose
workers who did not accept priests last year accepted them this year”.*

‘The Central Committee held a conrerencc specifically on anti-
religious matters in the summer of 1929." In june 1929 came the All-
‘Union Congress of Militant Atheists. And through the next year, all over
the USSR, the attack on religion sharpened from month to month.

The natural instincts of the party activists, the true Leninist view of
religion, came to the fore in place of tactical restraint. A major concerted
assault on the churches began in late 1929, and came to a climax in the
first three months of 1930.

.

Dekulakization was the occasion for attacks on the church and the
individual priests. A party view was that ‘The church is the kulak's
agitprop”.? There were official attacks on peasants ‘who sing the refrain,
“we are all God'’s children™ and protest that there are no kulaks among
them'?

Priests were commonly deported along with the first wave of kulak
exiles. ® The definition of a kulak farm issued by the government in May
1929 had in fact included any whose members had income not derived
from work; and the priests were specified as such. (Party agitators, in a
comparable position, were on the other hand ‘workers'!).

The connection of priests with the supposed ‘kulak organizations’ was
espcmlly ill-regarded: “This had pamcularly dangerous consequences,
since along with the obvious enemies of the Soviet Gmrmnem a
significant portion of religious people — middle and poor peasants —
frequcml(y involved in such organizations - having been fooled by d!e
priests’.!" In one officially reported case in 1929, when the priest and a
group of kulaks disrupted the grain collection, and were then supported
by the nuddle peasants, only the priest was shot, and the kulaks merely
imprisoned.'?
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One arrested priest, being marched thirty-five or forty miles to Uman
town from the village of Pidvoyska (with h d his wife
and another who had stolen a cow), tells of how the escort reviled him -
‘according ] him, clergymen were iter criminals than robbers and
murderers’.”” Another typical story (irom the Zaporizhia Province): the
seventy-three-year-old priest was arrested and died in Melitopil prison;
the church was turned into a club. The village teacher, son of another
arrested priest, was also arrested and disappeared.'

In 1931 the Theological Seminary in Maryupil was turned into a
workers’ barracks. But close by was a large barbed wire enclosure in
which 4,000 priests and a few other prisoners were held at hard labour on
miserable rations, with some deaths every day.'$

Not only priests, but all those prominently associated with the church
were in danger. In a typical village, (Mykhailiwka, Poltava Province), when
the church was destroyed in 1929, the head of the Church Council and six
of his associates were sentenced to ten years in prison camps.

And peasants would be disfranchised and eventually dekulakized
because the father had earlier been a church elder.'” The children of one
Church Council president who had been sentenced to ten years
imprisonment in 1929 were variously persecuted. They were refu
documents enabling them to léave the village; they were seldom given
work on the kolkhoz, and then the most menial. Eventually they too were
jailed.

.

‘The OGPU complained that in a village in the Western Province ‘the
local priest . . . came out openly against the closing of the church’(!)."”
But it was not only the priests who tried to save the churches. It was also
true that ‘Many peasants, by no means the most prosperous in the village,
tried to prevent the destruction of their churches, and they too were
arrested and deported. The sufferings of hundreds of thousands during
collectivization was not the result of their social status but of their
religious beliefs’.?

For in general the villagers resisted the persecution, and the closing of
churches, as best they could. The Soviet press reported such incidents as
a priest in the village Markycha being assessed for 200 bushels of grain,
and being given it all by peasants within half an hour.?'

For the churches were undermined — like, indeed the prosperous
peasants - by an accumulation of taxes, a new one being demanded soon
after the last had, barely, been met.?? An atheist journal was glad to claim
that ‘the taxation policy of the Soviet regime is hitting the pockets of the
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servitors of religious cults especially painfully’.?

In the village of Piski (Starobelsk Province) the first move was to lay a
huge tax on the church. The villagers paid it. Then the village
administrator was told by the district hudqumm to liquidate the
church. They imposed a heavy tax in meat on the priest. Again the village
paid it. Buta second tax (in meat) was then :mpoud which they could not
pay. He was convicted of subversive activity in resisting Soviet tax
measures, being sentenced to five years’ imprisonment, which he served
in the 5mu mines in Siberia, never returning; and the church was
closed.

Sometimes a church already closed in the first Communist attacks of
1918-21 was never reopened. In one such case, the villagers still valued it
and prevented attempts to wreck it which started in 1929. Finally, in
February 1930, with the helx of the fire brigade from the local town, it was
broken into and de:

Cdlemunon usually involved the closure of dle Iocal :I\urch as
well’. Icons asamatter of along
other objects of religious worship.”* A confidential letter from the
Western Provincial Committee on 20 February 1930 speaks of drunken
soldnm and Kommnols who ‘without mass preparation’ were arbm'anly

Tlle clasures applied to all religions. For example, an official penodml
rs:

decided to shut down St. Dymytri Church and give itto
iation for their headquarters.

In Zapom.hu. it was decided to close the synagogue on Moscow Street and
give the Lulheun Church to the German workers club.

In the Vi region, it was decided to close the Nemyriv Convent and the
adjoining churches.

In the Stalino region it was decided to close the Roman Catholic Church
and give the Armenian-Gregorian Church in the town of Stalino to the

Workers of the East Club.

St Michael’s Cathedral is closed, and St Peter and Paul Church

and the Clmrth of the Saviour. All are used for cultural-educational
purposes.

Moreover when churches were closed, this did not mean that religious
work was permitted outside them. The closure of nine major churchesin
Kharkov was accompamed by a decision ‘to take proper steps to prevent
prayer meetings in private homes now that the churches are closed’.

In the countryside we are typically told, ‘the village (Vilshana, Sumy
Province) had two churches. One was stone, and its blocks were used to
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pave a road. The other was wood and was tom down and bumed’.®
Churches were sometimes closed after pressure as the result of a
“decision’ of the village Soviet. But this often did not work even after a
cycle of arrests and other measures were taken. As with collectivization
itself, the ‘village meetings’ were often spnmus consisting of no more
than lhc lo:al activists. Or mere ‘activist’ assaults without the pretence of
were In a typical account, first the
elders were arrested, then the ‘activists’ removed the cross and bells, and
finally, in an ‘anti-religious camival’ the church was broken into and its
ikons, books and archives burnt, whnle the rings and vestments were
stolen. The church became a gra
In another village, the Party pltnlpotennary simply received orders to
turn the church into a storehouse for grain within forty-eight hours:

The news spread like wildfire through the fields. Scores of peasants dropped
theirimplements and rushed to the village. They cursed and pleaded and wept
as they saw their sacred objects removed. The sacrilcge was only part of what
hurt them - in the wholc business they sensed a dircctinsult to their dignity s
human beings.

“They've taken everything from us', | heard one elderly peasant say.
“They'e left us nothing. Now they are removing our ast comfort, Where shall

comfortin

our sorrows? The scoundrels! The mMe
On the following Sunday,

the secretary of the local komsomol, a stupid, pimply-faced youth named
Chizh, suddenly appeared on the street, playing a balalaika, his girl friend by
his side, and singing popular anti-religious songs. That was 2 familiar enough
scene. What caused the trouble was their attire. Both Chizh and the girl were
wearing bright-red silk shirts, caught at the waist with gold ropes and silk
assels. The villagers immediately recognized their church hangings. Quickly
older peasants and took refuge in the coope rative shop saved the wo
komsomols from harm at the hands of an infuriated mob.*?

For the resistance was often fierce, and was of course linked by the
Party to the struggle with the kulaks. A typical official tells us:

Around this affair, however, a cruel and stubbom class struggle is waged.
Kulaks and their fellow-travellers are using all means possible to hinder anti-
religious propaganda and to halt the mass movement for closing the churches
and taking down the bells . . . The ‘popes’ and their defenders, the kulaks, are
using every means to halt the anti-s religious current. Through agitation of the
backward sections, especially the women, they are endeavouring to put up 2
struggle against the mass anti-religious moves
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 For instance, in the village of Beryukha, when the Komsomols, the poor

preparing he public for it the klas, who had preparedbeforehand, beat up
the youngsters, then with whoops and yells moved up to the village Soviet and
set the building on

A present 3.l is taking place in Beryukha in connection with this
eve

The * ‘women 's ubellnons were also s(mngly linked with the religious
struggle. Pre peasant
women carried out under religious slogans’, including one in the Tatar
Republic which I'on:lbly returned church bells whn:h had been removed
by the M Another Party in 1930 about
‘outbreaks of religious hysteria among kolkhoz women following on a
number of divine manifestations’. In the village of Synyushin Brod, ‘on
the moming of 6 November, the day set for removing the bells, several
hundred women gathered at the church and, agitated by the kulaks and
their henchmen, interfered with the planned work. Thirty of them locked
themselves inside the belfry and rang the alarm for a day and two nights,
terrifying the whole village.

‘The women would not allow anyone near the church, threatening to
stone those who tried to get by them. When the head of the village Soviet
arrived with a police officer and ordered the women to stop ringing the
alarm and to go home they started to throw rocks at them. The mischief-
makers were later joined by a group of drunken men.

“Later, it was discovered that the local psalmist with several kulaks and
their friends, had gone from house to house asking the people to come to
the church and not permit the bells to be laken down. This agitation
influenced some of the simple-minded women"."

.

The issue of the church bells, so often found in these accounts, is an

interesting tactical point. The party sometimes demanded the bells, as

necessary for the industrialization fund, before making further moves; a

thin end of the wedge calculated - often wrongly ~ not to arouse too much

immediate owosition.
But

and church-closure went hand in hmd

The

churches, and to dunne the bells to industrialization {unds” ‘The
workers and peasants’ of a district in the Odessa Province sent two
carloads of ch-m:l\ bells to a factory. In fact a campaign (or, as Pravda put
it, ‘drive’) to ‘remove church bells for industrial needs’ was ‘spreading’."’
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Sixty-seven villages had done 5o, and the total of ‘atheist villages’ was said
to be over a hundred.® By 1 January 1930 bells had been removed from
148 churches in the Pervomaysk district alone.*®
A report on 11 January 1930 from the enormous Gigant kolkhoz in the
Urals boasted that all the church bells in the area had been sent off as
scrap, and that over Chri I ber of i b
On 2 March 1930, Stalin criticized the removal of church bells as
excessive. For the attack on forced collectivization which the change to
the ‘Dizzy from Success’ policy involved was also applied in the religious
front. In mid-March 1930 ~ a couple of weeks after Stalin’s article — the
Central Committee resolution on ‘distortion’ in the struggle for the
kolkhozes included a condemnation of the ‘administrative closing of
churches without the consent of the majority of the village, which
generally leads to the strengthening of religious prejudices’, and party
i were told | itiously disguised as the public
and voluntary wish of the population’.*!
Over the period that followed, as with the collectivization in itself, there
was a short interlude of greater restraint, but the pressures were then
tightened in a better organized and more inexorable way. 80% of the
country’s village churches were closed by the end of 1930.

.

The actual ion of th ften of irreplaceable cultural
monuments.

The Holy Trinity Monastery, in the village of Demydivka (Poltava
Province) dated to 1755. In 1928 it was turned into a library and in 1930
it was demolished and the material used to build barns and a tobacco store
on the local *Petrovsky’ collective farm. In the process, the bells, ikons and
other treasures were looted by activists. Villagers who objected were
among those arrested and sent to the large new penal encampment at
Yayva in the Urals in 1930.% At the village church level we are told
typically that in Tovkachivka (Chernihiv Province) the church records,
going back to the 16th century, were destroyed with everything else.*

The Academy of Science in Moscow was forced to withdraw protected
status from almost all the country’s historic monuments with religious

ati urches and ies were ished - even within
the Kremlin. We are told that when the Iversky Gates and Chapel on the
Red Square were destroyed, all the architects objected, but Kaganovich,
then head of the Moscow Party Organization, said ‘My aesthetic
conception demands columns of demonstrators from the six districts of
Moscow pouring into the Red Square simultancously’.*
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Before the revolution Moscow had 460 Orthodox churches. On 1
January 1930 this was down to 224, and by 1 January 1933 to about 100.

The Kazan Cathedral in Leningrad was turned into an anti-religious
museum. The 10th century Desyatynna church in Kiev, and the ancient
Mykhaylivsky and Bratsky Monasteries were destroyed, together with a
dozen other buildings of the 12th to 18th centuries. And similarly
elsewhere. But even the old cathedrals kept to serve as museums were
allowed to become dilapidated, and their paintings were covered with
lime.

‘The St Sophia Cathedral and other churches in Kiev were turned into
museums or anti-religious centres (Anyone wishing to get a vivid idea of
the destruction is recommended to look at the photographs in The Lost
Architecture of Kiev, by Titus D. Hewryk, New York, 1982.) In Kharkov,
St. Andrey's was turned into a cinema; another into a radio station;
another into a machine-parts store. In Poltava, two were turned into
granaries, another into a machine repair shop.

In a slighdy different vein, a et novel he ion of
cemeteries, of the link between the living and the dead, as one of the worst
signs of thoughtless modernization.* And (for example) many of the
Volga German letters from Evangelicals (see p. 281) speak of it being.
hard to die without a pastor or a church or Christian burial.

‘The new Constitution of 1936 caused trouble with its guarantee of
freedom of religion. Peasant elders, of the Old Believer or Evangelical
sects especially, would try to register at the village Soviet, be told to collect
fifty signatures, collect them, and then all fifty would be arrested as
members of a secret counter-revolutionary organization.

.

These measures applied to all religions. ‘Churches and synagogues’ is
often the phrasing in official decrees in the European part of the USSR.
Elsewhere Islam was equally persecuted, and with the Buddhists in
Buryatia a major attack also coincided with collectivization.
Protestants, originally favoured up to a point as disruptive of the other
churches, were soon found to be dangerous. The Evangelicals had 3,219
congregations with some four million members in 1928. The following
year saw the beginning of a continuous attack. Their Theological College
(founded in December 1927) was closed. In February a band of twenty-
five ‘Baptist spies’ for Poland was unmasked in Minsk, and at about the
same tme a similar group was arrested in the Ukraine. In the
collectivization evangelical leaders in the villages were excluded from the
kolkhozes and denounced as kulaks; and most of them were deported.*
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In 1931 the Evangellcal Chun:h as such was denounced as ‘a masked
receiving financial support

from abroad’. ¥
But though all were crushed and redm:ed to remnants no churches
ly illegal and totally d
churches of the Ukraine — the Ukrainian Aulocephalaus Orthodox
Church, and the Ukrainian Catholic Church (Uniats of the Eastern rite):
the latter’s main strength being in the Western Ukraine, then part of
Poland, it was not driven underground until the annexation of that area.

The Ukrainian Orthodox Church, headed by the ‘Metropolitan of Kiev
and all Rus’, whose traditional ties were with the Patriarch of
C il was, without ion or consent, 0 be
subordinate to the Moscow Patriarchate in 1685-6, though retaining its
autonomy and t.he right to elecl its own Metropolitan. In 1721 even the
rank of Metrop to Archbi: Laterin th y the
Ukrainian rite ianized, the Church Sl: dered tobe
spoken in the Russian manner, and Russian vestments introduced.

The resentment at this continued throughout the period which
followed, and with the rise of the Ukrainian nationalist movement, the
Ukrainian orthodox seminaries at Kiev and Poltava were reported to have
become hotbeds of nationalist agitation well before the revolution.

In 1917-18, a large element in Ukrainian Orthodoxy, supported by the
Ukrainian Rada government, seceded from the Moscow Patriarchate and

blished a Ukrainian A halous Church, holding services in

Ukrainian.
In October 1921 it held its first Council (Sabor) in Kiev, with delegates
both clencal and Iay, the Izner mcludm; some of the country’s most
writers, and others. At
first it was no more persecuted than other religious bodies and indeed,
was to some degree encouraged, with the idea of weakening the Russian
Church. But things soon bepn to change.
A secret OGPU instruction of October 1924 draws attention to the
‘constantly growing influence’ of the U‘klrzmlllan Alllocephnlons Onmdox
syl

Church, and

‘have long been known’ as ‘secret propagators of Ukrainian separatism’.
The local OGPU officers are wamed that this is ‘particularly dangerous
for the Soviet regime’, and told to take measures, including ‘to increase
the number of secret informers among the faithful and to recruit priests
themselves for secret service work in the OGPU"
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Attempts were made to splitit, hut l.hese had failed by l926. and by the
end of that year the rch had thi bout
3,000 priests, and some six million members

But the first blow was now struck. Metropolitan Lypkivsky was arrested
early in August 1926. His removal was obtained by bringing him under
guard to a Church Sobor in October 1927: on his refusal to resign, and a
refusal of the majority of delegates to make him do so, many were
arrested. Even then no vote for his resignation was obtained, but the
minutes were faked with a decision that he should be ‘unburdened’ of the
post ‘owing to his advanced age”.

His successor, Mykola Boretsky, was forced to sign a document
dissolving the church at a special meeting called by the GPU on 28-29
January 1930. But protests from abroad seem 1o have had some effect in
postponing implementation, and at another Sobor on 9-12 December
1930, Ivan Pavlivsky became Metropolitan, though thereafter litde
organized action was possible. A remnant of 300 parishes was allowed to
reconstitute itself as the ‘Ukrainian Orthodox Church’ but the last parish
was extinguished by 1936.

At the trial of the ‘Union for the Liberation of the Ukraine’ in 1930 it
was specifically charged that conspirators had organized cells in the
Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church, and its hierarchy was
accused of involvement.>' Over twenty of the fony-ﬁvc named at the trial
were in fact priests or sons of priests, and one of the most prominent was
Volodymyr Chekhivsky, former member of the Central Committee of the
Ukrainian Social-Democratic Pany, and Head of the Government of the
Ulrainian Republic, who had given up politics for theology, and become

Church,

bishop.

The ‘Church 'mup in the conspiracy had allegedly ordered priests to
agitate against the regime among the peasants; and ithad also involved the
church in plans for an d many of b
officers of the Petliura regime.

One of many reports from the countryside gives the tone: ‘In the village
of Kyslomul, thyshclnv district, the GPU has uncovered a counter-

of kulaks. Its activities were
directed by ives of d!e Ukrainian Church. All
the leaders have been arrested”.”

At the parish level, some 2,400 priests are reported arrested. A fairly
typical account is that in October 1929-February 1930, twenty-eight
Ukrainian priests were in Poltava jails: five were shot, one became insane,
and the others were sent to prison cam

By 1934-6 the last remnants of the church’s activity were finally
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d. The the  Ukrainian
Antocephalous Church all penshed m the I\ands of the NKVD.
ivsky was d and di d in February

1938, aged sevmly-four Metropolitan Boretsky was arrested in 1930,
sent to the ‘isolator’ prison of Yaroslavl and later to the notorious
Solovetsk camp on the White Sea, but was brought back to psychiatric
prison in Lemngnd in 1935, dying there in 1936 or 1937. Metropolitan
Pavlivsky was arrested in Mty 1936 and disappeared.

In addition, thirteen archbishops and bishops are reparted dead in
Soviet prisons between 1928 and 1938,% while in all 1,150 priests and
some 20,000 members of parish and district church councils perished
then or later in camps. Of the
eventually to become respectively Melmpolmn of dulr church in d.e
USA and its Bishop of Chicago.

But the transfer of the Ukuinim Church to Moscow control did not
merely lead 1o a different priesthood. It was accompanied by a virtual
%c:rl:ucﬁm of the rural church both Autocephalous and ‘Russian’ in the

ine.

The Russian Orthodox Church had in 1918, under the pressure of
Ukrainian national feeling, granted a good deal of autonomy to its branch
in the Ukraine, now put under an Exarch. And it remained the larger
church, comprelleluim( the Russian mmonly in the republic, but also
many oflu liional parishes in th in 1928 having 4,900
parishes in all. But it too suffered the usual fate. In 1937 the Exarch
Constantine was arrested, and by 1941 only five parishes survived.

All in all, by the end of 1932, just over a thousand churches are

estimated as having been closed in the Ukraine. (The major offensive of
19334 was yet to come, and in 1934-6 about 75-80% of the remaining
churches in the Ukraine were destroyed).** In Kiev, with its hundreds of
churches, only two small ones were still active in 1935.

As to the Ukrainian Catholics, Tsarist repression of these Uniats had
been fairly thorough (in spite of various treaty guarantees). By 1839 the
church had been crushed in the Russian Empire — though an
Toleration in 1905 permitted the reemergence of non-Uniat Catholics.
In the first phase of the Soviet regime they were regarded with special
suspicion lnd in 1926 there were a number of trials of Catholic priests as
“Polish spies’. Meanwhile the Uniats had flourished in that part of the
Ukraine under Austrian rule and when d|e temwry became Pohsl\ in
1918 thi inued to be the case. Th inthe
course of World War Two resulted in a forced ‘return’ of the Ukrainian
Uniat church to the orthodox fold.

The archbishop and bishops were all arrested and some 500 priests
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joined them in April 1945. In March 1946 several bishops were tried, in
camera, as Nazi collaborators, and sent to labour camps. The professors
of the three Uniat seminaries and members of the Ordels (mcludm( the
nuns) were almost all arrested. Their institutions were closed, as were
9,900 prmmry md 380 secondary schools; seventy-three publications
were suppressed.

A fake oonness of the Church which then took place could only raise a
handful of venal priests to claim a secession from Rome and acceptance of
Orthodoxy. The Catholics went underground, and still maintain a
desperate existence ‘in the catacombs’. There have been many stories in
the Soviet press of continuing underground Catholic work with a secret
priesthood — even of an underground nunnery in Lviv in November
1963 —and protests, illegal publications and arrests continue up to the
present, and are increasing rather than diminishing.

The various Russo-Polish wars always involved massacres of Catholics
by Orthodox and vice versa in the Ukraine. One of the remarkable things
of the 19th, and even more oh.he 20th century, is the toleration between
the two Ukrainian churchy Orthodox Church of the
East Ukraine, and the C:lholu: Uniat Church of the West Ukraine — each
in tum destroyed by the Communist regime, neither dead past the
possibility, even the probability, of eventual revival.

The Sovictization and vization of th

ide thus entailed
at the very least repression and restriction of the churches which had
ministered to the peasant for a thousand years, and, where a church was
also a direct exemplar of nationhood, to its actual destruction, in so far as.
that lay in the regime’s power. The sufferings inflicted on the peasantry
and on the Ukrainian nation were not merely physical.

.
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11
Assault on the Ukraine, 1930-32

This land of ours that is not ours.
Shevchenko

At the same time that Stalin made his move to crush the peasantry in
1929-30, he resumed the attack on the Ukraine and its national culture
which had been suspended in the early 1920s.

Academician Sakharov writes of ‘the Ukrainophobia characteristic of
Stalin’; but it was not, from a Communist point of view, an irrational
Uknmophobla A great nation lay under Communist control. But not
only toth itwasalso true that the
representatives of the national culture, and even many Communists, only
accepted Moscow’s rule conditionally. This was, from the Party’s point of
view, both deplorable in itself and pregnant with danger for the future.

In 1929-30, having crushed the Right, and having embarked on a
collectivization and dekulakization policy which hit the Ukraine with
cspe.cul se‘venty and :net lhs strongest resnf‘unci there, Stalin was at last

y readytog

As early as April 1929, the OGPU was bringing charges of Ukrainian
nationalist plotting against small groups. During the year there were
public attacks on the most distinguished Ukrainian academics. In July
mass anests took plue of some 5,000 members of an alleged

und organization, the Union for the Liberation of the Ukraine
(SVU) of which we have spoken earlier.

From 9 March to 20 April 1930, a whole cycle of faked cases against
Ukrainian personalitics began wnh the sel-pm:e pnbhc trial in l|l¢
Kharkov Opera House of forty-fir
‘They were mostly former political ﬁgum of extinct partics, now engaged
in work as scholars, critics, writers, linguists, with some students, lawyers,
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and especially priests, thrown in.

Their leading figure was Academician Serhii Yefremov, a linguistic
scholar and lexicographer, one of the group which had maintained the
Ukrainian identity in the last years of Tsardom. He had been vice-
president of the All-Ukrainian Congress called by the Rada in April 1917
and head of the Socialist-Federalists.

Another former Socialist-Federalist was Zinoviy Margoulis, Jewish
lawyer and member of the Ukrainian Academy of Science. The bulk of
the other leading figures were academics or writers of the same
background, or former members of the Social-Democratic and Social-
Revolutionary Parties, or non-party men who had supported the
independent Ukrainian Republic: such as the historian Yosyp Hermayze,
the writers Mikhaylo Ivchenko and Lyudmila Starytska-Cherniakhivska,
the linguist Hrihory Holoskevych, and others.

Conlfessions had been obtained, by the usual methods, and the accused
were sentenced to long jail terms. It was announced in connection with
the trial that the linguistic institutes of the Ukumun Academy had been

d down and a number of arrested.’ The charges in the SVU
trial included, in addition to conspiring to seize power, that of working to
make Ukrainian as distinct as possible from Russian. This was, in fact,
much the same lm‘msuc a-m of that of Sluypnyl lnd other Ukrainian

the SVU Imgmsvs. did so on the gmmds that d\cy had used their work to
‘cover up’ wrecking ~ making no reference to the alleged linguistic

sabotage.?
The sweep of this purge was wide. Students from Kiev and elsewhere
in the Ukraine are reported in the Solovki prison camp after the trial,
d (that faked iracy.) And it y

‘cells’ of the conspiracy were discovered in the villages; while
that in March 1930 Ukmmans servm‘ in du First Siberian Cavalrx

ln February 1931, a further series. of Arresls ol‘ leading intellectuals took
place - mainly prominent figures who had returned from exile in 1924 or
1925. They had supposedly formed a ‘Ukrainian National Centre’ with
the country’s most distinguished figure, the historian Hrushevsky, as
leader, and Holubwych former Premier of the independent Ukraine,
among the major plotters. Hrushevsky had been under attack for over 2
year; in fact we are told that in the mid-20s, when his History of the Ukraine
was merely being considered for banmng. an OGPU clr:ulu' instructed
agents to take note of all who took an interest in the book.®

Most of the members of this ‘Ukrainian National Centre’ were former
Social-Revolutionaries. They too were alleged to have ‘numerous’ rank
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and file accomplices. This time no public trial took place. Most of the
accused were sent to penal camps, though Hrushevsky himself was merely
removed from the Ukraine under house arrest.

‘These moves were crucial in the assault on Ukrainianization. They
amounted to the crushing of that old intelligentsia which had become
reconciled to the Soviet regime on a programme of Ukrainian cultural
identity. In 1931 the Ukrainian Communist intelligentsia in turn came
under attack, in the beginning of a new phase in the destruction of all that
had flourished in the late 20s (and to which we shall revertin Chapter 13).

.

This first assault on the Ukrainian intelligentsia preceded the general
attack on the peasantry. Sualin clearly understood that the essence of
Ukrainian nationhood was contained in the intelligentsia who articulated
it, but also in the peasant masses who had sustained it over the centuries.
‘The ‘decapitation’ of the nation by removing its spokesmen was indeed
essential - and was later evidently to be the motive for Katyn, and for the
selective deportations from the Baltic States in 1940. But Stalin seems to
have realized that only a mass terror throughout the body of the nation -
that is, the peasantry - could really reduce the country to submission. His
ideas about the connection between nationality and the peasantry are
clearly put:

The nationality problem s, i its very essence, a problem of the peasantry.*
And in fact one of the aims of collectivization in the Ukraine had been
officially stated as ‘the destruction of Ukrainian nationalism’s social base
~ the individual land-holdings’.”

The SVU ‘plot’ was, as we have seen, extended to the villages. Many
village teach d shoti ion with it.” In one distri
head of the Executive Committee, the District’s chief doctor, and others
including peasants were shot as SVU conspirators.” And there are scores
of such reports.

Kossior was to sum up after the struggle: ‘the nationalist deviation in
the Communist Party of the Ukraine . ... played an exceptional role in
causing and deepening the crisis in agriculture’.' Or, as his Police Chief
Balitsky is quoted as saying, ‘In 1933 the fist of the OGPU hit out in two
directions. First at the kulak and Petiuraist elements in the villages and
secondly at the leading centres of nationalism"."!

Thus the kulak was blamed as a bearer of nationalist ideas, the
nationalist as a sponsor of kulak attitudes. But in whichever capacity the
Ukrainian peasant was considered, he had certainly proved particularly
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to the regime. to collectivization is always
reported as stronger, or rather more militant, in the Ukraine than in
Russia proper.'? The view is taken, by General Grigorenko for example,
that since the defeat of the first collectivization drive was largely the result
of mass action in the Ukraine and the North Caucasus, Stalin concluded
that these were especially recalcitrant areas, and must be crushed." (One
observer thought that among the various other reasons for the special
hostility of the Ukrainians to collectivization was the fact that the
Ukrainian kolkhozes were on the whole much larger, and so even more
impersonal and bureaucratized, than in Russia)."*

Moreover, in the Ukraine collectivization was more complete than in
the RSFSR. By mid-1932 70% of Ukrainian peasants were in kolkhozes,
to 59 3% in Russu

Stalin i inst ‘idealization of the collective farms’.
Their mere existence, he argued, did not mean that the class enemy had
disappeared. On the contrary, the class struggle was now to be waged
within the collective farms.

By now everyone who could possibly be called a kulak under any
rational analysis whatever had already been removed. The famine-terror
was to be inflicted wholly on the collectivized ordinary peasant and the
surviving individual peasants, usually even poorer. That is, it was not part
of the collectivization drive, which was already virtually complete. Yet,
incredibly, the ‘kulak’ still remained, no longer openly opposing the
collmivt farms: 'Today ’s anti-Soviet elements’ Stalin said, ‘are mostly

ople who are “quiet”, “sweet”, and almost “holy™". The kulak, he
added had been ‘defeated but not completely exterminated”.'s

.

But it was not only the peasants who were inadequately subdued. The
Ukrainian Communists, too, presented obstacles to Stalin. Even in 1929
the Ukrainian Party and Soviet organizations had been particularly
stubborn in arguing against unrealistic grain targets, and particularly
remiss in discovering kulaks. In the Kaharlyk District, Kiev Province, ‘all
the directors, up to the District Party Committee Stcreuryl encouraged
the kulak line “we have no kulaks. We only have peasants” *. Not merely
District officials, but the Ukrainian Party as such was attacked in Pravda in
S:plember 1929 for objecting toits plan for next year upecnlly for food
crops’; and over the autumn th

organizations (o the effect dlat nod\mg vz‘:uld be Iel’l for consumption.

The
i poor peasants, leaving ‘nota su‘.gle \ilogramme®
20
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for sale to the local population. As a result the Provincial secretary was
removed.

ty ld force the various

changes in the ide. And when it came to the levels

grain requisition the Ukrainian Politburo and Central Committee

|hemselves had little choice but to try 1o have them reduced. The problem

was that, under the Communist system, according to the rules of

‘democratic centralism’ which had already ruined the Right, if Moscow
insisted they were bound to obey.

Axwhavesem,wmphnswmmdeonthebmofmhmn;d\e
m:l numbers of hectares available in d\evry and npplyml to that d|e

le yield per nd
to blame the system whmby aParty omcul or the State itself, ‘seta. quou
for the whole district’."

‘Ways to counter such arguments had already been devised; and in the
Party the view prevailed that the strategy of the peasantry was to withhold
grain in order to starve the towns, or, (later), to fail to reap or sow, relying
on his reserves for food: so that the correct class reaction was, as in 1918—
21, to seize the grain and let the peasant starve instead. As early as the
summer of 1930 one of the Ukrainian Central Committee’s activists tells
of a meeting where Kossior told them:

But n.he \-eplmmenu of rhm purged were in thc same difficulties.
ly the

the peasant is adopting a new tactic. He refuses to reap the harvest. He wants.

the bread grain to die in order to choke the Soviet government with the bony

hand of famine. But the enemy miscalculates. We will show him what famine

is. Yourusk is tostop v.he kulak ubou(e of the Iurven You mustbringitin to
Th

not working. They are counting on pmmly harvested grain they have
hidden in pits. We must force mem 10 open their

‘The activist, himself from the countryside, knew verywell that pits full
of grain are a myth. They did exist in the carly twenties, but they've long.
since disappeared”.?? But more generally, Kossior's threat alnady puts
the Sualinist analysis and the future Stalinist programme in stark
perspective.

In normal circumstances, the Ukraine and the North Caucasus had
provided half of the total marketable grain. In 1926, the best harvest
before collectivization, 3.3 million tons of grain (21% of the harvest) was
taken from the Ukraine. In the good harvest of 1930 it was 7.7 million tons
(33% of the harvest); and although the Ukraine only accounted for 27%
of the total Soviet grain harvest, it had to supply 38% of grain deliveries.

In 1931 the same 7.7 million tons was demanded of the Ukraine, out of
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a harvest of only 18.3 million tons; that is, 42% (about 30% of the grain
had been lostin the i iencies of collective ing). The Ukrainian

leadership is reported as trying to persuade Moscow to bring it down, but
without success.” Individual Moscow leaders were also approached;
Mikoyan is reported visiting the southern Ukraine in 1931, and being told
that no more grain could possibly be obtained.

Only 7 million tons was actually collected. But this already meant that
what amounted, by earlier standards, to a famine was afflicting the
Ukraine in the late spring of 1932: for only an average of ¢. 250 pounds of
grain per capita was left for the Ukrainian rural population.

Needless to say, the lapses produced further Party pus these were
announced in a whole series of districts in January 1932, invariably for
poor agricultural work or Right opportunism. Complaints about the
whole Ukrainian position, as ‘disgracefully behind’ and so on, became
endemic in the central Moscow press. I note fifteen in Pravda alone
between January and July 1932.

In July the vital decisions were taken which were 10 lead to the holocaust
of the next eight months. Stalin had again ordered a delivery target of 7.7
million tons — out of a harvest which the conditions of collectivization had
reduced to two-thirds of that of 1930 (14.7 million tons) though poorish
weather in some provinces also had an effect; there was drought in some
areas, but the leading Soviet authority on drought?® notes that it was not as
bad as that of the non-famine year of 1936, and was centred outside the
Ukraine. Even this is generally described as a fairly good harvest in itself,
(higher, for example, than that of 1928), had it not been subject to
arbitrary seizure; but it was obvious to the Ukrainian leaders that the
proposed levels of requisition were not merely excessive, but quite
impossible. After considerable argument, the Ukrainians finally managed
to get the figure reduced to 6.6 million tons — but this too was still far
beyond the feasible.

This took place on 6-9 July 1932, at the ‘Third All-Ukrainian
Conference’ of the Ukrainian Communist Party, with Molotov and
Kaganovich representing Moscow. Kossior opened the Conference.
Some areas, he said, were already ‘seriously short of food’. And he noted
that ‘some comrades are inclined to explain the difficulties in the spring
sowing campaign by the itude of the plans for grain deliveries, which
they consider unrealistic . . . Many say that our pace and our plans are too
strenuous’. He added, significantly, that such criticism came from the
districts, but also from the Ukrainian Central Committee itself.**
Moreover, it must have been clear to all that if the grain was indeed
needed by the State, it could have been made up by a more equitable

istribution of the burden, si ion for the USSR as a whole was

22



Assault on the Ukraine, 1930-32

slightly higher than in the previous year (for example, see Narodnoe
Khozyaystvo SSSR 1958, Moscow 1959).

Skrypnyk told the Conference funkly that peasants had told him that

‘we had everything taken from us’.** And Kossior, Chubar, and others

also argued that the grain targets were excessive.2* Chubar, as Head of the
Ukrainian Soviet Government, is reported in Pravda as saying that part of
the trouble was that kolkhozes accepted unrealistic plans. He added, and
the suggestion obviously applied to much higher levels, ‘It is wrong to
acceptan order regardless of its practicability, and then try to distort Party
policy, to destroy revolutionary law and order, to ruin the economy of the
kolkhozes, justifying all this by orders from above”.?”

However, Molotov called attempts to blame unrealistic plans for the
failures ‘anti-Bolshevik', and concluded by saying ‘There will be no
concessions or vacillations in the probl:m of fulfilment of the task set by
the party and the Soviet ;vvemmem

‘The 6.6 million tons was in fact never collected, in spite of resort to all
the measures foreseen by Chubar. The only relief, and that minor, was
when the Ukrainian Economic Council reduced the butter target for the
Ukaine from 16,40 to 11,214 tons on 14 July 1932 ~ apparently by
unilateral decision.”

.

So, on Stalin's insistence, a decree went out which, if enforced, could only
lead to starvation of the Ukrainian peasantry. This had been made clear to
Moscow by the Ukrainian Communist authorities themselves. All
through the next months it was, indeed, enforced with the utmost rigour,
and local attempts to evade or soften it were sooner or later crushed.
Things were already bad in July 1932, and they got worse. Some slight
avml:onnons were from time to time anemptcd by the Ukrainian
ing, in July the
Ukrainian Central Commmee ordered bread and fish to regions already
suffering from famine, to be given only to those actually working in the
fields. Some village officials gave the food to anyone who was starving -
described in an official report as ‘a waste of bread and fish”.*®
To enforce the decree on ‘the protection of socialist property’ (see
P. 184), watchtowers were now erected in the fields.”' ‘If the field was
plain and clear, the tower consisted of four tall posts with a small hut of
wood or straw on top. The top was reached by a high ladder. If there was
the field, th inder the tree
to support a hut built among: the branclus of the tree. Similar towers were
built on the fringes of woods. An old oak or other big tree would support
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the hut without any pror: ‘The towers were manned by guards armed, as
a rule, with shotguns’

The first procurements were carried out in August, and in many areas
by great effort the norms were met. But this virtually exhausted the
countryside. From now on in the twenty thousand villages of the Ukraine
the inhabitants awaited an uncertain, but even more menacing future. A
Soviet novel of the Khrushchev period describes the first outward signs:

‘The early autumn of 1932 in Kokhanivka was not the same as other autumns.
‘There were no pumpkins hanging thir weary heads down the watte ftncesto
the street. There were

were no wheat and ripe ears left on m stubbles for the hens. The mkm;
smoke of home-distilled vodka did not belch from the chimneys of the huts.
Nor were other signs visible that normally betokened the quiet flow of peasant
life and the calm expectation of winter that comes with prosperity.”?

On 12 October 1932 two senior Russian apparatchiks were sent from
Moscow to strengthen the local Party: A. Akulov, who had been Deputy
Head of the OGPU, and M.M. Khatayevich, earlier prominent in Stalin’s
collectivization on the Volga - a portent of more to come.

At the same time a second procurement was announced, though there
was now almost nothing available. By 1 November, the delivery plan had
only been fulfilled to the level of 41%.

People were already dying. But Moscow, far from relaxing its demands,
now launched into a veritable crescendo of terror by hunger.

.
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The Famine Rages

The decree required that the peasants of
the Ukraine, the Don and the Kuban be put
to death by starvation, put to death along
with their litde children

Vasily Grossman

Ukrainian peasants had seen the kulak deportation: ‘and we thought, fools
that we were, that there could be no fate worse than that of the kulaks’.!
Now, two years later, they faced the deadliest yet of the regime’s blows.

‘The July decree laying down the grain procurement targets for the
Ukraine and North Caucasus was supported by another, of 7 August
1932, which provided the legal sanctions to back the confiscation of the
peasants’ grain.

As we noted in Chapter 8, this decree ordered that all collective farm
property such as cattle and grain should henceforth be considered state
property, ‘sacred and inviolable’. Those guilty of offences against it were
to be considered enemies of the people, to be shot unless there were
extenuating circumstances, when the penalty must be imprisonment for
not less than ten years with confiscation of property. Peasant women
gleaning a few grains of wheat in the collective field were given the lesser
sentence. The decree also ordered that kulaks who tried to ‘force’
peasants to leave kolkhozes should be jailed in ‘concentration camps’ for
from five to ten years. Stalin, as we have seen, described itin January 1933
as ‘the basis of revolutionary legality at the present moment’ and had
drafted it himself.?

As usual, the activists thus encouraged to a maximum of terror were
later rebuked for excesses. Vyshinsky announced with indignation that it
had been taken by ‘some local officials’ as a signal to ‘shoot or roll into
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people *. He quoted cases where
dndl semences Iud been |mposed for lhe l.heft of two sheaves of corn;

kolkhoz

Even before the i issuing of the August decree, one often reads in the
Ukrainian press such announcements as ‘The alert eye of the GPU has
uncovered and sent for trial the fascist saboteur who hid bread in a hole
under a pile of clover'.* From now on, however, we see a great increase in
both the extent and the severity of the law and its enforcement. 1,500
death sentences are reported in one month from the Kharkov court
alone.’

The Ukrainian press carried story after story of executions of ‘kulaks’
who ‘systematically pilfered grain’. In the Kharkov province five courts
tried fifty such cases, and there was similar activity in the Odessa
Province, where three cases are described in detail, mostly matters of

stealing stooks of wheat, though one married couple was shot for
unspecified ‘pilfering’. At Kopani village in the Dnipropetrovsk
a band of kulaks and subkulaks boud a hole in the granary floor and
pilfered much wheat: two were shot, the rest jailed. At Verbka in the
same province the chairman of the village Soviet and his deputy, plus the
chairmen of two kolkhozes, were tried with a group of eight kulsks,
though only d\ree kulaks were shot.® One peasant in the village of
Novoselytsya (Zhytomyr Province) was shot for possession of lwenlx-ﬁve
pounds of wheat glemed in the felds by his ten-year-old daugher.

Ten years was given for the ‘theft’ of pomoes A woman was
sentenced to ten years for cutting a hundred ears of ripening corn, from
her own plot, two weeks after her husband had died of starvation. A father
of four got ten years for the same offence.’ Another woman was sentenced
10 ten years for picking ten onions from collective land."® A Soviet scholar
quotes a sentence of ten years forced labour without the right to amnesty,
and confiscation of all property, for gathering seventy pounds of wheat
stalk to feed the family."

‘Those convicted of minor offences were sometimes sent to ‘prisoner
corps’ state farms where they got a very small bread ration but had the
opportunity to steal such things as tomatoes, and for such reasons usually
did not try to escape.? But generally speaking, only occasional muddle,
incompetence, and the turning of a blind eye cased the rigours of the new
law. For example, in one district in Chernihiv Province, arrests only seem
to have been made for hoarding five kilogrammes or more of grain. And a
peasant member of the collective farm ‘The Third Decisive Year’ in
Pushkarivka in the Dnipropetrovsk Province was sentenced to only five
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years (evidently by making the prosecution under a different law) when a
bottle full of his own corn was found in his house.'

One woman, arrested with one of her children for attempting to cut
some of her own rye, managed to escape from jail, gather her other son
and some sheets, matches and pots, and live in a nearby forest for almost
amonth and a half, stealing potatoes or grain from the fields at night. She
finally remmed to find thatin the busy harvesting now afoot her crime was
forgotten.'*

We also hear of 2 number of cases evidently dealt with under different,
though no less rigorous decrees. In the village of Mala Lepetykha, near
Zaporizhia, a number of peasants were shot for eating a buried horse.
This seems to have been because the horse had glanders. The GPU
feared some sort of epideinic.'® There are a number of such accounts.

.

To enforce these decrees, once more the local activists in the village were
sent into action, once more supported by a mobilization of Party and
Komsomol members from the towns.

And once more, as with the exiling of the kulaks, activists with

were faced with a repugnant task in
m!lmmg the Party's will on innocent men, women and children. But in
1930 it had been, as far as they themselves were concerned in it, a matter
of dispossession and eviction. This time it was a matter of death.

Some activists, even ones with bad personal records, tried to get fair
treatment for the peasantry.'® Occasionally a decent-minded Party
activist, especially one who had lost any illusions about the Party’s
intentions, could do something to help a village - working within the
narrow margin of not stirring up his superiors nor, even harder, giving the
more virulent of his subordinates a handle against him. Occasionally one
of the latter would grossly exceed the level of violence (or corruption)
condoned by the authorities, and might be removed. A litde more often,
the illegal diversion of some food back to the peasants might go
undiscovered until the harvest which, if it proved good, would induce the
Provincial authorities to pass over the fault.

Some activists were provoked into more overt defiance. One ywng
Communist sent to the village of Murafa, Kharkov Province, reported by
telephone that he could make the meat d«ellvenes. but only with human
corpses. He then escaped from the area.'” In another village which had
had Bolshevik sympathies in the moluuon, and had been a base for
Struk’s ‘Red Partisans’, a group of young activists became disillusioned,
andin 1933 cut off the head of the leading village Communist.'®
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.

Some kolkhoz chairmen and local party officials were likewise to be
found, even in 1932 after the series of purges of the past few years, who
had reached the sticking point. In August 1932, when it became plain that
the grain plan was impossible, there was trouble at the village of
Mykhailivka, Sumy Province. The chairman of the collective farm, a Party
member and ex-pams:n called Chuyenko, announced the plan, and then
said he had no intention of giving their grain away without their consent.
That night he left the village, but was captured by the OGPU, and
impvrimned to;:dnr with the head of the village Soviet. Next day there
was a ‘women’s rebellion’ which demanded their release, a tax reduction,
the peasants’ back pay, and a reduction of the grain quota. Sixty-seven
people were sentenced, some — including Chuyenko — to be shot."®

Through the second half of the year there are continual official attacks
on collective farm directors and local Communists who ‘joined the kulaks
and the Peliurists and became not warriors for grain but agents of the
class enem, "% They were, among other things, distributing grain for
workdays.® We are even told by a modern Soviet scholar that in 1932,
‘some collective farms of the North Caucasus and the Ukraine escaped
from the organizing influences of the Party and the state’.2

Through the autumn the Uknainian Party apin complained of
kolkhozes which distributed all the grain . . . the entire harvest’ to the
local peasants. 2 This sort of thing was hﬂnded by Khatayevich as action
‘directed against the state’.* A Ukrainian Party organ complained in
November of the secretaries of the local party cells in the villages of
Katerynovtsi and Ushakivtsi refusing to acc?l the orders for grain
collection; and these were not isolated actions.’

ere were other cases in which kolkhoz leaders were attacked for
evading rather than defying orders - for example some kept grain by filing
it under various misleading gmses 2 The central Party organs continue
to attack ‘passi  relations b
and the kulak opportunists’ in the Ukraine.” More generally, the struggle
was now linked to the last attempt within the Party to block Stalin ~ ‘the
counter-revolutionary Ryutin group’; for ‘the Rightist: agents of kulakdom
have not as yet been unmasked and expelled from the Party’

A Ukrainian decree spoke of ' f‘groups of rural Commnmsu ‘who literally
became leaders of sabotage’.” The Komsomol organ denounced
‘Communists and Komsomols’ who ‘stole grain...and acted as
organizers of sabotage . . " The Kharkov prvvmcul committee sent out
top secret circulars to l.he effect that the grain results must improve or
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those concerned would be 'brouiiu to responsibility immediately before
the district section of the GPU'.

In five months of 1932, 25-30% of the agricultural middle
management were arrested.’” The Ukrainian Communist press gave
many instances in the winter 1932-3 of numbers of individual Ukrainian
Party members and District Party officials being expelled and sometimes
arrested.” A typical story. and typically reprehensible, is of one kolkhoz
chairman who orpmu a wholesale search, found nodlml, and then
claimed, ‘There is no grain. Nobody pilfered it or received it illegally.
‘Therefore there is nothing with which to fulfil the plan’; Asa resulthe was
accused of himself having organized the ‘real thieves’.*

.

In spite of such aberrations the campaign proceeded, unsatisfactory
Communists being liquidated and replaced by more reliable men.

By this time, at the lower level the rank-and-file activist ‘brigades’,
called in the Ukraine ‘Buksyr (or tow) brigades’, were often lite more than
thugs. Their technique consisted of beating people up and of using
specially issued tools — steel rods about five-eighths of an inch in diameter
and from three to ten feet long, with a handle at one end and a sharp point
- orasort of drill - at the other, to probe for grain.’$

One villager's description applies universally:

These brigades consisted of the following persons: one member from the
presidium of the nlla.e sovit, or smuply any member for the village Soviet;
two or three K munist; -nd the local schoolteacher.
headoran ember

was included and, during summer vacati mtnl students.

Every brigade had a so-called “specialist’ for searching out grain. He was

wpped with a long iron crow-bar with which he probed for hidden grain.

“The brigade went from house to house. At first they entered homes and

asked, ‘How much grain have you got for the government?” ‘I haven't any. If
you don’t belicve me search for yourselves,” was the usual laconic answer.

And so the ‘search’ began. They searched in the house, in the artic, shed,
pantry and the cellar. Then they went outside and searched in the barn, pig
pen, granary and the straw pile. They measured the oven and alcn.\ned ifit
was large enough to hold hidden grain behind the brickwork. They broke
beams in the attic, pounded on the floor of the house, tramped the whole yard
and garden. If they found a suspicious-looking spot, in went the crow-bar.

In 1931 there were still a few instances of hidden grain being discovered,
usually about 100 pound: wmenmﬂ 200. In 1932, however, d\en was none.
Th

feed. Even this ‘surplus’ was taken away.*
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An activist told Alexander Weissberg, the yhysicist, ‘the struggle
against the kulaks was a very difficult period. On two occasions | was fired
atin the village and once I was wounded. I shall never forget ]932 no
matter how long I live. Th
limbs. Every day new corpses were taken out. And yel we hadto getbread
outofthe vnllagts somehow, and fulfil the plan. 1 had a friend with me. His
nerves weren't strong. enou;h to stand it. “Petya” he said, one day, “if this
is the result of Sualin’s policy can it be right™” [ let him have it hot and
strong and the next day he came to me and apologized .

For even here, some were worse than others. In one “Ukrainian village
an activist describes operations. ‘In some cases they would be merciful
and leave some potatoes, peas, corn for feeding the family. But the stricter
ones would make a clean sweep. They would take not only the food and
livestock, but also “all valuables and surpluses of clothing”, including
ikons in their frames, samovars, painted carpets and even metal kitchen
utensils which might be silver. And any money they found stashed away’.3*

The agents of State and Party did not, of course, suffer the famine, but got
good rations. The better of them sometimes gave food to peasants, but
one attitude was ‘You won't be any good if you let pity get the whip-hand.
You must learn to feed yourselfl even if others are dying of hunger.
Otherwise there will be nobody to bring home the harvest. Whenever your
feelings get the better of your judgement, just think to yourself: “The only
way to end the famine is to make sure of the new harvest” *. The result,
in any case, was (as a wife wrote her husband in the army), ‘almost all the
people in our village are swollen with hunj nger except for the head of the
collective, the brigadiers and the activists’.

th(e teachers might get eighteen kilogrammes of meal, lwo

of groats and a kil of fat a month. They

expected to work after hours as ‘activists’, so that children in their daynme
classc‘s‘ saw them bursting into their houses at night with the rest of the

8-

In the early stages of hunger, in the larger villages where such things
could be better concealed, women would be procured for the Party
officials by their need for food.* At the district level, there was even
luxury. A dining hall for Party officials in Pohnbyshcha is described:

Day and night it was guarded by militia keeping the starving peasants and their

children away from the restaurant . . . In the dining room, at very low prices,
white bread, meat, poultry, canned fruitand delicacies, wines and sweets were
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served to th i Atthe same time, th e f the dining hall

were issued the so-called Mikoyan ration, which contained twenty different

articles of food.

Around these oases famine and death were raging.*
And when it came to the cities, in May 1933 two of the local Party
i d all th ling figures of Zaporizhia had a luxuri gy

which became known later when they were all arrested under the Yezhov
terror, and these misdeeds were thrown into the accusation.

.

In both town and village officially encouraged, or ideologized, brutality
flourished. One observer of the Kharkov Tractor Works saw an old
applicant for a job being turned away: ‘Go away, old man . .. go to the
field and die’!*

A woman seven months pregnant in Kharsyn village, Poltava Province,
was caught xluckin; spring wheat, and beaten with a board, dying soon
afterwards.® In Bil'ske (in the same Province), Nastia Slipenko, a mother
with three young children whose husband had been arrested, was shot by
an armed guard while digging uwp kolkhoz potatoes by night. The three
children then starved to death.*” In another village in that Province the
son of a dispossessed peasant gleaning ears of corn in the kolkhoz field
was beaten to death by the watchman ‘activist’.*

in Mala Berezhanka, Kiev Province, the head of the village Soviet shot
seven people in the act of plucking grain, three of them children of
fourteen and fifteen (two boys and a 5irl)4 He was, however, arrested, and
sentenced to five years hard labour.

Brigades would now make complete formal searches every couple of
weeks.* Even peas, potatoes and beetroots were finally taken.” It aroused
suspicion not to be in a starving state. The activists would then make an
especially careful search, assuming that some food had been hidden. One
activist, after searching the house of a peasant who had failed to swell up,
finally found a small bag of flour mixed with ground bark and leaves,
which he then poured into the village pond.*

ere are a number of reports of brutal brigadiers who insisted on
carrying the dying as well as the dead to the cemetery, to avoid the extra
trip, and of children and old people lying in the mass graves still alive for
several days.*’ One head of a village Soviet (at Hermanivka, Kiev
Province) saw the body of an individual peasant with the other corpses in
a mass grave, and ordered it to be thrown out. It lay unburied for abouta
week, when he permitted its interment.* .
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‘That methods of terror and humiliation were common is made clear by
Mikhail Sholokhov, who wrote to Stalin on 16 April 1933 of brutal
excesses in the Don country.

xm a legalized ‘method,’ on o distria scale, of mdu:nu grain
procurement. | have heard about these facts cither from communists or from
15 themselves, who came 1o me asking 'to have this pnnled in
the papers'after having becn subjected to all these ‘methods' .
cam not only of th those
fa hand directed them should be
investi ed
If everything 1 son of th !
send to the Veshensluya district real Communists who vllII have enough
courage to
for the nwrul blo' delivered 1o the colleme farm ecommy o(lhe district,
who willinvestigate properly and show up not only all those who have applicd
thsome ‘methods’ of torture, beating up. and humiliation to collective
farmers, but also those who inspired them.*

Stalin replied to Sholokhov that his words gave ‘a somewhat one-sided
impression’ but nevertheless revealed

Asore in our Party orkers, wishing o curb the
d d 1o sadism. But this does
not mean that 1 agree with you on all points . . . You see only one side, dwu(h
you see it quite well. But t.hu in only o sm of the matter . other
side is that the esteemed grai of your district (and not only of youv
district alone) carried on an lnl-ln :lnh' (sabotage!) and were not
leave the workers and the Red Army without bread. That the sabotage o
quiet and wmvdly harmless (without bloodshed) does not change the fact
that th ly qnm ‘war against
Soviet power. A -r of surv-mm‘ dcar ‘Comrade Sholokhov
This, of course, can in no way justify the outrages which, asyw assure me,
h:ve tmn committed by our workers . ... And those nully of those outrages
itis clear as day that th
growers are not so harmless s they could appear to be from afar.

An activist recalls,

Theard the children . . . choking, coughing with screams. And 1 saw the looks
of the men: frightencd, pleading, hateful, dully impassive, extinguished with
despair or flaring up with half-mad, daring fe

“Take it. Take everything away. There's still a pot of borscht on the stove.
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I's plain, got no meat. But still it's got beets, taters 'n’ cabbage. And it's salted!
Berer k', comrade ciizens! Here, hang on. Il ke offmy shoes. Theyre

e ot poer
Ilmmmllﬂnlloseemdhmdhhls And even worse t0 take part in
And | persusded myself, expained to myself | musn't ive in. °
debnlnmm( pity. We were realizing historical necessity. We wet
out revohubbmary duty. We were cbtaining gram fo th sociaist aherland.
For the Five Year Plan?

He adds,

With the rest of my generation | firmly believed that the ends justified the
‘means. Our great goal was the universal triumph of Communism, and for the
sake of that goal everything was permissible 1o li, to steal, to destroy
hundreds of thousands and even ions of people, all those who were
hindering our work or could hinder it, everyone who stood in the way. And to
hmule or doubt about all this was to give in to ‘intellectual squeamishness’

and‘stupid liberalism,'the attribute of people who ‘could not see the forest for

es'.

‘That was how I had reasoned, and everyone like me, even when . .. 1 saw
what ‘total :oll vization” meant ~ how they ‘kulakized® and ‘deluhkmd,
how they ly strippe i winter of 1932-3. I took part
in this myself, i i in, testing the
carth with an iron rod forlmwwlhumld\lkldlobmedrnn With the
others, | emptied out the old folks’ storage chests, stopping my ears to the
children's crying and the women's wails. For 1 was convinced that | was
accomplishing the great and necessary transformation of the countryside; that
in the days to come the people who lived there would be better off for it; that
their distress and suffering were a result of their own ignorance or the
machinations of the class enemy; that those who sent me - and | myself - knew
better than the peasants how they should live, what they should sow and when

they should plough.

In the terrible spring of 1933 1 saw people dying from hunger. I saw women
and children with distended bellies, tuming blue, stll breathing but with
vacant, lifeless eyes. And corpses — corpses in ragged sheepskin coats and
cheap felt boats; corpses in peasant huts, in the melting snow of the old
Volugda, under the bridges of Kharkov . . 1sawall this and did not go out of
my mind or commit suicide. Nor did | curse those who had sent me out to

takeuway the prasants'grain i the winter, and

barely walking, e to go inta the felds in
o t0 ulfl he olhesik soing plan nshock-worker sy’ .
Nor beli

Another activist tells of how he had been able in his own mind,
following Sulms lead, to blame ‘excesses’ on particular bad
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Communists, but ‘the suspicion that the horrors were not accidental, but
planned and sanctioned by the highest authorities had been sprouting in
my mind. This night it rlmund into cem-my that left me, for the
moment, emptied of he ier to bear as long.
as I could blame . mdmduals' i

But even the bener communists such as the one quoted became
habituated to it all. ‘Already I was becommg accustomed to this climate of
horror; I was developing an inner resistance against mlmes which only
yesterday had left me limp’, he later noted of himself.*

Such men either succeeded in silencing their consciences, or they too
went to the camps. As Bukharin foresaw, this led to ‘dehumanization’ of
the Party, for whose members ‘terror was henceforth a normal method of
administration, and obedience to any order from above a high virtue’.*!

Lenin’s view of an earlier famine — that of 1891-2 on the Volga, where
he then lived — may serve to indicate a whole Party attitude to individual,
or mass, death and suffering, when considered against the claims of the
revolution. While all classes, including the liberal intelligentsia, threw
themselves into nluef work Lenin refused on the grounds that famine
would this talk of
feedm( the starvm; is nodnn; butan expressuon of the saccharine-sweet

As the brigades of th i their d yards for
grain in the later months of 1932, the peasants tried to preserve, or find,
something to eat. The hiding of grain in the straw by inadequate threshing
was publlcly attacked as the practice in a number of collective farms, and
was a genuine though madequau resource, at least where the collective
farm leaders were sympathetic.*> One peasant describes a few other
methods by which a small quantity of grain o could be hidden - in botles
suled with tar and Inddcn in wells or mds, for mmplc

took this grain to th
d\e government. So local artisans constructed ‘hand mills’.
were found the constructor and user were arrested.®® Also described as
‘domestic millstones’, they are reported in the Ukrainian Party press as
discovered by the hundred — 200 in one district, 755 in one month in
another.®

‘With or without such i linary ‘bread’ de - fc
example sunflower oil cake soaked in water, but with millet and
buckwheat chaff, and a litde rye flour to hold it together. A Soviet novelist
gives us a scene in which the peasant chops up a cask which had formerly
held fat and boils it to get any residue which may be in the wood. As a
result, the family have the best meal they can remember.*”

Another tells of how ‘babki’, a game with cattlebones, played by
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children from time immemorial, died out when all the old bones were
‘steamed in cauldrons, ground up and eaten’

Yet another tells of a village (not in the Ukraine), that ‘cattle died for
lack of fodder, people ate bread made from nettles, biscuits made from
one weed, porridge made from another’.®® Horse manure was eaten,
partly because it often contained whole grains of wheat. ™ Over the early
winter they ate all the remaining chickens and other animals. Then they
rurned to dogs, and later, cats. ‘It was hard to catch them too. The animals
had become afraid of people and their eyes were wild. People boiled them.
All there was were_tough veins and muscles. And from their heads they
made a meatjelly’.”!

In one vdluge acoms were collecud ﬁom under the snow, and baked

op A P:ny
ofﬁ:ulsald to the village Soviet, Lool( atthe
for acoms in du  snow with their bare hands - The)’ll do anyﬂlm( to get
out of working".”?

.

Even as late as November 1932 cases are quoted in the. Ukmne of ‘peasant
rebellion and the temporary dissolution of kolkhozes.” Leonid
Plyushch’s grandfather saw a pile of torpmmmw.lla(e. and was told by
his chief ‘that was 2 kulak demonstration”.™

The peasants were usually infuriated into revolt by the fact that there
was grain available to feed them, often within miles of where they starved.
In Tsarist times, when lesser famines raged, every effort had been made
to help. As a Soviet novelist writes of 1932-3, ‘Old people recalled what
the famine had been like under Czar Nicholas. They had been helped
then. They had been lent food. The peasants went to the cities to beg “in
the name of Christ”. Soup kitchens were opened to feed them, and
students collected donations. And here, under the government of workers
and peasants, not even one kernel of grain was gvvcn '.hem .7

Fornotall the grain d o sentto th the . Local
granaries held stocks of ‘State reserves”. These were for emergencies,
such as war: the famine itself was not a sufficient occasion for their
release.” For example, the warehouses in the Poltava Province are
described as ‘almost bursting’ with grain.

The peasant’s milk ras often
from the villages concerned. Only oﬁnds were admitted. One reports
being shown, by a gloomy manager, the butter being sliced into bars and
packed in paper bearing the imprint, in English: USSR BUTTER FOR
EXPORT.
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When food was thus available on the spot, but simply denied to the
starving, it an anomaly and p!

‘This was particularly true when the grain was plled up in the open and
left to rot. Large heaps of grain lay at Reshetylivka Suuon. Poltava
Province, starting to rot, but still guard:d by OGPU men.™ From the
train, an American correspondent ‘saw huge .ryumlds of grain, piled
high, and smoking from intemal combustion”.

Potatoes, too, were often piled up to rot. Several thousand tons are
reported in a field in the Lubotino area surrounded by barbed wire. They
began to go bad, and were then transferred from the Potato Trust to the
Alco:‘lol Trust, but were left in the fields until they were useless even for

Such things were naturally explained in official reports by allegations
that the crop was belr:; ‘sabotaged’ not only on the steppe, butin the grain
elevators and stores.*” One accountant at a grain elevator was sentenced
to death for paying workers in flour, but later released, himself in a
starving condition, after two months, dying the following day.

There are numerous reports of riots, with the sole of getting at
grain in granaries, or potatoes in distilleries. Some failed even in this, but
in the village of Pustovarivka the Party Secretary was killed, and the
potatoes seized. About 100 peasants were then shot.** At Khmeliv, a
‘women’s revolt’ stormed the granary, and three were later sentenced. As
a witness of these events mmsg “It happened at a ime when people were
hungry but still had stren,

And there were other acts of desperation. In some areas peasants set
fire to the crop.?® But as against 1930 these acts were now always
spontaneous and uncoordinated, partly because of physical weakness.
Moreover, the OGPU had meanwhile been able to build up anetwork of
seksoty - *secret collaborators’ — in the larger villages, by all the methods of
blackmail and the threats in which they had become ¥

Yet riots occurred even at the height of the famine in 1933, Near the
end of April the peasants of Novovoznesenske, Mikolaiv Province,
attacked a grain dump (already rotting in the open) and were machine-
gunned by the OGPU guards. At Sahaydak, Poltava Province, hungry
villagers looted a grain warehouse in May 1933, but some, too weak to
carry the corn home, died on the way back, and the rest were arrested next
day — many shot, the rest given five to ten year sentences. Peasants from
several nearby villages attacked a grain warehouse at Hoholeve Station
(Poltava Province) in the spring of 1933, and filled their sacks with the
maize it happened to contain. However, only five were later arrested.

.
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Such actions were a last extremity. Even before the grip of the famine
grew tighter in the autumn and winter, many peasants started instead to
leave the villages, as ‘kulaks’ had done two years previously.

e Ukrainian peasant was indeed prevented by border guards from
entering Russia proper; and if he evaded these and returned with bread,
which was at least obtainable there, the bread was seized at the border,
and the owner often arrested - as we shall develop in more detail in
Chapter 18.

There also was some attempt by the GPU to prevent the starving from
entering the zone near the Polish and Rumanian borders;™® while
hundreds of peasants inhabiting the frontier areas were reported shot
down trying to cross the Diester into Rumania.* (On the other hand, it
does not seem to have been untl later, and then not so systematically
enforced, that Ukrainian peasants were prevented from going to the
North Caucasus, where food might be sought in the distant areas of
Daghestan, on the Caspian.)”!

One estimate is that as early as mid-1932, almost three million people
were on the move, crowding the stations, trying to get to the towns,
secking for more prosperous areas.” A foreign Communist describes the
scene:

Filthy crowds fill the stations; men, women and children in heaps, waiting for

‘God knows what trains. They are chased out, and they return without money

or tickets. They board any train they can and stay on it untl they are put off.

They are silent and passive. Where are they going? Just in search of bread,

potatocs, or work in the factorics where the workers are less badly

fed . .. Bread is the great mover of these crowds. What can | say of the thefts?

People steal everywhere, everywhere . ..

But until the final climax of famine struck in the spring, the miajority still
tried to eke out their makeshift edibles, in the hope of lasting into the next
harvest, in the hope too of government relief which was never to come.

Meanwhile, they naturally turned to the last resource of selling any
personal property which might bring them bread.

As we have seen, it was hard for a peasant to move legally even to a
Ukrainian city. But at this stage, the ban was not effectively enforced
(indeed was to prove hard to impose even in the later and more desperate
phase). Many were able to reach Kiev and other big cities. The wives of
officials, who had large rations, would attend the Kiev bazaars and market
their surplus food for the peasants’ valuables, at bargain prices. A richly
embroidered tablecloth would go for a 4 pound loaf of bread, a good
carpet for a few such loaves. Or ‘beautifully embroidered shirts of wool or
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linen . . . were exchanged for one or two loaves of bread”.*

But the state had foreseen ways to extract the peasant’s family valuables
in a more systematic fashion, and even in small neighbourhood towns or
the larger villages he would find, and be able to use, the stores of Torgsin
(Trade with Foreigners'). These accepted in payment only foreign
currency and precious metal or stones, and freely sold for them goods

including food.
Many peasants | de l.hz odd pld oornament or cnm which would bring
them a litdl uch in that the

GPU, acting contrary to lhe stons whole mm-ule‘ would later often try
to extract Te
The project was, of course, part of the Soviet Govenment's efforts to find
any resources usable in the international market. At Torgsins, golden
crosses or earrings would go for a few kilogrammes of flour or fat.** A
teacher got ‘50 grammes of sugar, or a cake of soap, and 200 grammes of
rice’ for a silver dollar.*

In a village in Zhytomyr Province, the landlords and other richer pre-
rcvolnmnry inhabitants had been Roman Catholics. In the Catholic

ery they had often been buried with gold rings and other jewellery.

ln 1932-3 vtlla‘:rs secretly opened l.he graves and these were md lvbuy
food at Torgsin, so hs were fewer th
in the neighbourhood.’ 4

.

As the winter wore on, things got worse and worse. On 20 November
1932 a decree of the Ukrainian government halted the remittance of any
grain at all to the kolkhoz peasants in payment of their ‘labour days’ until
the grain delivery quota had been met.

On 6 December 1932 a further decree of the Ukrainian Soviet
Government and the Central Committee of the Ukrainian Communist
Party named six villages (two each in Dnipropetrovsk, Kharkov and
Odessa Provinces) as sabotaging grain deliveries. The sanctions imposed
were:

Halt the supply of goods immediately, halt the local cooperative and state

trading, and remove all visible supplies from the cooperative and state stores.

Prohibit completely all collective farm trading, equally for collective farms,
members of collective farms and individual holders.

‘Terminate the advancing of credits, arrange foreclosures of credits and
other financial obligations.
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Examination and purging of all forcign and hostile elements from
cooperative and state apparafus to be carried out by the organs of the Workers
and Peasants Inspection.

Examination and purging oftollocnve farms of the above villages, of all
Gounter-revolutionary elements

Many more followed; and Ukrainian villages that could not meet their

quotas were literally blockaded, to prevent city products from reaching

On 15 December 1932, a list was even published of whole districts ‘to
which supplies of commercial pmdum have been halted until they
achieve a decisive improvement in fulfilment of grain collective plans’.
There were eighty-eight of these (out of 358 in the whole Ukraine), in the
Dnipropetrovsk, Donets, Chernihiv, Odessa and Kharkov Provinces.
Inhxbnl%ns of these ‘blockaded’ districts were deported en masse to the

.

In spite of all the Party’s efforts, at the end of 1932 only 4.7 million tons of
grain had been delivered — only 71.8% of the plan.

An official list from the Krynychky district, of ‘peasants with a high
fixed tax in kind and their deliveries of com up to 1 January 1933’ covers
eleven villages and seventy names. Only nine delivered their quota, most
of the mlms ﬁndm¢ only half, or a quarter, ¢ of the necessary grain. The

high i “all his com
has been ul(en out of his |7|lx sentenced". In all six had been ‘sentenced”
(plus a wife and 2 san in l.he absence of the two ‘guilty’ peasants) or
arrested; thirty-nine ir property sold off; and twenty-one had
‘escaped from the vnlhge‘ "" And so it was throughout the Ukraine.

So, at the beginning of 1933, a third procurement levy was announced,
and a further assault on the now non-existent reserves of the Ukrainian
peasantry took place, in the most horrible conditions.'%

.

For Stalin and his associates had not looked kindly on the failure of the
Ukraine to deliver grain which did not exist, and once again they exerted
extreme pressure on the Ukrainian authorities.

At a joint sitting of the Moscow Politburo and Central Executive
Committee on 27 November 1932, Stalin said that the difficulties
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encountered in the procurement of bread in the past year had been due to
first, ‘the penetration of the kolkhozes and sovkhozes by anti-Soviet
elements who organized sabotage and wrecking'; and, secondly, ‘the
incorrect, unMarxist approach of a significant part of our village
‘communists towards the kolkhozes and sovkhozes . . .” He went on to say
that these ‘village and district communists idealize too much
kolkhozes’, thinking that once one had been formed, nothing anti-Soviet
or of a sabotage nature could arise, ‘and if they have facts about sabotage
and anti-Soviet phenomena, they pass these facts by . . . nothing tells
them that such a view of the kolkhoz has nothing in common with
Leninism!"'®

Pravda on 4 and 8 December 1932 called for a resolute struggle against
the kulaks, especially in the Ukraine; and on 7 January 1933 it
editorialized to the effect that the Ukraine was behind in its grain
deliveries because the Ukrainian Communist Party permitted a situation
in which ‘the class enemy in the Ukraine is organizing itself .

At a plenum of the All-Union Central Committee and the Central
Executive Committee in January 1933, Stalin said that the ‘causes of the
difficulties connected with the grain collection’ must be sought in the
Party itself. The Kharkov first secretary, Terekhov, told him flatly that
famine raged in the Ukraine. Stalin sneered at him as a romancer (see p.
325), and all attempts even to discuss the matter were simply dismissed
out of hand."

Kaganovich made a report, insisting again that ‘in the village there are
still representatives of kulakdom . . . kulaks who had not been deported,
well-off peasants inclining to kulakdom, and kulaks who had escaped
from exile and were being hidden by relatives, and occasionally by
“tenderhearted” members of the party fact showing themselves
traitors to the interests of the toilers’. And then there were

ives of the bourgeois-whil Petliuraist, cossack, SR-

i2’.'% The rural ‘intelligentsia’ at this time consisted of

teachers, agronomists, doctors and so on, and the naming of their groups
as the targets of a purge of anti-Soviet elements is significant.

Once more the call was for war on the cl:ss enemy’. ‘Wha(.
Kaganovich asked, ‘are the basi

ide? Above all, the izing role of the kulak in
collection of grain deliveries and of sowing’. He went on to blanu
sabotage at every stage, including ‘some central agricultural organs’. He
artacked breakdowns in labour discipline; he said that the kulak had made
use of the petty bourgeois tendencies of ‘yesterday’s individual peasant’;
and he accused these elements of ‘terrorizing’ the honest kolkhoz
workers.
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On 24 January 1933, the All-Union Central Committee adopted a
special resoluti the Ukrainian Party ization (later described as
‘a turning point in the history of the CP(b)U, opening a new chapter in the
victorious battle of the Bolsheviks in the Ukraine’).'? It flatly charged
the Ukrainian Party with failure in the grain collection; in particular
the ‘key provinces’ of Kharkov (under Terekhov), Odessa and
Dnipropetrovsk were singled out for ‘lack of class vigilance’. The Plenum
decreed the appointment of Pavel Postyshev, Secretary of the All-Union
Central Committee, to be Second Secretary of the Ukrainian Party and
First Secretary of the Kharkov Provincial Committee, (Khatayevich,
remaining a Secretary of the Ukrainian Central Committee was made
First Secretary in Dnipropetrovsk; and Veger First Secretary in Odessa).
The three previous secretaries of these provinces were removed.

“The blunting of Bolshevik vigilance' had been largely responsible for
the lag in agriculture, Postyshev later announced, and was ‘one of the
‘most serious accusations made by the Central Committee of the CPSU
against the Bolsheviks of the Ukraine’.'®

.

Postyshev was, in fact, Stalin's effective plenipotentiary in the task of
‘Bolshevizing’ the Ukrainian Party and extracting further grain from the
starving Ukrainian villages.

On his arrival in the Ukraine, he spoke of the remnants of the kulaks
and nationalists infiltrating the Party and the kolkhozes and sabotaging
production.'® He explicitly ruled out sending food to the villages; at the
same time he announced that there was no question of the state helping
with seed corn, which must be found by the peasants themselves.'" (In
fact a Moscow decree ‘On Aid in Seeding to Collective Farms of the
Ukraine and the North Caucasus', issued on 25 February 1933, released
325,000 tons for the Ukraine and 230,000 for the North Caucasus.'"
Even Postyshev, even Moscow, now knew that no future harvest would be
possible otherwise. But this aid was not in fact made available dll later).

There was still some Party resistance. Village managements in general
were accused of trying to ‘blur’ and ‘nullify’ the planned grain deliveries of
the All-Union Central Committee; while the Kharkov Committee ‘tried
to interpret’ the replacement of Terekhov by Postyshev as a mere
personnel matter, and at its local plenum did not even mention the All-
Union Central Committee’s main points.''?

It was at a February plenum of the Ukrainian Central Committee that
the new, even harder line was formalized. On the grain deliveries,
Kossior, still First Secretary though thrown into the shade by Postyshev,
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gave a speech which makes clear the clash between Party demands and
reality.

‘We now have new forms of struggle with the class enemy as regards the grain
supplies . . . When you come to the district to talk about the grain supply, the
officials there begin to show you statistics and tables on the low harvest which
are compiled everywhere by encmy elements in the kolkhozes, agricultural
branches and MTS's. But these statistics say nothing about the grain in the
fields or that which was stolen or hidden. But our comrades, including various
plenipotendarics, not being able to understand the flse fgures thrust pon
them,

countless cases it has been proven that this arithmetic is purely i
arithmetic; according to it we would not even get half the estimated amount.
False figres and blown-up statements als serve, in the hands o encmy
elements, as covers for thefls, for the wholesale stealing

He attacked many districts in the Odessa and Dmpwpelwvsk
provinces which had made various excuses to postpone sending in their
‘nin; and said there was ‘incessant talk of the need to revise the plan’. In
various districts there and elsewhere, he claimed there was
‘organized ubou;e tolerated by the highest levels’ of the local Party
organization."

.

Postyshev, who was accompanied by a new Head of the Ukrai
OGPU, V.A. Balitsky, had soon replaced 237 secretaries of Party d-sum
committees and 249 Chalrmen of District Executive Committees.'"
C di

ts were made particular the Orekhov
District in Dni Pro , ‘the lead: ip of which was found
1o consist of tors to the canse of the working class and the collective
farm peasants’.

The OGPU also found ! in a severe purge of i
for livestock mortality,"” a method of coping with ammal death which
became traditional: about 100 are reported shot in anyl.su Province
alonc in 1933-7, many because horses died of a fungus in the barley

mon; other such scapegoats, the entire staff of the Memmlogm!
Office had been arrested on a charge of falsifying weather forecasts in
order to damage the harvest.'® At a different level, thirty-five civil
servants from the Commissariats of Agriculture and State Farms were
shot in March 1933, for various types of sabotage such as damaging
tractors, deliberate weed infestation, and arson. Forty more got terms of
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imprisonment.'?® They had used their authority, it was alleged, to ‘create
a famine in the country”?! - a rare admission that any such thing could
have happened.

At the same time, 10,000 fresh activists were sent for permanent
employment in the villages, including 3,000 named chairmen of collective
farms, or party secretaries or organizers.'? In 1933 in the Odessa
Province, ‘49.2% of all collective farm chairmen’, and in the Donets
Province 44.1%, were removed (and as many as 32.3 and 33.8% even of
the lowly ‘brigadiers’, and similarly with other kolkhoz officials).'> Two
representative Communist collective farm chiefs in the Bohuslav region
had twice succeeded in getting their quotas reduced, but did not succeed
in fulfilling even those. They were now accused of sabotage and allying
themselves with ‘kulak-Pediuraist stragglers’, and sent for trial.'* In the
majority of the villages from which we have reports, the leading party
figures by 1933 were Russians.

17,000 workers were also sent to the MTS Political Departments, and
8,000 to those of the State Farms, In all, at least 40,000-50,000 people
were sent to strengthen the rural Party. In a single district (Paviohrad,
Dnipropetrovsk Province) of thirty-seven villages and eighty-seven
collective farms, 200 special collectors were sent down in 1933 from the
provincial Party committee and almost as many from the provincial
Komsomol commitree.*

‘The much purged Party was again thrown into the struggle against the
starving peasantry.

‘There was what amounts to a frank, or fairly frank, statement of the
issue by A. Yakovlev, All-Union Commissar of Agriculture, ata Congress
of Collective Shock Workers in February 1933: the Ukrainian collective
farmers had, he said, fallen short in sowing grain in 1932; ‘thus, they
brought harm to the government, and to themselves’. Then, failing to
harvest it properly, they ‘occupied the last place in all the regions of our
land in doing their duty to the government . . . By their poor work they
punished themselves and the government. Then let us, comrade
Ukrainian collective workers, conclude from this: now is the time of
reckoning for thebad work of the past’.'?

The hysterical brutality which followed Postyshev's intervention can
have obtained very litle grain. By now the supply was exhausted, and
there was almost nothing to eat.

-

People had been dying all winter. But all reports make it clear that death
on a mass scale really began in early March 1933.'7
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When the snow melted true starvation began. People had swollen faces and
legs and stomachs. They could not contain their urine . . . And now they ate
anyunn‘ al all. They Clll‘hl muce. rats, sparrows, -ms, unhworms They

ground they
cutupold: slms and furs to make noodles of a kind, and they cooked glue. And
‘when the grass came up, they began to dig up the roots and eat the leaves and
the buds; they used everything there was: dandelions, and burdock, and
bluebells, and willowroot, and sedums and neftles . .

The linden, acacia, sorrel, netdes and so forth now much eaten do not
contain protein. Snails, only common in some districts, were boiled, and
the juices consumed, while the gristly meat was chopped fine, mixed with
green leaves and ‘eaten, or ud\er, bolled' ‘l'hns Ilelped prevent the
swelling up of the
of the Ukraine, and in the Kuban, it was somenmes powhle to survive by
catching marmots and other small animals."™ In other areas fish could be
caught, though families could be sentenced for catching fish in a river
near their village.'' The swill from a local distillery at Melngky. discarded
as unfit for livestock, was caten by neighbouring peasants.

Even late the following year foreign correspondents b'rouun horifying
first-hand reports. One American, in a village twenty miles south of Kiev,
found every cat and dog had been eaten: ‘In one hut they were cooking a
mess that defied analysis. There were bones, pigweed. skin and what
looked like a boot top in the pot. The way the remaining half-dozen
inhabitants (of a former pvpldanon of forty) eagerly watched this slimy
mess showed their state of hunger”.'”

At a Ukrainian village school the teacher reports that in addition to a
pseudo-borshch made of netes, beet tops, sorrel and salt (when
available) the children were evenlually also given a spoonful of beans -
except for the children of *kulaks".'*

In a village in the Vinnytsia Province, an agronomist recalls, when the
weeds came up in April the peasants ‘started to cat cooked orrach, sorrel,
nettes . . . But after consuming such wild plants, people suffered from
dropsy and died from starvation in great numbers. In the second half of
May the death rate was so great that a kolkhoz wagon was specnlly set
aside for the purpose of carrying the dead each day to the cemetery” (the
bodies were thrown into a common grave, without ceremonies).'®
Another activist describes going with a sled-driver whose job was to ask at
each house, or each house still with inhabitants, if they had any dead tobe
canted off 1%

We have witnesses’ reports of a variety of types, including that of
victims, former activists, and Soviet authors who witnessed these events
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when young and wrote of them when it became possible years later. We
have already quoted one such who was able under Khrushchev to tell how
‘in 1933 !.h:r: was a'terrible famme Whole families died, houses fell to
pieces, village streets grew mpty

Another of the same period writes:

Hunge terrible soul-chilling word of darkness. Thosc_lwl-o have never

worse for the man — the head of the family ~ than the sense of his ovm
helplessnessin the face of his wife’s pﬂyels. when sl\: cannot find food for htr

her emaciated, enfeebled children who through hunger have forgorten to

smile.

Ifit were only for a week or a month, but tis for many months that most of
the local families have nothing to put on the table. Al the cellars were swept
clean, not a single hen remained in the village: even the beetroot seeds have

n consumed. ..

“The first who died from hunger were the men. Later on the children. And
lastof al,the women. But before they died, people ofien lost their senses and
ceased to be human beings. ™

A former activist comments:

On a badefield men dic quickly, they fight back, they are sustained by
fellowship and a sense of duty. Here | saw people dying in solitude by slow
degrees, dying hideously, without the excuse of sacrifice for a cause. They had
been trapped and lefk to starve, each in his home, by a political decision made
in a far-off capital around conference and banquet tables. There was not even
the consolation of inevitability to relieve the horror.

The most terrifying sights were the licle children with skeleton limbs
dangling from balloon-like abdomens. Starvation had wiped every trace of
youth from their faces, turning them into tortured gargoyles; only in their eyes
still lingered the reminder of childhood. Everywhere we found men and
women lying  ing prone, their faces and bellies bloated, their eyes utterly
expressionless.

In May 1933 one traveller noted six dead bodies on a twelve kilometre
stretch between two villages in the Dnipropetrovsk Province. A foreign
journalist, on an afternoon’s walk in the country, came across nine dead
bodies, including two boys of about eight and a girl of about ten.'!

Awldmuwm:hxluhnmpulledmtom Ukraine he and his

very mild di action. When the
units deployed, ‘men, women, girls, children came to the road that led into
the camp. They stood silently. Stood and starved. They were driven away
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but they reappeared in a different place. And again — stood and starved."
The political instructors had to work hard to bring the soldiers out of a
state of gloom. When the manoeuvres started, the field kitchens were
followed by the famished peasantry, and when meals were served, the
soldiers handed over their rations. The officers and political commissars
went away and pretended not to have noticed.'

Meanwhile, in the village ‘the poor begged from the poor, the starviny ng
begged from the starving’, and those with children from those without."
In early 1933 in the centre of one large Ukrainian village, ‘close by the
ruins of the church, which had been dynamited, is the village bazaar. All
the people one sces have swollen faces. They are silent, and when d\ty
talk they can hardly whisper. Their
of swollen legs and arms. They tade in comsulkS. bare cobs, dried roots
bark of trees and roots of waterplants . .

One young girl in a village in Poltava Province which had not suffered
as much as most describes her Easter in 1933. Her father had gone to
trade ‘the very last shirts in the family’ (the linen and embroidery having
gone already) ‘for food for the holy day’. On his way back with ten pounds
of corn and four of screenings, he was arrested for speculation (though
released two weeks later), and the food confiscated. When he did not
arrive, ‘Mother made soup for us from two ghssfuls of dried, crushed
potato peelings and cight not very large potatoes’. The ‘brigadier” then
came in and ordered them out to work in the fields.'*

A woman in the village Fediivka, in the Poltava Province, whose
husband had been given five years in camp as a member of the SVU,
‘managed to keep her family fed in various ways until April 1933. Then her
four-year-old son died. Even then the brigades did not leave her alone,
and suspected that the grave she had dug for the boy was really 2 grain pit
They dug it up again, found the body, and left her to rebury it.

Everything ground to a halt.

Atschool the upper d

the lower 'ndes stopped a-mn; mg winter. And in the spring the school shul
down. The teacher went off to the city. And the medical assistant left too. He
had nothing to eat. Anyway, you can't cure starvation with medicines. And all
the various representatives stopped coming from the city 100. Why come?
There was nothing to be had from the starving . . . Once things reached the
point where the state could not squeeze. anydung more out of a human being,
he became useless. Why teach him? Why cure him?'*"

.

It was in spring that the i
1 be enforced rigoroudy. An order 1o e N Douu Railway oEs
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March is preserved, which instructs all railwaymen not to allow peasants,
except, on assignment from the director of their collective farms, to
travel.

‘The ban on employment in industry applied, at least in theory, to local
industry as well as the cities. One brick tile works was typically ordered in
1933 not 1o take on locals."*® But work was occasionally available, as with
the rebuilding of a railway track to a sugar refinery, where people who had
not seen bread for six months were to be paid 500 grammes a day plus
thirty grammes of sugar. But to get this much, a norm was set of digging
cight cubic metres of carth a day, which was beyond their powers, and the
bread in any case arrived the day after the working day: people died at
work, or during the night.'™® At a state farm near Vinnytsia, some
thousands of workers were needed for truck-farming tomatoes,
cucumbers, celery and so on; and an offer went round the nearby villages
offering jobs at a kilogramme of bread, a hot meal and two roubles a day.
Many came, over half of them incapable of work. Every day a number
would die after their first s 18t

When the end of bread rationing came in April, and stores were again
opened in the towns where people could buy each a kilogramme per
person — even if at a high price — the peasant was not legally in 2 position
to take advantage of it.

But now, driven by desperation, large numbers of those who could still
move left the village. If they could not reach the cities they hung around
the railway stations. These small Ukrainian stations usually had litde
orchards. To these ‘railwaymen, themselves swaying from hunger, took
the corpses of the dead"."*? Outside Poltava, near a railway signal, the
bodies found along the tracks were brought for dumping into a number of
deep ditches already dug.'*? If unable to, or prevented from, reaching the
stations, the peasants went to the railway lines, and begged bread from the
passing trains: a few crusts would sometimes be thrown out. But later
many had not the strength even for this.'s*

At the small town of Khartsyzsk in the Donbas, a railwayman reports
families begging round the station and being chased off, untilin the spring
they arrived in ever-increasing numbers, and ‘lived, sltyt‘ died in streets
or squares’, in April 1933 overrunning the whole town. '™

Things were more difficult when it came to the big cities. In Kiev there
was no famine for those who had jobs and ration cards, but only a
kilogramme of bread could be bought ata time, and supplies were poor.'*®
One observer remarked: ‘The supplies in the shops barely sufficed for the
needs of the privileged classes’.)” For them, goods were also often
available in the ‘closed sloogs' open to state employees, members of

leading Party PU officers, y offi factory
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‘managers, engineers and so on, which are still a feature of Soviet life.

Nominally, incomes in the cities were fairly egalitarian, but the
privileged rationing and purchasing system made nonsense of this. A
teacher might be paid about Iulf ‘what an equivalenty senior OGPU man
got: but the latter’s i d for consumer goods at low prices in
such specul shops made his real income some twelve times the
former's. 158

workers in the Ukraini; d no more than 25010
300 roubles a month, lived on black bread, potatoes and salt fish, and
lacked clothing and footwear.'*® As carly as the summer of 1932 office
workers' rations in Kiev were cut from one pound to half a pound of bread
a day, industrial workers from two to one-and-a-half pounds.'® Students
at the Kiev Institute of Animal Husbandry got a ration of 200 grammes of
ersatz bread a day, plus a plate of fish broth, sauerkraut, two spoonfuls of
kasha or cabbage, and fifty grammes of horsemeat.'®!

In Kiev there were queues half a kilometre long at the stores. These
were hardly able to stand, each holding on to the belt of the person in
front.'’ They would each get 200400 grammes of bread, the last few
hundred getting: nolhnu buttickets or chalked numbers on their hands to
present the next day.'*’

To join these queues, or to buy from those who had managed to get
bread there, or simply under vaguely understood compulsion, the
peasants flocked to the cities. Although road blocks and controls were set
up to stop this, many d through, b\lnnslu.lly fGL d little hel,
Dnipropetrovsk was ‘overrun’ with starving peasants.'®* One railway
worker estimates that perhaps over half of the peasants who reached the
Donbas in search of food ‘were living their last days, hours, and
minutes’”.'*$

“To get to Kiev, avoiding the roadblocks, ‘they would crawl through the
swamps, through the woods . . . The ones who had managed to crawl
there were the more fortunate, one out of ten thousand. And even when
|I\eyI Bt there, they found no salvation. They lay starving on the ground

In the towns eerie scenes took place. People hurried about their affairs
in normal fashion — and ‘there were starving children, old men, girls,
cnwlmg nbout among them on all fours’, hardly able to beg, mainly
ignore

—~But not entirely: there are many reports of townsmen in Kiev helping.
peasants avoid the police. 1% Jn Kharkov as well, people gave them
bread." In Kharkov too, ‘I saw a hunger, lyingi the
Horse Market (Kinna Ploshcha). Worms were literally eating her alive.
Along the sidewalk went people who placed small pieces of bread next to
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her, but the poorladywu already too close to death to eat them. She cried
and asked for medical assistance, which no one pve "9 (A doctor reports
thatata ing of medical staff in Kie 1ad been given banni
any medical assistance to peasants illegally in l.he cuy yn

In Kiev, Kharkov, Dnipropetrovsk, and Odessa it became routine for
the local
the corpses. In 1933 about 150 dead bodies a day were glemed in lhe
streets of Poltava.” In Kiev too,

In the moming horses pulled llanop carts through the city, and the corpses of
those who had died in the night ith
children lying on it. They were just as | have described them, thin, elongated
faces, like those of dead birds, with sharp beaks. These tiny birds had flown
into Kiev and what good had it done them? Some of them were still murtering,
and their heads st turning. | asked the driver about them, and he j jut waved
hishands ad aid: "By 8 y g

Those who lived were also removed from time to time and expelled. In
Kharkov, special operations to round up the starving peasants took place
every week or so, mounted by the golwe with the help of specully
‘mobilized squads of Party members.'™ This was often done in a most
heartless way, as with all the operations against the peasant. One
eyewitness, a worker, describes a police raid in Kharkov on 27 May 1933
on several thousand peasants who had joined breadlines: they were put in
railway wagons and transported to a pit near Lisove station, being left
there to starve. A few escaped, and managed to inform a dying peasant in
nearby Zidky village, whose wife had gone with her child to buy bread in
town, that dm' were in the Lisove pn. bul the father died at home and the
other two in the pit the following day.'™

Such victims, driven by starvation, won no advantage, at most a few
days’ respite, compared with those who died at home. But the compulsion
10 move was strong. A starving man, Grossman says, ‘is tormented and
driven as though by fire and torn both in the guts and in the soul’. At first
he escapes and wanders but finally ‘crawls back into his house. And the
meaning of this is that famine, starvation, has won’.

*

Whether they returned to their village, or had never left it, most of the
victims met their deaths at home.

Of a Ukrainian farm population of between twenty and twenty-five
million, about five million died - a quarter to a fifth. The casualty rate
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varied mmlenhly by area and even village, from 10% to 100%

e highest d Poltava,
Dnipropetrovsk, Kirovohrad and Odessa, us-nlly with from 20-25%,
though even higher in many villages. In the Knmuneu—l’od-lsl:y
Vinnytsia, Zhytomyr, Donets, Kharkov and Kiev provinces, it was lower -
usually some 15-20%. In the far north of the Ukraine, in the beet-
growing area, it was lowest ~ partly because the forests, rivers and lakes
held animal :nd vegetable life whlch cwld be used as food

Doctors, putd
causes of dnd\ including ‘sudden illness’ and so on. By the winter of
1932-3 death certificates no longer appear. In the fnlrly favourably
situated village of | which is only six ki from the
metallurgical works at Kamyansk with members of the local families
working there and receiving rations at the place of work, five months of
1933 saw 588 deaths in a population of 4,000-5,000. The death
certificates (they include a high proportion of workers) of August to mid-
October are available; except for older people (‘semle weakness’) the
cause of death is almost always ‘exhaustion’ or ‘flux’.

In spite of the later suppression of death certificates, lists were
preserved by responsible individuals of all those dying in various villages;
and in others careful counts were kept, some by officials.

Report after report is available, short accounts by survivors: ‘The Fate
of the Village of Yareski’; ‘Hurske Loses 44 Per Cent of its Population’;
“‘Famine Devastates the Village of Pleshkany'; ‘430 Famine Deaths in
Zhornoklovy'; ‘The Devastation by Famine of the Village of Strizhivka’;
and so on. Outside the villages and even the small towns in Kiev and
Vinnytsia Provinces, piles of human bodies to the number of several
d\WSIl‘Ig lay on the frozen ground, with no one strong enoagh to dig the

ves.

The village of Matkivtsi, Vinnytsia Province, had 312 households and a
population of 1,293. Three men and two women were shot for cutting
cars of corn in their own garden plots, and twenty-four families were
deported to Siberia. In the spring of 1933 many died. And the rest fled.
‘The empty village was cordoned off, with a black flag hung up to indicate
thatithad an e’g-dem-c. and in the registers the notation made that typhus
had struck it.'™ A Russian friend of the author similarly tells of his father
in the Komsomol, who belonged to a squad which went to vlllages with the
whole population dead, snpposedly of disease, to put ‘no enuy signs
around them for health burial of the
many corpses. They only saw this part of the picture, and for the rest
accepted indoctrination.

Time after time, officials tell of entering villages with few or no
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survivors, and secing the dead in their houses. In villages of 3,000~
4,000 people (Orlivka, Smolanka, Hrabivka), only 45-80 were left.'””
The village of Machukhy, in the Poltava Province, with 2,000 homes,
lost about half its population. In the same area smaller settlements,
more likely to be of advanced individual farmers, were wiped out: for
example, the fifty family Soroky; the five family Lebedi; the five family
Tverdokhliby; the seven family Malolitka."® An agronomist gives an
approximate figure of 75% dead for another group of these last
surviving khutirs.'®!

In some villages the death roll was small. ‘In the spring of 1933, 138
persons died in the village of Kharkiwsi. In comparison with other places
this was very good”.'™ And, generally speaking, our reports vary over the
range between annihilation and lowish casualties.

As a general guide, an American Communist employed in a Soviet
factory says that of the fifteen state and collective farms he visited in
September 1933, none had lost less than 10% of their workers through
starvation.'® In Ordzherdovo he was actually shown the books. The
population had fallen from 527 in September 1932 to 420 in April 1934
(cows had dropped from 353 to 177, pigs from 156 t0 103)."*

The village of Yareski had often served as a location for Soviet films
because of its beautiful scenery along the river Vorskla: its population of
1,500 went down by 700.'5'In a village of 1,532 inhabitants in the
Zhitomir Province, 813 died in the famine.'® In another village of 3,500
inhabitants, 800 died in 1933 alone, while one child, the son of an activist,
was born.'”” A former Soviet journalist testified that in his home village
about 700 of the 2,011 inhabitants had died in 1932-3 (Chairman: ‘How
old was your d!ugﬂﬂ when she died of starvation?” Mr. Derevyanko:
‘Five years old’).'™ In the village of Riaske (Poltava Province) a careful
count showed that of a population of about 9,000, 3,441 had died in the
famine.'®® In Verbky in the Dnipropetrovsk Province, more than half the
houses were empty in September 1933.1%

The correspondent of the Christian Science Monitor went to the Ukraine
afier the ban on foreign correspondents was lifted in the autumn of 1933.
He visited two areas, one near Poltava, the other near Kiev. As with the
American Communist quoted earlier, the local Soviets told him of a death
rate nowhere lower than 10%. One secretary of a village Soviet said that
out of 2,072 inhabitants, 634 had died. In the past year there had been one
marriage. Six children had been born, of whom one had survived. In four
named families, seven children, and one wife, remained: eight adults and
eleven children had died.”!

He describes, more impressionistically, the village of Cherkass, seven
or eight miles to the south of Bila Tserkva, where
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The ‘normal” mortality of 10% had been far exceeded. On the road to the
village, former ikons with the face of Christ had been removed; but the crown
of thorms had been allowed t0 remain - an spproprise symbol for what the

after another, wi

‘Aboy in th il
death roll among l.he peasants in the face of the cuaslroplle of the preceding
winter and spring.'"

In Shylivka, there had already been very large casualties in the
dekulakization campaign. In the famine, death was such that two calls a
day were made by the corpse-cart. On a single day sixteen bodies were
found round the cooperative.'”

Korostyshiv, not far from Kiev, was a, Jewnsh village. A former resident
found it in 1933 ‘a mere corpse of the village 1 had known’. The
synagogue was now a rope factory. Children were dym of hunger.
(Resettlement of the ‘depopulated Jewish kolkhozes of {Jknm
later made the subject of special measures.)!>*

There was a Protestant village, Ourxmsl. in the Kamianets-Podilsky
Province. Most of the inhabitants died.'® A German Protestant village,
Halbshtadt, in the Zaporizhia Province, had been settled by Mennonites
in Catherine the Great’s time. Some help came to the Mennonites from
German co-religionists, and they did not dic on a mass scale in 1933, but
in 1937-8 they were all sent into exile as spies for having had this contact
with the outside world."

In one village (Budionivka, Poltava Province), an analysis is available of
the social status of 92 of those dying. 57 were kolkhozniks, 33 individual
peasants; and under the class scheme 31 were poor peasants, 53 middle
and e»gln ‘well-off", including two who had been expelled from the
kolkhoz.'”

In fact, reported more generally that those the Communists had
categorized as ‘poor peasants’, or at any rate those in this category who
had not been able or willing to join the new rural elite, were the main
victims.'”® One report on com confiscated in the town of Zaporizhe-
Kamyansk and the surrounding villages shows nine cases of
‘concealment’. All are identified as ‘workers’ (two) or poor or medium
peasants (seven).'™

We have some casualty figures for entire districts, which were, of
course, partly urban. In the Chornukhy district, confidential official reports
show that between January 1932 and January 1934, a population of
53,672 had lost 7,387 people, nearly half of them children.’™ In another
Ukrainian district, where the total population was about 60,000, 11,680
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people had died in 1932-3 (about one-fifth) while only twenty births had
been registered. !

-

So far we have largely dealt with villages and figures. We cannot but also
look at the individuals who suffered and died. A survivor gives a clear
picture of the physical signs:

The clinical ptclun of famine is well-lnovm It ruins the energy-producing
7

withheld. The b  body withers. Theskinas A,
e eyes become large, bulging and immobile. The process of
distrophy sometimes affects all the tssues and the sufferer rescmbles 2
skeleton covered with ightly-drawn skin. But a swelling of the tissues is more
common, especially those of the hands, feet and face. Skin erupts over the
swelling and festering sores persist. Motive power is lost, the slightest motion
produing complet fcgue. The essendal fncons of lfe ~ breshing and
the body'

itself. Respiration and heartbeat become accelerated. The pupils dilate,

Starvation diarrhea sets in. This condition is already dangerous because the

slightest physical exertion induces heart failure. It often takes place while the

suffereris:
spreads. The patient now cannot get up, nor move in bed. In a condition of
semi-conscious sleep he might Last about a week, whereupon the heart stops
beating.2*

Scurvy and boils would also disfigure the bodies.

A less clinical account of a suffering peasant is given by a former
neighbour: ‘Under his eyes were two pocket-like swellings, and the skin
on them had a peculiar glossy tinge. His hands were swollen too. On his
ﬁnm the swelling had Imm. and the Tv:mmds mded unnspam\t fluid

here the
feet and ankles. Pusant: would ‘sit down on the gmnnd to pnck thm
blisters, and then get up to drag themselves about their begging';™
again, ‘her feet were dreadfully swollen. She sat down and pricked her
swollen feet with a sharp stick, to let the water out of the huge blisters.
There wasa large hole in the top of her foot from continuous piercing of
the skin’

‘Denh by starvation is a monotonous subject. Monotonous and
repetitious’, one observer comments.’® And if we only give a handful of
individual accounts, it must be remembered that such was the fate of
millions.
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Survivors record the deaths of their neighbours in simple, unemotional
terms. The village of Fediivka, in the Poltava Province, had a population
of 550 at the beginning of 1932:

The fs faily o dic was the Raliyhs - Fthr, mather and a hid Laeron
the Fediy family of five also perished of starvation. Then followed the families
of Prokhor Lyryn (fwr persons), Fedir Hontowy (three persors), Samson

on somebody's onion patch. Mykola and Larion Fediy died, followed by
Andrew Fedy and his wife; Stefan Fediy; Anton Fediy, his wife and four
children (s two other litde girls survived); Boris Fediy, his wifc and three
children; Olanviy Fediy and his wifc; Taras Fediy and his wife; Theodore
Fesenko, Constantine Fesenio; Melania Fedy: Lawrenty Fediy; eter Fediy
Eulysis Fediy and his brother Fred; Isidore Fediy, his wife and two children;
Ivan Hontowy, his wife and two children; Vasyl Perch, his wife and child;
Makar Fdi rokp Fesnk; Abraham Fediy; Ivan Skaska, his wife and eight
children.

Some of these people were buried in a cemetery plot; others were left lying.
herver theydid. Focnsiance, Eizabeth Lusshenko diedon the mesdo
her
excavation. The remaips of | La\vumy Fediy lay on the hearth of his dwelling
unil devoured by rats.

Again:

In the vilage of Lisnyaky inthe Yahotyn diswict of the Plaw regio, tere
amed Dvirko, the d four children, two g

m adol

This I'amlly was dekulakized and evicted from their house which was
demolishe

During the famine of 1932-3, this whole family, with the exception of the
mm.her, died of starvation.

One day the chairman of the collective farm, Samokysh, came to this old
‘woman and ‘mobilized” I|:r for work in the collective farm fields. The fmlold
‘woman took her h i vht lasts reserves of her

he collective fa by Her mgwfaﬂcd lnd
she dropped dead at the very door of the collective farm centre.

The fate of two families in another village: ‘Anton Samchenko died
with his wife and sister; three children were left ... In Nikita
Samchenko’s family the father and two children were left . . . And Sidor
Odnorog died with his wife and two daughters; one girl was left. Yura
Odnorog died with his wife and three children; one girl was left alive’.2®

In the small village of Horikhove, near Zhytomyr, only ten of the thirty
households were still inhabited in 1933. Whole families died out. A
typical example given is of the Viytovyches: ‘Their youngest son, sixteen
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years old, was returning one day from school at Shakhvorivka . . . when he
died on his way home by the roadside . . . The elder daughter Palazhka
died in the kolkhoz field. The old mother died in the street on her way to
work ... The father’s body was found in the Korostyshiv forest, half
dgvoured by beasts,’ Only the elder son, on service with the OGPU in the
Far East, survived.?"*

Another survivor recounts that some of the tragic events in Viknyna
(situated where the provinces of Kiev, Vinnytsia and Odessa meet) made
an indelible impression on his memory.

Among the first victims of famine towards the end of 1932 was the Taranyuk
family: father, mother and three sons. Two of the lattcr were members of the
Komsomol and actively assisted in ‘grain collection’. The father and mother
died i thercotage and te sons under neghbour’ ences.

family. By
ason, Volodymyr and a daugher, Tayans,sore

“The swollen blacksmith, llarion Shevchuk, who, in January 1933 came to
the village soviet 10 ask for help, was lured to the fire hall and murdered
staves. The murderers were: Y. Konofalsky, chairman of the village soviet, his
assistant I. Antonyuk and the secretary V. Ly»bom:ky

The poor widow Dan her sons e dead body
was catn by maggots and the two sons, Pavo and Olesk fendend begging for
food. Only the third son Trokhym survived, by being able to find some food in

Moo Neterebchuk, one of the most industrious farmers, lamed by hard
work, was found dead by the church fence.

‘An old man, Ivan Antonyuk, died when his daughter Hanya fed him with
“bread’ made from green ears of grain which she had secretly cutin the fields,
in spite of the watchfulness of the village soviet authoritics.

Oleska Voytrykhovsky saved his and his family's
children) lives by consuming the meat of horses

ife and two litde
had died in the

the meat home in a suk His older lmw.hu Yaluw. and his sister-in-law died
carlier from hunger.

A worker visiting Ins old village learnt how

My father-in-law, Pavlo Husar, swollen with hunger, had started out to Russia

10 seek bread and died in a thicket in the village of Lymam three and a half

miles from home. The people in Lyman helped to bury him. They lsotold us
‘my wife's other sister

how my oldest tmdur s \vmwhad been murc:pud at least five imes on her

:,:; ied to tak h hild 4 my old motker, b 1y died

o! hun,el herself. Thcn lwo of her children died, Yakiv, six, and l’zll’m
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Two Americans originating in the area were able to visit their native
village late in 1934. 11|ey found their pamm dead, and their sister's face
so distorted s to be unrecognizable.”’ In one Ukrainian household
where some lay just breathing, others not breathing at all, ‘the daughter of
the owner, ‘whom ew, lay on the floor in some hnd of insane fit,
gnawing on the leg of a stool . . . When she heard us come in, she did not
turn around, but grcvwled,d\mn a dog grows, if you come near him when
heis (luwmg on a bone”.

The Associated Press correspondent describes being shown by a
Pravda staff writer specializing in editorials about capitalist lies, a letter
from his Jewish father in the Ukraine:

MY BELOVED SON,

‘This i to let you know that your mother is dead. She died from starvation
after months of pain. I, 100, am on the way, like many others in our town.
Occasionally we manage to snatch some crumbs, but not enough to keep us
alive much longer, unless they send in food from the centre. There is none for
hundreds of miles around here. Your mother’s last wish was that you, our only
son, say Kadish for her. Like your mother I, t0o, hope and pray that you may
forget your atheism now when the godless have brought down heaven’s wrath
on Russia. Would it be too much to hope for a letter from you, telling me that
you have said Kadish for your mother - atleast once —and that you will do the
same for me? That would make it so much easier to

An American correspondem went lo Lhe vdlage of Zlmky, Poluva
Province,
agronomist. They took hun to various houses, all occupned by fairly
contented brigadiers or Communists. Thu\ he chose a hutat random and
wentin, hi: Th p girlof fifteen,
and they had this conversation: ‘Where i ns your mother?’ ‘She died of
hunger last winter.’ ‘Have youany' brothers or sisters?” ‘I had four, they all
died too.’ ‘When?" ‘Last winter and spring.’ ‘And your father?’ ‘He’s
working in the fields.’ As they left, the officials found nothing to say.2'*

Of a group of displaced persons in a camp in Germany in 1947-8,
forty-one (mainly townsmen with relations in the village) were asked if
anyone in their families had died in the famine. Fifteen said no and
twenty-six yes. !

Peasant families, gradually starving in their empty huts, met their fates
in various ways:

In one hut there would be something like a war. Everyone would keep close
watch over everyone else. People would take crumbs from each other. The wife
turned against her husband and the husband against his wife. The mother
hated the children. And in some other hut love would be inviolable to the very
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last. 1 knew one woman with four children. She would tell them fairy stories
and legends so that they would forget their hunger. Her own tongue could

hardly move, but she would take them into her arms even though she had

hardly gth o ift her arms when they were L
her. d l

Yetlove, for that matter, s saved no one. The whole village perished, oneand aII
No life remained in it

For though some were capable of overcoming them, starvation
produced psychological as well as physical symptoms. Poison pen letters
would denounce one or another peasant for hoarding, sometimes
accurately.?'® Murder was common, with such stories as the following:

In the village Bilke, Denys Ischenko kiled his sister, brother-in-law, and their

sixteen year old daughter in order to obtain thirty pounds of flour which they

had. The same man murdered a friend of his, Petro Korobeynyk, when he was
carrying four loaves of bread, which he had somehow obtained in the city. For

afew pounds of flour, and a few

others. 2

There are innumerable reports, t0o, of suicide, almost invariably by
hanging. And, in the same way, mothers not seldom put their children out
of their misery. But the most horrifying symptom was different:

Some wentinsane . . . There were people who cut up and cooked corpses, who
killed their own children and ate them. [ saw one. She had been brought to the
district centre under convoy. Her face was human, but her eyes were those of
2 wolf. These are canmb:ls. they said, and must be shot. But they themselves,

he mother to
not g..my aall Justgo sk, and they will a1l el you tht they did it for
. for everybody's good. That's why they drove mothers to

cannibalism.

There was in fact no law against canmbnlusm (as is probably true i in d\e
Westas well).
in the Ukrainian provinces from K.| M Karlson. Depuly Head of '.he
Ukrainian OGPU, dated 22 May 1933, tells them that since cannibalism
is not covered in the crumml code, ‘all cases of those accused of

must di to the local branches of the
OGPU?". He added that lfpnctd(d by murder (covered by Article 142 of
the Penal Code), such cases should nevertheless be withdrawn from the
courts and transferred to the Security Police.?? Not all were shot. 325
cannibals from the Ukraine — 75 men and 250 women — are reported still
scm u} life sentences in Baltic-White Sea Canal prison camps in the late

There are scores of stories of particular acts of cannibalism, some
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eating their own families, others trapping children or ambushing
strangers. Or (as at Kalmazorka, Odessa Province, in this case in
connection with the theft of a pig) a search of the whole village might
result in the discovery of children’s corpses being cooked.22*

Not all cannibalism, or ideas of cannibalism, were based on despair
alone. One activist who had been working on the collectivization
campaign in Siberia came back to the Ukraine in 1933 to find the
population of his village ‘almost extinct’. His younger brother told him
that they were living on bark, grass and hares, bul that when these gave
out, ‘Mother says we should eat her if she dies". >

These examples of people driven by hunger beyond normal human
behaviour are matched, in a different sense, by what may appear to a non-
‘Communist as, in some ways, even less understandable derangements of
normal values - as with the treatment now given the loyal local activists.

The true local elite - Party officials, GPU and so on - survived the
famine comfortably fed. But this was not the case with the rank and file.

The ‘Committees of Unwealthy Peasants’ had ‘fought merc-lesly the

of kulaks and to grain
procurements’.?* In the final phase of ‘collection’, activists were switched
to other villages, and any food they themselves had hoarded was taken in
their absence.”” And on 8 March 1933, their task completed, the
Committees were abolished, and their members left to starve with the rest
of the villagers.??®

They were not popular. A typical story is of one village where the
‘Committec of Unwealthy Peasants’ had picked Christmas Eve to order
the population to transport the harvest to the nearest town, whm theyhad
to spend two or three days in line to deliver their own grain.”®

So when they too died, they received little sympathy. A local activistin
Stepanivka, Vinnytsia Province, a member of the grain confiscation
groups, was always singing the Internationale, starting ‘Arise! . . .’ In the
spring villagers found him lying by the roadsidcb%nd sardonically called,
“Eh, Matvey, arise!’, but he died almost at once.

In village after village activists are reported dying of starvation in the
spring of 1933.2" Ina typical case in the Kiev Province, halfof them died,
one after sinking into cannibalism.>?

.

An even more striking, or at least more important, aspect of the
psychopathy of Stalinism may be seen in the fact that no word about the
famine was allowed to appear in the press or elsewhere. People who
referred to it were subject to arrest for anti-Soviet propaganda, usually
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'emuSormmymmllbourump:

A lecturer at an agricultural school in Molochansk, near Melitopil,

thﬁem[ﬂhﬁmwm&cwﬂd‘fmﬁg ~ though food
was insufficient even in town, and in one neighbouring village no one was
lefeatall.

At the Nizhyn Lyceum (Chernihiv Province), where Gogal was
educated, students living on inadequate food were told, if they said they
were hungry, ‘You are spreading Hitler's propaganda!” When the old
librarian and some girl servants died and the word ‘hunger’ was used, a
party activist cried ‘Counter-revolution!">*

A soldier serving in 1933 in Fedosiya in the Crimea received a letter
from his wife, describing the deaths of neighbours and the miserable
condition of herself and their child. The political officer seized the letter,
and next day had the soldier denounce itasa forgery. The wife and son
did not survive. 2%

A doctor is reported sentenced to ten years ‘without the right of
correspondence’ (a common euphemism for the death penalty) for saying
that his sister had died of hunger, and that the cause was the forcible
seizure of food. 2

Even the officials who could see death all around were not permitted -
did not permit themselves - to see ‘starvation’. One agronomist sent an
old man with his routine report to the local MTS, but the messenger died
on the way. The agronomist was then bullied for sending a sick
messenger, and replied that the whole village was starving. The response
was ‘there is no starvation in the Soviet Union - you are listening to kulak
rumours’, followed, however, by a mutter of ‘keep your mouth shut’ >’

‘This refusal to countenance the truth or allow the faintest reference to
reality was certainly part of Stalin’s general plan. As we shall see in
Chapter 17, it was to be applied on a world scale.

-
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13
A Land Laid Waste

It happened in the Ukraine, not long ago
Shevehenko

In the early summer of 1933, Malcolm Muggeridge reported,

On & recent visit to the Northern Caucasus and the Ukraine, I saw something
of the bale thatis going on between the government and the peasants. The

2 m-,.
partof Russia. On the one side, mill 3
swollen from lack of foad; on the othr,soldier members ofthe GPU carrynu
out the instructions of the dictatorship of the proletariat. They
the country like a swarm of locusts and taken away everything :dlble. ey had
shot or exiled thousands of peasants, sometimes whole villages; they had
reduced some of the most fertile land in the world to a melancholy desert."

Another Englishman saw,
‘The fertile fields of Soviet Ukraine - field ith
grain, that had been allowed to rot. There were districts where it was possible

1o travel for a whole day belw«n lhm fields ofblackemn( wheat, seem' only

here and there a tiny oasis where the harvest had been got safely in.
An observer from the city describes the worst land: ‘Mile after mile we
walked through uncultivated ground. Maxim said it hadn't been
cultivated for over two years . . . Another hour's walk and we came to a
wheat field, or I should say a weed and wheat field, Maxim pulled at the
wheat and showed me a few undeveloped kemels’ The matter of weeds
had even reached Politburo level earlier in the year, but was blamed on the
peasantry: ‘In a number of places we have many weeds. We are pulling
them up and b\lmmg them. Bln why did they come up? Because of f poor
tillage of the land’, K
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workers' in February 1933.

1f 1921 had been a desperate victory and 1930 An unfavounble draw,
1932-3 saw a disastrous defeat of the Ukrainian

‘What gave the regime its advantage both in 1930-31 md even more in
1932-3 was that it was now organized and centralized asithad notbeenin
1921. Herzen, back in the 1860s, had said that what he most feared was a
‘Genghis Khan with the telegraph’. This is a true description of what was
now happening in the lands the Mongols had laid waste so many centuries
before, and which were now seeing a repetition of that horror.

The celebrated German Communist writer, Theodor Plivier, long in
the USSR, has a character in his Moscom speak of ‘one man’ who could
‘make famine his ally so as to achieve his aim that the peasant should be at
his feet like a worm’. And at the time, in a crucial analysis from the
Communist point of view, M.M. Khatayevich told an activist: ‘A ruthless
struggle is going on between the peasantry and our regime. It's a struggle
to the death. This year was a test of our strength and their endurance. It
took a famine to show them who is master here. It has cost millions of
lives, but the collective farm system is here to stay. We've won the war’.*

ies', as wil ’s view of the
fields, were hlamed on the peasants themselves. In June denm told a
congress of collective farm workers, ‘Every farmer knows that people who
are in trouble because of lack of bread, are in that predicament not as the
result of a poor harvest, but because they were lazy and refused to do an
honest day’s work’.® Indeed, this line is still taken by some Soviet scholars,
one of whom remarks that ‘the events of 1932 were a great lesson for the
;:Ioldec:ve farmels adding that kulak sabotage of the harvest had led to
sl

But wuh v.h: “victory” won, the dnsasrmus agricultural situation could
hardly be allowed to go on and this had been in

Moscow.

The authorities had in fact, as we have seen, already been preparing fora
reversion to normal methods at the very time when the starving Ukraine
was being denied help.

On 19 January 1933 a new law laid down a simple grain tax (from ‘land
actually under cultivation’) instead of the grain collections, though this
did not come into effect until later. On 18 February, the Council of
People’s C i the f trading in grain in the
Kiev and Vinnytsia provinces, and some other areas of the USSR: (by this
time there was no grain to trade in the two provinces named). Finally, on
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25 February, as we noted earlier, the authorities authorized a ‘seed
subsidy’ for the next harvest — with 325,000 tons to go to the Ukraine.
The grain collection in the Ukraine was at last officially halted on 15
March 1933.% Up to the last grain rtqmsmon had been encouraged —
allegedly to get back necessary ‘seed grain stolen or illegally distributed’,
as Postyshev put it.” However, by April Mikoyan is reported in Kiey, %
ordering the release of some of the army grain reserves to the villages."
‘There are many stories of peasants being given bread in the late spring of
1933, and eating too much too quickly, sometimes with fatal results. In
May, fuld\er attempts were made to save the survivors’ lives: clinics were

set areas, in houses, and the starving were
fed vnl.h milk and buckwheat pnrnd'e, tobring them back to health. M:ny
of those far gone enough to get th some did,

‘women and girls doing better than men and boys,'! but one official saw, at
one of these emergency clinics, a father, still a young man, himself in a
desperate state, watching as his wife and two sons - one eight years old,
one six - were carried off to the cellar used for corpses. The man,
ulmsually, survived.'?
But by the end of May observers noted a virtual end of the deaths b{
i le. though the death ined igh."

The debilitated now launched h campaign.
Neither they nor their surviving horses were capable of hard labour. The
death and emaciation of the latter is widely reported in the Ukrainian
press. As a result, it was laid down that milch-cows could be used to
help.! - Needless to say ‘kulaks’ were blamed for the horses’ condition:
(one criticism of poor and middle peasants was the strange one that dle’z
d a ‘kulak incompetence in the care and use of draught animals’).

One student drafted to the countryside describes a kolkhoz where most of
the horses had to be ‘kept upright with ropes, for if they lay down they
would never rise’: their food was straw from the thatch, cut and steamed.
Only four of the thirty-nine horses which started for one of the fields
reached it, (and only fourteen of the thirty collective farmers). The horses
were not strong enough to pull harrows, and had to be helped, and the
men could only carry the seed sacks for a short time, and then had to be
relieved. They somehow pulled through until four in the afternoon, when
the horses gave in. The kolkhoz head dmn called off work for the day, but
‘something had been accomplished”.'®

The Ukrainian government called for harder work, instancing a
collective farm where the peasants were only actually working for seven
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and a half hours instead of the sixteen hours they pretended to put in.'”

Zatonsky is reported visiting a village in June 1933, and being
approached by a crowd of exhausted peasants, whom the District Party
Secretary introduced to him as shirkers. Zatonsky replied, ‘if they die it
wil be alesson to the others”.'

With this physical inability of the peasants to do more than part of the
work, and the great depletion of the work force, the sowing of 1933 was
accomplished in various ways. Fodder was finally made available to the
kolkhoz horses, with instructions that it should not be used for other
purposes on pain of prosecution under the 7 August 1932 law.'® And from
May on, every possible h hand into help. This included
the peasant women. In one beet kolkhoz a brigade of twenty-five or thirty
women would start on the rows of beet; but by the time they reached the
end of the field half of them were lying exhausted among the beets. Yet
even now, when the envoy of the MTS Political Department (i.c. the local
GPU ) went to the field when rations —barley and h
being issued, and attacked the women as lazy ‘fine ladies’, they shouted
him down, threw dishes of groats at him, threw hot soup over him and beat
him up. The woman ringleader hid in the woods next day, but it then
appeared that the officer had preferred not to report the matter.*

‘The inadequate local work force was supplemented from outside.
Students and others from the towns were ‘mobilized’ to reap the
harvest;' and army squads were also sent to help. In one village where the
whole population had died or left, troops were kept in tents away from the
village and told, as others had been, that there had been an epidemic.

More important, and permanenl! was the moving of Russian peasants
into empty or half-empty villages.”> An unpublished decree signed by
Molotov is quoted, which speaks of meeting the wishes of inhabitants of
the central districts of the USSR to settle in ‘the free lands of the Ukraine
and North Caucasus’* Nearly one hundred Russian families are
reported sent to a village in the Dnij Province; oth pl
in Zaporizhia Province, Poltava Province, and so on - though some could
not stand living in houses still smelling of death, and ‘returned to Orel".?*
In Voroshilovgrad Province, deserted villages overrun with weeds, with
winter wheat standing unharvested in early 1933, were now occupied by
Russians.?® Their presence, reported by many of our sources, is
confirmed in the official press.”’ They were given special rations of about
fifty pounds of wheat a month.?

Ina village in the Kharkov Province (Murafa) some children were living
as orphans in the care of surviving activists. When the Russians came in
1933 and took over these children’s former houses, the orphans attacked
the Russian children, calling them thieves and murderers. As a result the
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village school teacher was sentenced to twelve years hard labour.?

Of course, and as before, not only the peasantry but also the less
effective members of the Party were blamed for ‘mistakes’. An instruction
dated 17 June 1933, signed by Stalin and addressed to Kossior, with
copies to secretaries of Provincial, City and District Committees is
quoted:

For the last ime you i petition of the mistakes of last
year will compel the Central Committee to take even more drastic measures.
And then, if you will pardon my saying so, even their old parcy beards vl not
save these comrades.

This was clearly a threat to the old cadres, the leadership, in the Ukraine
— even though the Ukrainian Central Committee was itself attacking its
own subordinate organizations. Once more the Odessa Provincial
Committee was singled out. It had, the Ukrainian Party organ
complained, ‘decided that the wheat of the first hectare should be used for
the needs of local, or rather public, alimentation. It is incorrect and false

-ause the decision puts at second remove the yielding of bread to the
state, and puts the problem of public alimentation in the first place. It
proves that some of our provincial committees have been under the
influence of the interests of collective farmers, and have therefore served
the interests of the enemies of our proletarian state’”! — The last a
remarkably frank formulation.

Similarly, the paper attacked the chairman of one collective who had
had bread baked for the peasants from their own wheat on three separate
occasions. He was sent for trial, as was the chairman of the village soviet,
who had also distributed wheat’? By 15 October 1933, 120,000
Ukrainian party members had been screened, and 27,500 ‘class enemies.
and unstable and demoralized elements’ expelled.”

In the Resolution of the Third Ukrainian Party Conference in January
1934, failures were ingeniously accounted for. The distribution of the
plan’s grain il had been made hanically’, without taking
local circumstances into account, so that ‘in a number of districts’ by no
means with harvest failure, there had been a ‘very severe supply situation,
and there was damage to the economy of a section of the kolkhozes in
these districts’.** As with other attempts to blame the local authorities,
these points are not without some substance. But they only deal with
superficial aspects of the campaign. The central fact is that the USSR'’s
total grain crop of 1932, no worse than that of 1931, was only 12% below
the 1926-30 average, and far from famine level. But procurements were

" up by 44%. There was no way in which local re-adjustments could have
prevented the crisis and the famine; and it can be blamed quite
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unequivocally on Stalin and the Moscow leadership.

-

Kossior had revealed the true procurement situation when he said at the
February 1933 plenum that if the Party had based itself on estimates from
the graif d it would not have b ble to collect half of what
ithad. Itis estit the total collecti ,included
at least two million tons originally destined to feed the peasantry.”

Such figures, and indeed most figures in the field of Soviet agriculture,
depend on the skills of Western analysts, for the Soviet official figures are
cither misleading or non-existent. Undl 1928, districts would estimate
crops from actual trial threshings, and the method was reliable. Butit was
revealed in 1933 that the published ‘yield” was now obtained by deducting
10% from the estimate of what the crop would have been if it had been
brought from field to granary without loss. Since the writer (in /zvestiya)
added that ‘in most cases the threshings proved to be 30, 40 or 50%
lower’ than the estimated ‘biological crop™® this was obviously quite
fraudulent. And since, as we have seen, the State’s requirements were the.
first to be allotted, it followed that much of the residue left to the peasants
was imaginary.

Aleading Western student of Soviet agriculture estimated that the true
yield of the USSR in 1933 was 68.2 million tons, of which only 0.8 million
tons were exported”’ (though this latter figure is officially given as 175
million tons). In 1930-31 five million tons a year had been expon :d.
None of these figures are sufficient to cause famine in themselves. The
main culprit was less the exports than the grain held in ‘reserves’. Stalin
himself stressed their importance in the circular quoted earlier in this
chapter, accusing ‘naive comrades’ of allowing ‘tens of thousands of
poods of valuable grain’ in the Ukraine to be ‘thrown away’ the previous
year, owing to under-estimating the importance of the Grain Stock
Project. These ‘reserves’, he added, should never be allowed to run low.

Moreover, much of the grain seized at such cost from the peasantry was
never available as a reserve cither. As before, (and as is common even
today in the Soviet Union), the wastage was stupendous. Postyshev noted
in November 1933 that ‘quite a considerable amount of grain has been
lost through careless handling’.”® There were scores of press reports of
how this happened: At the Kiev-Petrovka Station a huge pile of wheat
simply rotted away;* at the Traktorski collecting point, twenty rail
‘wagons of grain were flooded;*! at Krasnograd the wheat rotted in bales;
in Bakhmach it was piled on the ground and rotted there.* The pro-
Soviet New York Times correspondent Walter Duranty noted, (but did not
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id

publish in his paper), that ‘large quantities of grain were in the
railway stations, of which a large proportion was lying in the open air’.* In
the autumn of 1933 a freight train loaded with grain was wrecked near
Chelyabinsk. The grain lay in the open for 2 whole month. It was almost at
once surrounded by barbed wire, and guards were set. Every night there
were attempts to take the grain. Some gleaners were killed, and the
wounded taken to hospital and later arrested. But when the grain was
finally removed, it was found that it had entirely rotted in the rain and was
no longer even fit for ‘technical’ use in industry.* This was, indeed, the
result of an accident, but a similar fate is often reported of grain routinely
stacked. All in all, the British Embassy reports a German agricultural
expert's view that ‘up 10 30% of the (1933) harvest may be lost’. Even a
considerably lower figure would have been enough to make a great
difference to the peasant.

For_meanwhile the cowed survivors were reduced to a subsistence
level. Stalin’s June circular laid down that only 10% of the total threshed
grain could remain in the kolkhozes ‘for subsistence, after the fulfilment
of deliveries, payment to the Machine Tractor Stations, and seed and
forage’."” Famine had been an emergency method of struggle. But the
Ukrainian peasant now faced deprivation and exploitation made
permanent.

At the same time the attack on his national heritage continued. The
popular and patriotic culture of the Ukraine had long been sustained in
the countryside by the blind bards — the Kobzars, celebrated by
Shevchenko — who wandered from village to village, carning their keep by
singing the old national songs and reciting the national ballads. Thus the
peasantry were constantly reminded of their free and heroic past. This

desirable ph was now e bards invited to
a congress, and when they assembled they were arrested. Most of them
are reported shot* - logically enough, for they would have been little use
at forced labour in the camps.

.

In the cities the campaign against the defenders of Ukrainianization had
also continued unabated. During the height of the famine, most of the
‘saboteurs’ in official places were linked with the agrarian disaster. The
ty-five senior agri jals d d on 5 March had been
especially linked with sabotage in the Ukraine, the North Caucasus and
yelorussia.*

But in the Ukraine the attack soon developed into a specifically anti-
national campaign. The old intelligentsia, who represented the whole
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breadth of the country’s culture, had been dealt with. Now it was the turn
of the nationalist element in dle ‘Communist Pany iself.

Alink was of ids “
and the earlier non-Communist victims. Matvii Yavorsky, the chnef Puny

‘ideological watchdog' over Ukrainian historians in the 1920s had been
denounced for his hitherto orthodox ‘nationalist-kulakist’ system of ideas
in 1930.% He was now (March 1933) arrested, charged with belonging to

a ‘Ukrainian Military Organization’. He seems to have been sent to camp,
and to have been shot there in 1937. And among those charged as fellow-
conspirators, allegedly financed by ‘Polish landlords and German
Fascists’,”! were Shumsky, the original leader of the Ukrainian Party's
nanolul deviation', and a number of other figures, including Skrypnyk’s
secretary, Eslernyul(, Soon a ‘Polish Military Organization’ with
nationalist as well as Polish associations was exposed, with a former
Secretary of the Chernihiv Provincial Committee at its head. And a lirde
later a ‘Union of the Kuban and the Ukraine’ was brought to trial, though
without publicity.

On 1 March 1933, vari the
most crucial being the removal of Sll.rypnyk from his long tenure of the
Ukrainian Commissariat of Bducamn. (and his appomunem mstud 3s

hait f the State Planning C

The Ukrainian Language Institute of the Ukrainian Acadgmy of
Science had been a main centre of the national renaissance under
Shumsky and Skrypnyk. On 27 April 1933, Pravda attacked it as a hive of
bourgeois nationalists, who plotted to alienate the Ukrainian language
from the ‘fraternal Russian tongue’. Soon afterwards seven leading
philologists and scores of lesser igures were arrested.”*

On 12 May came the arrest of Mykhaylo Yalovy, chief political editor of
the Ukrainian State Publishing House. On 13 May his close colleague,
Mykola Khvylovy, ‘the most colourful personality in Ukrainian literary
life’ shot himself, leavm§ a letter to the Ukrainian Central Committee
attacking the new terror.”* Over the next weeks and months there were
other suicides, and scores of arrests among the literary intelligentsia.

On 10June 1933 Postyshev spoke to the Ukrainian Central Committee
of cultural figures who had turned out to be enemy agents, and who had
been ‘hiding behind the broad back of the Bolshevik Skrypnyk’. In
philosophy, literature, economics, linguistics, agronomy and political
theory, they had developed ideas aimed at abolishing the Soviet
Government — and had been responsible for difficulties in grain
procurement. Skrypnyk, Postyshev added, had sometimes openly
defended them.*®

Skrypnyk is reported as having defiantly attacked Postyshev before the
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Central Committee, accusing him of betraying the principles of
internationalism. He seems to have repeated this at a meeting of the
Ukrainian Politburo. Over June and July Postyshev and other leaders
attacked him, and on 7 July he again defended himself to the Politburo.
‘They demanded his unconditional surrender. That afternoon, instead, he
shot himself.
‘The official obituary did not directly name him as a criminal, but rather
a ‘vn:nm nf bourgeols-nanomhsl elements who ..gained his
e had th itted ‘a series of p 1 * which he
had not Iud d\e courage to overcome, and so commmed suicide — ‘an act
of faintheartedness particularly unworthy of a member of the Central
Committee of the All-Union Communist Party'.5
By November he had become a ‘nationalist degenerate . . . close to the
counter-revolutionaries working for the cause of intervention”® His
crimes included his stubborn attempts to prevent Russification of the
inian language. He had continued the struggle in his last year of
activity, even mildly criticizing Kaganovich for saying on a visit to Kiev, in
accordance with new Stalinist line, that the syntax of Ukrainian should be
brought closer to Russian.’® He was now accused of actually working
‘towards the maximum separation of the Ukrainian language from the
Russian language’.*® As he fell, one of the most vehemently pressed
charges against him was that he had helped introduce a soft ‘L’ and a new
symbol for a hard ‘G’ into Ukrainian orthography. These were criticized
as bourgeois in 1932, but in 1933 were equated with counter-revolution,
Postyshev saying that the hard ‘G’ had aided ‘nationalist wreckers'. It was

also held to be — to the ist plans of the
Polish landlords.*!
Skeypyk'slater views were not unfirly ized (from the Stalinist

point of view) by Kossior, when condemning him in November 1933:
‘Skrypnyk severely overestimated and exaggerated the national question;
he made it the cornerstone, talked of it as an end in itself, and even went so
far as to deny that the national question plays a subordinate role in the
class struggle and proletarian dictatorship’. Indeed, as he pointed out,
Skrypnyk had actually written, ‘It is not true to say that the national
question is subordinate to the general theory of class struggle”.*?

.

A massive attack on the country’s cultural institutions was foreshadowed
early in June by Stalin’s henchman Manuilsky (described by Trotsky as
‘the most repulsive renegade of Ukrainian Communism’), speaking
before the Kiev Party organization on the cultural problem: ‘Here in the
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Ukraine there are a number of institutions which have the elevated titles
of academies, institutes, and learned societies, which frequently harbour
not socialist science but class-enemy idcology. The national pmblem has
been leased out to former

organically with the Party' 9 These last were later defined (by Kossior) as
‘many members of petty-bourgeois nationalist parties, of conciliationist
parties, who later inined llle ranls of our Party ... Ukrainian Social-
Democrats, and Borotbists and others.*

Every conceivable cultural, academic and scientific organization was
now pu-;ed As Kossior put it, ‘Whole counter-revolutionary nests wm
formed in the People’s C issariats of Education, of Agricul
Justice; in the Ukrainian Institute of Mandst-Leninism, the A‘ncull’ural
Academy, the Shevchenko Institute etc’

The Agricultural Academy was (naturally) purged, the Director, his
deputy and other leading hgures dying in camps. The Shevchenko
Research Institute of Literary Scholarship was more heavily penalized:
fourteen of its research assistants were given long camp sentences, and its
Director and five other leading figures were shot.*

Other victims included most of the staffs of the Ukrainian Institute of
Easten Studies, the Editorial Board of the Soviet Ukrainian Encyclo-

the Ukrainian Chamber of Weights and Measures, the
Ukrainian Film Company (VUFKU), the Ulu'alman Conference for the
Establishment of a New Ukrainian Orthography.®” The ‘whole of’ the
Karl Marx State Institution in Kharkov was denounced as ‘actually in the
hands of counter-revolutionaries”.

But enemies of the people were everywhere - editing the main lner:ry
journal Chervony Shiyakh, in State Transport, in the Geodesic Board m
the publishing houses (four of which had to be dissolved).*®
Ukrainian Institute of Philosophy was purged, and its leading ﬁgnves
Professors Yurynets and Nyrchuk were later arrested, the latter as head of
a fictitious ‘Trotskyite-Nationalist Terrorist Centre’.™

At the Ukrainian Central Committee’s November 1933 plenum,
Kossior was able to quote a number of confessions from ‘nationalist’
professors, to the eﬂ'ecl that ll\ey had phnned to partition :he Ukmne
between G the
Academy of ! Scun:t, bearm‘ the names of those dismissed, with reasons
for dismissal — usually ‘wrecking’ or ‘hostile ideology’ or ‘maintaining
contact with enemies of the people’. Over the next months almost all had
gone.

‘The Ukrainian theatre had never been wholly suppressed and was seen
as a monument of national continuity. In October 1933, the leading
director, Les Kurbas, founder of the Berezil Theatre, was attacked as a
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nationalist and dnmd ’l;onyshev is reponed to have tried to vnn Imn
over, He
labour venue of ism’.”! A group
of five artists who pamted the ﬁ'escoes in d\e Chervono Zavodsk Theatre
in Kharkov were arrested, and three of them shot; the frescoes were
dewoycd a5 having a ‘nationalist’ content immediately after their
unveiling.”

While crushing the ‘nationalist’ deviation, and all the independent
elements of national culture, the Postyshev regime nevertheless made no
attempt to destroy the formal side of Ukrainianization, as the earlier
Russian Communist intruders had wished to do. The capital was
transferred from Kharkov to the traditional site of Kiev on 24 June 1933,
and a partial Russification rather than an elimination of the lany
put in train. What was attacked was ‘mechanical’ Ukrainianizati
this meant any almmommls dcvclopmem whatever.

Postyshev summed up I 19 November, to the eff
that ‘The discovery o( Skrypnyk’s nationalist deviation gave us the
opportunity to rid the structure of socialism, and in particular the
structure of ian socialist culture, of all Petliuraist, Makhnoist and
other nationalist elements. A great job has been done. It is enough to say
that during this period we cleaned out 2,000 men of the nationalist
element, about 300 of them scientists and writers, from the People’s
Commissariat of Education. Eight central Soviet institutions were purged
of more than 200 nationalists, who had been occupying positions as
d:pamnem chiefs and ll\z like. Two sys!em those o( the co-opmnvcs
and grain reserves, h d white-
guardists to my pemnal Iumwledge‘ "

But the purge of Ukrainian nationalism was not over, indeed would never
be over as far as the Soviet regime was concerned. Balitsky, the OGPU
chief, announced to the Twelfth Congress of the Ukrainian Party in
January 1934 that yet another conspiracy - a ‘Bloc of Ukrainian
Nationalist Parties’ - had been uncovered; reds it was later alleged by
Postyshev to have included Skrypnyk's group).”® At the same Congress
Postyshev named twenty-six Professors of the All-Ukrainian Association
of Manxist-Leninist Institutes as enemics of the State;”” and the
Association was later dissolved as a nest of ‘counter-revolutionaries,
Trotskyites and nationalists’.”®

A month later, Postyshev boasted to the Seventeenth All-Union Party
Congress, ‘we have annihilated the nationalist counter-revolution during
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the past year; we have exposed and destroyed the nationalist deviation’.
‘This was, in Soviet historical terms, premature, for there were to be
Ukrainian nationalists purged both in the country as a whole, and in the
Pmy itself, ngm up to the present time. Even on the same occasion,
Kossior made it clear that - still — the ‘class enemy are anemxnng todo

their work of ds ion under the flag of L
When, after the Kirov murder in December 1934, large groups of
alleged underground terrorists were shot in Moscow, Leningrad and the
Ukraine, the names given in the two Russian cities were of unknown
victims apparently selected at random. In Kiev, twenty-cight members of
H Wlnu Guard T:mmsl Oenlre ' were shol on charges of mﬁllunng

Oln

fact, only two of them had travelled : abroad though seven were West
Uksainians long setted in the USSR. Some were figures of the Rada
regime, but most were literary men like Dmytro Falkivsky, Hrihory
Kosynka, and the young deaf-and-dumb poet Oleksa Vlyzko — whose
‘confession’ was quoted by Postyshev the following year: he had, in 1929,
‘joined a Ukrainian fascist nationalist organization . . . I fully subscribed
to all the terrorist precepts of the fascist platform’.
A ‘Borotbist plot’ was uncovered in 1935, with a leadership which
included famous writers such as the country's leading dramatist, Mikola
Kulish — who also confessed to “terrorism’, though only since April
19338 Then, in January 1936, a group headed by the celebrated literary
cnlu:. po« and proressor of literature M-kola Zerov was secretly tried in
rov, who had been mentor
to wmnlly the whole lllmry revival of the 20s, was said to have attended
a requiem for those shot in December |934 and to have decided to
avenge them. He and his ‘gang’ were mostly his fellow neo-classical poets,
students of language, and members of the Higher Literary Seminar at
Kiev University.®
Trotskyism was already among the charges, and as the purge
ssed the connection became even more lethal than that of
nationalism, with which it was often associated. From 1935, Trotskyites
were found in Kiev, Kharkov and Dnipropetrovsk Universities, the
Publishing House of the already much purged Soviet Ukrainian
Encyclopaedia, the Institute of People’s Education at Luhansk. In 1937 it
was stated that Trotskyite groups existed in all the Ukrainian cities.**
The extent of the blow at Ukrainian culture can be seen in the mere
numbers. One estimate is that about 200 of 240 authors writing in the
Jk (anoth: is 204 out of 246) di d: their names are
all listed, and amount to a panorama of the country’s culture (one escaped
abroad, and there were seven natural deaths, which left thirty-two or
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thirty-four to Stalinism or silence). Of about enghty-four leaders in the
field of linguistics, sixty-two were liquidated.*

So the Ukraine now lay crushed: its Church destroyed, its intellectuals
shot or dying in labour camp, i asants — the mass of the nation —
slaughtered or subdued. Even Trotsky was to remark that, ‘nowhere do
repression, purges, subjection and all types of bureaucratic hooliganism
in general assume such deadly proportions as in the Ukraine in the
struggle against powerful subterranean strivings among the Ukrainian
masses towards greater freedom and independence’. %

Stalin’s measures must have seemed to him to be adequate to his
purpose. If they were not, it was because he underestimated the power of
national feeling to take these blows and, after all, survive.

Nowadays the term ‘genocide’ is often used rhetorically. It may be worth
recalling the text of the United Nations Convention on the Prevention and
Punishment of Genocide, adopted by the General Assembly on 9
December 1948, which came into effect in 1950 and was ratified by the
USSR in 1954:

Anicle |
The contracting parties confirm that genocide, whether committed in time of
peace or in time of war, is a crime under intemational law which they
undertake to prevent and pus

Article It 5 3 X o
‘with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnic, racial or religious
group, as such:

a) Killing members of the group;

b) Causing grievous bodily or mental harm to members of the group;

<) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring

about its physical destruction in whole or in part;

d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group;

¢) Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.

Itcertainly appears that a charge of genocide lies against the Soviet Union
for its actions in the Ukraine. Such, at Ieas;.lwas the view of Professor
Rafael Lemkin who drafted the Convention.

But whether these events are to be formally defined as genocide is
scarcely the point. It would hardly be denied that a crime has been
committed against the Ukrainian nation; and, whether in the execution
cellars, the forced labour camps, or the starving villages, crime after crime

g
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14
Kuban, Don, and Volga

‘Wherefore should we die before thine eyes,
both we and our land?
Genasis

East of the borders of the Ukraine, on the lower reaches of the Don, and
across the Sea of Azov over the lowlands stretching out to the Kalmyk
country, were territories in large part inhabited by Cossacks and
Ukrainian peasants. Of the former the Don Cossacks were of Russian
origin, but had developed their own dialect. Indeed, a special ‘Don
Dictionary’ was published by the North Caucasus section of the Academy
of Sciences in Rostov for the use of 25-thousanders who could not
otherwise make themselves understood.'

But the Kuban Cossacks were of Ukrainian origin, being direct
descendants of the Zaporozhe Cossacks, who fled to Turkish territories
after the Russian attack on the Sich in 1775, but later returned and moved
to the Kuban as the nucleus of the Kuban Cossack Host, which was thus
the legitimate descendant of the old republic on the waterfalls.

The Kuban Cossacks, and the Ukrainian peasantry which followed
them to the area, together with others in the North Caucasus. are
estimated at the beginning of the 20th century as 1,305,000;2 while just
before the revolution the Kuban had a population of 2.89 million, of
whom 1.37 were Cossacks.’

‘There is, in the West, a certain misunderstanding of the Cossacks. As
warrior ‘Hosts’ they were at the disposal of the pre-Revolutionary
governments both in war and in putting down riots and revolutionary
demonstrations. And their role in that different and worse phenomenon
the pogroms is, of course, well known. Even though the word Cossack was
frequently used indiscriminately of all mounted toops and police, the
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true Cossacks were too often the effective instruments of the regime or its
local officials.

They had, obsemrs mmd, the vmues and l.hz faultsofa compannvely

privile
m-molummary standard of eduuncm is described (by Pnlwe
Kropotkin in the Encyclopacdia Britannica, Xlth edition) as higher than
d)e Russian average.

“The Cx ks declared inds dent states in the ch: (1917-18.In
general, they uu:lmed to the White armles, to wh:cl\ many ol' lhe-r Ieaders
rallied. But
(from his own expemm) in And Quiet Flows Ilu DM He also makes it
clear that many Cossacks previously favourable to the Reds, or neutral,
were thrown into resistance by terror tactics, without which Bolshevik
victory would have met far less opposition.

In the Kuban and the Don the Communists were even weaker than in
the Ukraine. The Cossacks, moreover, presented a tougher problem for
other reasons. Unlie the Ukrainian peasantry their tradition, even their

organization, was military. And their ‘stanitsas’ were, typically, not small
villages wlnch could be put downbya Iundful ol’ police soldiers, but large
f up to 40,

There were Cosuk risings in 1922-3 and 1928 The collectivization
struggle was intense, and the authorities took early steps to anticipate
trouble.

Already in November 1929, army deployment was made with a view to
coping with the most he 14th
Moscow Rifle Division was deployed on the Don, and two other divisions
sent to reinforce the North Caucasus Military Dumci

We shall not revert here with the dekulakization and collectivization of
these areas, except to note vhe stubbornness of resistance, and lhe main-
tenance of an i mdwnduxl fa up lo
1933, in spite of parti measures. M
‘many youths, mobilized for road labour, died. ’ In the Kuban: and the Don
the collectivization struggle never ceased, and merged directly into the
terror-famine of 1932-3.

.

Cossack rcsusunoe held off the effective |mp|¢menunon of the famine
until later th As the local First S

putit, ‘the kulaks again in 1932, this time from the bm of the collecuve
farms, tried to fight us about bread . . . But we did not understand it’; so
that the Central Committee had to sendin ‘a group of Central Committee
members under Comrade Kaganovich to us, to help us correct the
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situation’.$

‘This special Commission of the Central Committee appeared in
Rostov at the beginning of November 1932. It met with the North
Caucasus Territorial Committee on 2 November, and named special
plenipotentiaries for each district.”

On 4 November Sulin’s notorious terror operative Shkiryatov was
appointed by a decision of the Central Committee to be chairman of a
‘Commission to purge the Party in the North Caucasus, and especially the
Kuban, of ‘people hostile to Communism conducting a kulak policy’; and
two days later a similar purge was ordered of Komsomol ‘organizers of
kulak resistance”

spokeon 12 of |

for example, of a former red partisan with the Order of the Red Star as
head of a kolkhoz concealing half its bread: indeed there were ‘tens and
hundreds’ of instances of kolkhozes headed by communists which
‘plundered’ the grain. He added that this crime was prevalent ‘especially
in the Kuban’, where he spoke of ‘huge’ White Guard cadres, and
attacked several stanitsas, especially the celebrated Poltavskaya, where
two-thirds of the peasants were still individual farmers, and which had
been known in its time for ‘actively fighting against Soviet forces’.’

Breach of the plan had led to ‘shameful failure’ in ten districts, and
grave faults in eleven others. Seven District secretaries were censured on
24 November, and court sentences called for against the director of a state
farm and others. One kolkhoz was attacked for distributing the paltry
amount of 2 kg of grain a head to its members, when in need. Even in the
great State Farm ‘Kuban’, of 35,000 acres, which had been a Communist
model for years, a third of the workers and administrators had to be fired
and 100 odd of the 150 odd Party members purged for such offences.'®

Sir John Maynard, who visited the area and generally denied that there
was a famine, speaks of the deportations from the North Caucasus, but
especially the Kuban, of Communists and high local officials who had
made common cause with the peasants, and adds that the mortality here
was ‘very high”."!

The Don and the Kuban were now declared to be under special
military emergency on the pretext of a cholera epidemic, (a traditional
method — used also in the Novocherkassk riots in 1962).' And the whole
North Caucasus seems, we are told by an observer sympathetic to the
regime, to have been placed in January 1933 under a special commission
empowered ‘to exact compulsol;y labour, and to evict, deport and punish
even Vlidll‘dlil'l, the resisters’.' In the Rostov prison cells now held fifty
inmates.
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.

Sheboldayev’s attack on the Poltavskaya stanitsa on 12 November had

been no mere verbal threat. On 17 December a decree of the President of

the Executive Committee of the North Caucasus Territory ordered the
ion of the whole 27,000 ion of the stanitsa.

i din th area until 1925 and
mnend bands long afterwards. In 1929-30, 300 of the 5,600
households had been sent into exile, and 250 people tried for non-
fulfilment of grain deliveries with about forty shot. The women's revolt in
this area was led by Red partisan widows. In 1930-31 there were a
number of arrests of alleged members of the ‘Union for the Liberation of
the Ukraine’."*

Now, in Deccmber 1932, there had indeed been a genuine rising, with
Lillings of NKVD men and activists; the stanitsa had fallen into ll\: hands
of the rebels, who had sent out
They had, however, delayed this, and the nulhonnes were able to
concentrate overwhelming force and retake Poltavskaya after heavy
fighting.

The NKVD Commandant, Kubayev, issued an order to the effect that
the Poltavskaya stanitsa had fallen into the hands of kulaks, and that the
entire popuhnon was to be exiled with the excepnon ol’ a few loyal
citizens. For thi “state of war’ was d dthei
were warned with posters that any breach of the orders given would be
met with the ‘hlﬂlesl measure of socialist defence, SHOOTING': this
was to apply to those who ‘conducted agitation, spread provocative
rumours, caused panic or plundered property or production”.’® Russian
f‘enkns took over the stanitsa and it was renamed Krasnoarmeiskaya (‘Red

rmy’).

The P i icity, as an example, but
similar acts were committed in Umanskaya (population 30,000)
Urupskaya, Medveditskaya, Myshativskaya, and elsewhere."” Rebels at
the large Labinskaya Stanitsa were tried in Armavir, with many death
sentences, though the whole population was not removed.'® We are told
by Roy Medvedev'” that sixteen stanitsas in all were deported to the Far
North, and that their total population must have been somed\mg lnkt
200,000. Some stanitsas (e.g. Ivanivska) had only half the population exil
yet still contributed to these figures.?®

A soldier tells of arriving at the Cossack stanitsa Briukhovetska, in
the Armavir area, which had had 20,000 inhabitants. As elsewhere, some
months earlier an attempted uprising had been put down, and all the
survivors, men and women, children and invalids, had been deported,
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except for the odd old couple. In the street, the w«ds were jungle-height,
with wrecked and abandoned houses barely visible.?!
He went into a house:

In the halfa minute that I spent there | saw two human corpses. An old woman
sat on the floor, her gray unkempt head on her chest. She was leaning against
the bed, her legs were wide spread. Her dead arms were crossed on her chest.
She died just like that, gave up her soul to God without uncrossing them. An
old yellow arm extended from the bed and rested on the grey head of the
woman, On the bed | could see  bod 1dmanina h hirtand
pants. The bare soles of the feet stuck over the edge of the bed and I could see
that these old feet had walked far on earth. [ could not see the face old
man, it was turned to the wall. To my shame I have to wnfess 1 was nﬂly
frightened. For some reason
especially shook me. Perhaps in  las elTofl the old man lowered his hand on
the head of his dead d. When did they
die - a week ago or two?

But there was, after all, one live inhabitant. A naked man with long hair
and beard was fighting with some cats under an acacia, for possession of a
dead pigeon. He had gone mad, but the soldier was able to piece together
his story. He had been a Communist, and was Chairman of the local
Soviet; but when collectivization came he had torn up his Party card and
joined the rebels. Most of them had been killed but he had managed to
hide in the malarial swamps among the Kuban’s clouds of mosquitoes.
His wife and children had been among the deported. He had somehow
lived through the winter, and then returned to his old home - the last
inhabitant of what had once been a large and flourishing settlement.?

.

Moreover, as in the Ukraine itself but more completely, the Ukrainian
nationality and culture was strongly attacked.

In 1926 there were 1,412,276 Ukrainians in the Kuban alone, and
3,107,000 in the whole North Caucasus Territory. Many Ukrainian
schools were established in the 1920s, coming under the administration
of Skrypnyk as Ukrainian Commissar of Education. There was a
Ukrainian Pedagogical Institute in Krasnodar and a Uksainian
Pedagogical Technical School in Poltavskaya.

In December 1929, a number of Ukrainian academics of Kuban
descent had been arrested, as part of the general purge of Ukrainian
culture then being launched.
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In1932-3 i freely made, (asin the
Uksaine), in the local paper Molof" And early in 1933 2 number of
cultural and political figures in the Kuban were arrested, including most
of the professors at the two Ukrainian Institutes. Russian replaced
Ulsainian as the language of msmmnm And between 19)3 and 1937 all
the 746 ln the Kuban were

Crushed decimated and more than decimated by deportation,
denationalized, the area had probably suffered more greatly than any.
Soviet victory over the inhabitants had finally been achieved.

.

But meanwhile among those not deported the famine took hold. The
methods used were those we have described elsewhere. We have quoted
the testimony of Mikhail Sholokhov, a devoted adherent of the regime: it
refers to the Don Cossack region where he lived.

One inhabitant wrote ‘Here in the Kuban is such a famine that the dead
can no longer be buried’?* Another that “The children sit huddled
together in a comner, trembling with hunger and cold”.?” Other letters run,
‘My dear husband and I and the children worked very hard last summer.
We had bread for a whole year . .. they left us helpless and without
means”;?* ‘In December we had to dtllv:r all our com, and other products
mdudmg vegetables to the government’;?® ‘On the steppe or in the fields,
if one goes there, whole families are lying”* Two peasants in their sixties
were ’qwen ten year sentences for having 2 kilogrammes of raw com

s.

On one occasion two of a truckload of dead children being taken to the
cemetery were found to be alive. However, in this case the doctor
concerned was shot.

An engineer who worked on the railroads in the Northern Caucasus
describes the following:

Ealyin 1933 from Kz stationin e Norhern Caucasu,cvery moming at.

Mineralni Vody and Rostov. The trains were empty and tovmsled of fivetoten
freight cars each. Between two and four hours later the trains would return,
stop for a certain time at a small way station, and then proceed on a dead-end
spur towards a former ballst quarry. While the rains stopped in Kavkazka, or

by the NKVD. ly paid any i h i ﬁm.ldld
not either. | worked there temporarily, being still 2 student of the Moscow
Institute of Transportation. But one day, conductor Kh., who was a
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called me qui took me ins, saying: ‘I h
youwhal isin the cars’. He oﬂmd the door of one car slightly, I looked in and
almost swooned at the sight I saw. It was full of corpses, piled at random. The
conductor later told me this story: “The sm:on master had secret orders from
the local il NKVDand o
have ready every dawn two trains of empty freight cars. The crew of the trains
was guarded by the NKVD. The trains went out to collect the corpses of
peasants who had died from famine, and had been brought to railroad stations
from nearby villages. The corpses were buried in the remote section beyond
the quarries. The whole section was gurded by the NKVD and no strangers
were permitted nearby’.

As we have said, even in the big stanitsas which were not deported en
bloc the losses by famine were huge - 14,000 out of the 24,000 remaining
in Labinskaya, and so on.* They are often reported as almost empty of all
mepi the old and sick.

the Starokorsunska stanitsa 2 detachment of GPU cavalry sent there
in I930 was always kept on battle alert. There were several mass arrests of
fifty to one hundred people. After the famine only about 1,000 of the
14,000 inhabitants remained; and the poslnon was similar in the
neighbouring stanitsas of Voronizka and Dinska.”®

By late 1933, a despatch from the British Embassy summed this up:
‘the Cossack element has been largely eliminated, whether from death or
deportation’.**

Non-Cossack Ukrainian villages were also badly hit: at l’asl\l(ivsl(ej in
the Krasnodar region, the population of 7,000 was reduced 0 3,500."

Unlike the Ukraine the cities of the North Caucasus were not spaml
and also had a high death rate: 50,000 is the figure reported in Stavropol, L
(population 140,000), 40,000 in Krasnodar (population 140,000).

ere are occasional stories with happier endings. In the Salsk region on
the Don thousands survived by moving out into the steppe and trapping
marmots. One village of a thousand householders ~ Zavitne ~ lived on
them for six months and even built up reserves of fat.*®

But in general, we can say that the Kuban and the Don suffered the
extremes of the terror-famine.

A foreign visitor reports: ‘The first thing that struck me when I began to
walk abonl inthe Cossack villages i in the nen(hbourhood of Kropotkin was
the in the dition of what had once
been an emmely fertile region. Enormous weeds, of striking Imgm and
toughness, filled up many of the gardens and could be seen waving in the
fields of wheat, corn, and sunflower seeds. Gone were the wheaten loaves,
the succulent slices of lamb that had been offered for sale everywhere
when [ visited the Kuban Valley in 1924’
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In the Kuban, moreover, there were no draught animals left, so that
cultivation would anyhow have been almost impossible. *!

A Party official, back in his native North Caucasus for the first ime
since the Revolution, comments, ‘I had known this land when it was all
prosperity . .. Now I found the countryside reduced to utter desolation
and misery. Fences, hedges and gates had disappeared for fuel. Streets
were overgrown with weed and bracken, houses were falling to
picces . . . Even the once enthusiastic Party activists had lost faith . . "

An English visitor to the area told the British Embassy that it resembled
‘an armed camp in a desert - no work, no grain, no cattle, no draught
horses, only idle peasants and soldiers’;*” another that it was ‘a semi-
devastated region which would almost have to be recolonized’.*

Further north and west, the famine struck the Lower Volga area, partly
Ukrainian and Russian by narionality, but centring on the Volga
Germans. We have quoted various accounts by modern Russian Soviet
writers of the horrors of their famine childhood, and several of these are
from the Volga. One tells of ‘the four coffins our family carried to the
village cemetery in that terrible year’, though adding that (unlike the
Ukraine) some minimal rations were issued ‘to long queues’, which were
just enough to survive on between issues.* Another says ‘whole families
died out. In our village, Monastyrskoe, of the 600 households 150
remained, and the place had not been touched by any wars!".%

But most of our information comes from the Volga German Republic,
which seems to have been a main target. The German Evangelical
Churches received about 100,000 letters from Russian Germans about
the famine, mainly appeals for help.*” These letters, to co-religionists,
with whom contact had always been maintained, are almost all strongly
religious in tone.

A number of the letters are from the North Caucasus or the Ukraine .
and they tell the familiar story. But most are from the Volga German
Republic itself - there too famine conditions prevailed, and for the same
reason: ‘We had to give it all to the State’. (February 1933).* Lenter
after letter speaks of no bread for four, five, six months. On the State
farms, indeed, ‘Those who work for the State get 150 grammes of bread a
day, 10 neither die nor live’.*®

But in the ordinary villages - ‘Four of Brother Martin's children have
died of hunger, and the rest are not far from it' (March 1933); ‘the big
village (of about 8,000 inhabitants) is half empty’ (March 1933); ‘We have
had no bread, meat or fat for five months already . . . Many are dying’;
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*dogs are no longer to be found, nor cats’ (April 1933); ‘So many are dying
that there is no time to dig graves’ (April 1933); ‘In the village all is dead.
Days pass when one does not see a soul . . . we have shut ourselves in our
house to prepare for death’ (February 1933). One starving evangelical
writes ‘When I look into the future, I 'see a picture before me, as of a
mountain which I cannot climb’ *!

Occasional letters note the arrival of parcels from the West.*? For this,
and perhaps for other reasons, the death roll seems not to have been as
great as in the Kuban, Nevertheless, the German dead in the famine are
reported as 140,000 And it is estimated that by now some 60,000
further Germans were in prison camp.¥

The survivors were, of course, to be deported en masse in 1941, and
though rehabilitated, have not yet been permitted to return to their home
territory.

It has seemed worthwhile to quote the letters from the German
peasantry, (settled in the area since the 18th century), as virtually the only
absolutely contemporary first-hand testimony from those actually
suffering the famine as they wrote. It does not indeed differ greatly from
what we are told by observers in the Ukraine and the Kuban, nor what we
learn from survivors testifying later to their experiences.

.
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Pianger senti’ fra il sonno i miei figliuoli
Ch* eran con meco, ¢ domandar del pane
Dante

A whole generation of rural children, in the USSR as a whole but
especially in the Ukraine, was destroyed or maimed. And, clearly the
significance of this to the Soviet future cannot be overstated. From a
humanitarian point of view, it need hardly be said that the fate of children
in this great disaster scizes the mind most strongly; but it is also true that
in the perspective of the country's future, both the shrinkage of a

ion and thy i f the survivors h: hich are still
felt.

The photographs we have of children, even infants, with limbs like
sticks and skull-like heads, are heartrending, as always in such
circumstances. And this time, unlike even the Soviet famine of 1921,
there are no accompanying pictures of relief workers trying, however
much against the odds, to save them.

One observer notes of a survivor ‘The poor youngster had seen so many
deaths and so much suffering that he seemed to think it all part of life.
‘There was no other life for him. The children always accepted the horrors
of their environment as a matter of course”.!

.

‘The war on children was justified by the necessities of history, and
absence of ‘bourgeois’ sentimentalism in enforcing the Party’s decision
was made the test of a true Communist.

In 1929 already, an educational paper noted how ‘some comrades
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coming in for grain [
encourage the incidents of persecution of kulaks cmldm that occur in
school, using this persecution as a means of putting pressure on the kulak
parents who are maliciously holding back grain. Following their advice,
one has to observe how the class tensions among the children became
acule,zbeginning with teasing the little children and usually ending in 2
fight',

‘When a district committee secretary said that enough seed should be
left to kulaks to sow and feed their children, he was attacked: ‘don’s td\mk
of the kulak's hungry childre; in the class struggle philanthropy is e’
Up in Archangel, in 1932-3, the destirute children of deported 'knla.ks'
were not gven school Ium:hes or doﬂung vom:hers available to others.*

‘There has the ‘kulaks’,
which the regime was concerned to crush, consists of children as well as
adults. Moreover, Marx’s idea that economics determines consciousness
was applied in a very direct fashion — for example, the surviving children
of kulaks, even if separated from their families, carried their social stigma
in their identity documents, and on that basis were denied education and
jobs, and were always liable to arrest in periods of vigilance.

The involvement of children in their family’s offences was traditional.
From the shooting of the fourteen year old Tsarevich in 1918, to that of
the fourteen year old son of the old Bolshevik Lakoba in 1937, is a logical
step. In the 1930s children, like wives, were often sentenced under the
rubric ChSIR — Member of the Family of a Traitor to the Fatherland —a
charge impossible to disprove.

Kulak child fen left

when both their parents were
arrested. As Lenin's widow Krupskaya wrote in an educational
publication, ‘A young child’s parents are arrested. He goes along the
street crying . . . Everyone is sorry for him, but no one can make up his
mind to adopt him, to take him into his home: “After all, he is the son of 2
kulak . . . There might be unpl, *5 Krupskaya her-
self pluded against this, on the grounds that the class-war was between
adults, but her voice had long ceased to count.

Yet there were or
than Krupskaya feared We hear of cases where (for example) the father
gone, the mother simply dying of fatigue in the ficlds, some fellow workers
took in her child.® A typical story of such kindness is of a small Ukrainian
peasant refusing to join the kolkhoz and being arrested, beaten up and
deported. His wife then hanged herselfin their barn and a childless family
took in their litde boy. He spent his time haunting his deserted home,
coming back to them only tosleep on the oven, never speaking.” Time and
again we have such stories of ‘orphans of collectivization’ being taken in by

de
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easants.

i Sometimes a man'’s foresight and ingenuity saved his family, at least for
a time. One survivor tells of arriving home from school at the age of ten,
and finding the house empty and locked. His father had been arrested and
his mother and the younger children were being put up by a poor peasant
family. To save these, she told him and his twelve year old brother to shift
for themselves. The father, however, escaped and travelled working as a
shoemaker, telling those he served to send food to his family instead of
paying him. He had also taken the precaution of burying food on the
property of a local activist, where it would not normally be scarched for.
The boys managed with this, and also fished, when able to evade the
patrols which now prevented this where possible.

But such help — or any help — might not be available, for obvious
reasons. One boy who escaped from a deportation train, some months
later visited his native khutir. It was deserted, the roof torn off, weeds
‘man-high, polecats nesting in the ruined cottages.’

Young children, as we have noted, formed a high proportion of the 15—
20% dying on the train in the deportations of 1930-32, and many more
died in exile.'” In March, April and May 1930 nearly 25,000 children are
reported dying in the churches of Vologda,'" the way-stations to exile of
which we spoke in Chapter 6.

Children of those simply expelled from their homes, or escaping from
exile, lived at the margin of existence, and many died. As with the adults,
it is impossible to say exactly how many were victims of the deportation,
how many of the famine; but the indications are that famine was the
greater killer.

When it struck in 1932, the Ukrainian peasant children led a dreadful
life. Not only was there the ever increasing hunger, but the mental strain
on the family which sometimes led to the breakdown of its mutual love.
We have already quoted Vasily Grossman's remark that mothers
sometimes came to hate their children, though in other cases ‘love was
unbreakable . ..’ In one family the husband refused to let the wife feed
the children, and when he found a neighbour giving them some milk
reported him for hoarding, rhou.sh without result. However, he did not
survive and the childrendid . ..

In other cases, the lunacy of starvation led, as we have seen, to
cannibalism, and many of the accounts we have are of children being
eaten by a parent.

More generally, there was simple starvation. Sometimes this led to
h ing choil 3 in the springof 1934 on
her three fine children said that she had had six, but decided to save the
th dcl * and let the others die, burying them behind
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the house."”

An agronomist describes finding, on a walk with another official
between two villages, a young woman dead, with a living baby at her
breast. He saw from her passport that she was twenty-two years old ai
had walked about lhnmen nules from her own vnllagc They handed the
baby - a girl - in to the nutri their wondered
il anyone would ever tell her what became of her mother.

Arthur Koestler saw from his train starving children who ‘looked like
embryos out of alcohol bottles’;'® or, as he puts it elsewhere: ‘the stations
were lined with begging peasants with swollen hands and feet, the women
holding up to the carriage windows horrible infants with enormous
wobbling heads, stick-like limbs and swollen, pointed bellies . . "' And
this was of fai 's with at least the strength to reach the railway line.

There are many such descriptions of the physical condition of the
children. Grossman gives one of the fullest descriptions of how they
looked, and how it got worse as the famine closed in: ‘And the peasant
children! Have you ever seen the newspaper photographs of the children
in the German camps? They were just like that: their heads like heavy
balls on thin little necks, like storks, and one could see each bone of their
arms and legs protruding from beneath the skin, how bones joined, and
the entire skeleton was stretched over with skin that was like yellow gauze.
And the children’s faces were aged, tormented, just as if they were seventy
years old. And by spring they no longer had faces at all. Instead, they had
birdlike heads with beaks, or frog heads - thin, wide lips — and some of
them resembled fish, mouths open. Not human faces’. He compares this
directly with the Jewish children in the gas chambers and comments,
“these were Soviet children and those who were putting them to death
were Soviet people”.'”

In many cases the children simply died at home with the whole family.
‘The last survivors might be the children, with no real idea of what todo. A
foreign journalist describes a cabin in a village near Kharkov where only a
fourteen year old girl and a two and a half year old brother survived. ‘This
younger child crawled about the floor like a frog, and its poor litde body

formed that it did « (It] had never
tasted milk or butter, and had only once in its life tasted ‘meat, Black bread
and potatoes in very rare quannntshnd been the sole nourishment of this
infant that had been on the point of death many times in lhe past winter’.
At the time of his arrival they had not eaten for two days.'® Others might
wander off with no special hope: ‘By the roadside between Kryzhivka
Budyscha, in the orm:h ear Bndyshcha pond, at the :nd of jun: were
found the bodi
perhaps ten. Who luwws whose children they were? Nobody seemed to
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have mi $ ked for them, they
.

In a desperate situation, parents would send their children off, in the hope
that they would have a chance to survive in the world of begging and petty
theft which would not be theirs if they remained with their families.

A former Red partisan and activist in Chornukhy, Poltava Province,
had joined the collective farm in 1930 with his wife and five children and
been a loyal kolkhoznik. When death by starvation was imminent he took
his four surviving children (one had been knocked dead while stealing
vegetables) to the district chief, asked for help, but could get no definite
promise. He then left the children with the official, who put them in a
children’s home, where two of them soon died. A few days later the father
hanged himself on a tree outside the district office.”

Aboy of seven said that after his father had died and his mother swelled
up and could not get up, she told him ‘go and find food for yourself*; a boy
of eight left vlben both  parents died; a boy of mne‘ whose mother had
died, became fri d of his father’s it and left
home; another boy of nine was told by his mother to save himself, both of
them crying as he leff; a boy of eight saw his parents lying swollen and
helpless and left.2!

Sometimes the mother would wander off with her last baby. There are
many stories of mother and infant lying dead on the road or in a city street;
others of a dead woman with a still fiving infant at her breast.” Some
would abandon a small child at a door, or simply anywhere, on the mere
chance that someone might help it as she could not. ‘A peasant woman
dressed in something like patched sacks appeared from a side path. She
was dragging a child of three o four years old by the collar of a torn coat,
the way one drags 2 heavy bag-load. The woman pulled the child into the
main street. Here she droppeditin the mud . . . The child’s little face was
bloaled andblue. There was foam round the Titde lips. "The hands and Imy

body Here bu hly sick, ye
still held together by the breath of llfe 'n\e mother lef( the child on l.he
road, in the hope that someone might do something to save it. My escort
endeavoured to hearten me. Thousands and thousands of such children,
he told me, had met a similar fate in the Ukraine that year’.

Another account tells us ‘In Kharkov I saw a boy, wasted to a skeleton,
lying in the middle of the street. A second boy was sitting near a keg of
prbage ptclung ewl\ells out of i it. Wlwn dw famine benn to nwunl.

they lef them in the hope that someone would have piy on them ¥ 1 They
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often died in the first day or two: they were usually in poor condition
anyway. One seen dying in a gutter in Kharkov is dzscnbed as having a
‘skin covered with an unhealthy whitish down like fungus’.

There were other dangers. Criminals even set up a regular
slaughterhouse for children in Poltava, eventually discovered by the
GPU, (and this was not a unique case, at least two similar ones being

If the child ived, it would be b th th
groups. At the Kharkov Trmor Plant, all the unﬁnuhed bmldmp were
occupied by homeless children. They trapped birds, rummaged through
garbage for ﬁshheads or potato peelings, caught and cooked any surviving.
cats, and begged.”

Criminal children’s gangs at railway stations are typically noted as
sometimes consisting of twelve to fourteen year olds, sometimes even five
to six year olds.”® It was mainly a matter of petty larceny. Ina poll taken (at
an carlier date) in a reception centre for homeless boys in Leningrad, a
questionnaire about ‘hooligans’ - i.e. petty criminals - given to seventy-
five twelve to fifteen year olds, got the following typical answers:

*A hooligan is a homel ho b f the power of hunger has to be

a hooligan’.

A hoollpn is ‘a thief who escapes from an orphanage”,
“There was a family, they had a son. When mother and father died, the boy
became a homeless one, so he became a hooligan®.
Hool..m appear when parents die and they are left all alone ..
‘A mother and a father die, a son remains, he is turned over to the
orphanage, but he escapes and becomes a hooligan".”

It was in fact the only life available to many.

There were other fates: of children who managed to find distant
relatives, or of older children getting some sort of employment. But many
were eventually assimilated into the old criminal element of the urkas
which had flourished as a separate culture, with its own laws and dialect,
since the early 17th century.

The urkas proper seem to have numbered between half a million and a
million by the 1940s. The young element, of teenage boys
personalities had never been ‘socialized’, are universally reported in
labour camps and prisons as the most terrifying, with no compunction
whatever about killing for the slightest motives.

But for the present most of the children kept in their own groups, and
presented a problem for the authorities.

.
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A great stream of orphans, the ‘homeless ones' (bezprizomiye), had flowed
over the country following the famine of 1921-2. Relief organizations
reported ‘fugitive bands of 2 dozen or more, led by a child of ten or twelve
and including now and then a baby in arms".* This had all been admitted
by the authorities. Even Soviet novelists of the time had taken itasa theme
—as with Shishkov's Children of Darkness, describing a colony of children
living under a large abandoned boat on the riverside, with robbery, sex,
drug-taking, and finally murder.

The Large Soviet Encyclopaedia’s current (3rd) edition, says that the
number of children needing direct help from the state was four to six
million in 1921, and two and  half to four million in 1923. In 1921-2 five
million had received help in the Volga region alone, and in 1923 more
than a million. In 1921 940,000 had been in children’s homes, in 1924
280,000, in 1926, 250,000, in 1927-8 159,000; no later figures or
information are given except the bare statement that the problem was
basically liquidated by the mid-1930s.

In spite of the Encyclopacdia’s view that homeless children were a
phenomenon of the 20s, with nothing worth recording in later years, there
are plenty of official accounts available from the period of the famine.

One ploy was to blame it on the kulaks:

Some difficulties in food-supply in certain areas of the country have been
used with the purpose of raising the level of homelessness among children in
the cities. ‘Send the children to the cities, let the state take care of them in the
orphanages .. ." Local leaders in public education have not always or
everywhere understood this to be a kulak trick. And instead of combating this
trick, the rural [education] workers felt compassion. For the rural workers the
casiest way to get rid of the children was to send them to the city. And the kulak
is using this. The District Executive Committees and especially the village
soviets freqy issued papers. hild and him to the city
institutions responsible for the protection of childhood. The city accepted
these children. As a result, the existing children’s institutions were
overcrowded; new ones were created, but the street orphans not only did not
disappear but new contingents kept arriving ... Homelessness grew,
particularly in the North Caucasus.”!

In 1935, it was announced that the placing of ‘direct and immediate
responsibility for the care of children on the village soviets and collective
farms . .. finally creates the conditions for putting a stop to the

of homeless and ided-for children. This measure
finally creates the possibility of stopping the flow of unprovided-for
children from the countryside to the cities with the purpose of entering
orphanages’.*? At this time official figures were that 75% of the homeless
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children were from the countryside.”

One Soviet authority claims that owing to the success of
industrialization and collectivization, the problem of homeless children
was fully solved: ‘This is one of the most remarkable testimonies to the
fact that only the socialist regime can rescue the growing generation from
starvation, and - the inevitable of
the bourgeois society”. &

Another comment on the superiority of Soviet treatment of these
orphans should perhaps also be registered. At a meeting of the
Commissariat of Education, the Deputy People’s Commissar, M.S.
Epstein, ‘compared the care by our Party and its leaders for children with
the horrifying status of children in the capitalist countries. The falling
number of schools, the tremendous growth of homelessness ~ that is
characteristic of all capitalist countries. There are over 200,000 homeless
children and adolescents in the USA now. Juvenile courts, juvenile
correction halls and shelters maim the children; the entire system of
measures of the bourgems states :s gemd toward the elnmmanon (mm
sight' of the homel their

Professor Robert C. Tucker hasa d-cory that whatever the Soviet press
accused an enemy of was exactly what the Soviet Government was doing
itself. Itis perhaps relevant that we are told in an official journal thatin the
North Caucasus, where the problem of homeless children was
particularly acute, it was ‘liquidated’ in two months by measures taken,
(which, however, are not described).’ As we shall see, the solutions
available were not limited by humanitarian considerations.

-

There were ‘children’s labour camps’, that is prison camps, to which a
child might be formally sentenced. After the arrest and deportation of one
‘kulak’, a brigade came to his house to check on grain, and tried to arrest
his wife. Her young son, who had a bandaged hand from an abscess, held
on to her. One of the brigade hit him on the hand and he fainted. The
mother escaped in the confusion and got away to the woods. Thereupon
the boy was arrested instead and two weeks later tried on a charge of
attacking the brigade leader with a knife. Though one of the brigade, to
the disgust of the court, told the true story, the box was nevertheless
sentenced to five years in a ‘children’s labour colony’.

Children treated in such a way were not cooperative. A recent account
by the former head of an NKVD children’s ‘labour colony’ describes the
young criminals as free in their irreverence about Soviet matters. In one
revolt, they barricaded themselves in an office and shouted that they were
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going to burn down ‘the prison of the peoples’, a parody of Lenin's
description of Tsardom; and they went on to burn all the documents and
personal files.’®

Many more, however, landed in regular adult prisons or camps. One
prisoner mentions a nine year old in his Kharkov prison cell along with all
the adults.*®

But even non-‘criminal’ homeless children were effectively penalized.
In March 1933 at the Poltava railway station a special railway car was
drawn into a siding and the children who swarmed round the station
seeking food init, under guard. There fi
them, and they were given roasted grain coffee-substitute and a lirde
bread. They died off quickly, and were buricd in holes in the ground. A
station worker comments, ‘This procedure became so common at that
time that nobody paid the slightest attention toit’.

In Verkhnedniprovsk on the right bank of the Dnieper about 3,000
orphans aged from seven to twelve years old, children of executed or
deported kulaks, were similarly held, starving to death in the spring and
summer of 1933.%!

A lecturer in botany writes of the child mortality he witnessed in
Kirovohrad. In Kis there usedtobeab: iqui
at the same time as private trade, and some of the buildings left vacant
were turned into orphanages. Peasants would bring their children to town
and leave them so that they would be taken in. During the famine the
orphanage became so overcrowded that it could no longer hold all the
children. Then the children were transferred to a ‘children’s town’ where
they could ostensibly live ‘under the open sky’. They got nothing to eat
and starved to death away from the public eye, their deaths being listed as
caused by a weakness of the nervous system. A walled fence surrounded
it, so that people could not see in, but they could hear ‘frightening,
inhuman cries . . . women crossed themselves and fled from the place’.
To hide the extent of the deaths, trucks would haul off the bodies only at
night. They fell off the truck so often that every morning each caretaker
would look over his ‘territory’ to see if a child’s body had fallen there. The
burial pits would be filled so high and covered so poorly that dogs and
wolves would partly dig the bodies up. Dr Chynchenko estimates that
thousands of children died this way in Kirovohrad.*

Even less improvised ‘orphanages’ might be highly unpleasant. One
official of the Commissariat of Education tells of being entertained at a
privileged summer camp for children at Ulyanivka. After a fine meal
another official approached him quietly and said he would show him
another ‘Children’s Shelter’ a quarter of a mile out of the village. Here
was 2 barn built of stone, the floor covered with sand and in the
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semidarkness about 200 children from two to twelve years old in the
condition of skeletons, dressed only in dirty shirts. They all cried for
bread. n the education official asked who was looking after them he
received the sardonic reply ‘the Party and the Government’ - the looking
after conmng of the removal of the corpses each morning.

One girl, taken in a bad condition to Chornukhy clnldm\ 's home, was
loaded on to a truck of corpses, but the mass grave had not been dug, so
she and the dead were just piled up, and she crawled off, being rescued
and looked after by the wife of a Jewish doctor. This doctor, Moisei
Feldman, saved numbers of sumn( people by getting lhem into hu
hospital under I‘alu them; and
because of this.*

Elsewhere one ten year old boy was taken with his six year old sister,
after their parents’ death, to a local orphanage — an old peasant house with
broken windows, where food was insufficient. The nurse in charge had
the older children dig the graves up at the cemetery and bury the dead
inmates. He finally did this for his own sister.

Some children’s homes, in the actual villages of their birth, are
described as well run. But the boys brought up in them were, we are told,
the first to desert from the Soviet Army in 1941.%

Early in 1930, when the pressures were comparatively low, the
orphanages were already in a poor state. One education periodical
complained: ‘Materially the children are elceedmgly unprwlded for
nutrition is insufficient, in
Iu:k of discipline, lack of habits for collective life’.*”

of child on31

sz 1935 ** noted dm

2) the majority of orphanages are managed unsatisfactorily as far as
housekeeping and education are concemed;

b) the organized struggle with juvenile hooliganism and criminal elements
among d\e children and adolescents is utterly insufficient and in a number of
places is completely non-existent;

) up till now conditions have not been created under which children, who
for one reason or another ended up ‘on the street’ (loss of parents or mnning
away, escape from orphanages, etc.), would be immediately placed in th
proper juvenile institutions or returned to the parents;

d) parents and guardians indifferent to their own children and allowing

them to engage in hooliganism, stealing, sexual corruption, and
are not held responsible.
— This last, an accurate description of the homeless ones’ lnfe
The decree under the C at of
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Education, homes (for sick children) under the Commissariat of Health,
and ‘isolators, labour colonies and reception stations’ — under the NKVD,
which was now to take over all matters of juvenile delinquency.

Homeless children, as the decree notes, often escapcd from these
homes, which they usually reported as brutally run.® The Gorki
Commune near Kharkov was noted for ‘lide food “and plenty of
discipline’.®® An educational organ gave as an ‘example’ of inadequate
work that at the orph:mse at Nizhne Chirski ‘the delivery of proper food
was delayed for months'.>!

A modem Soviet novelist lived with other homeless ones in an
abandoned theatre, and reports tales of terrible orphanages.*? But there
were indeed exceptions. For example, the novelist himself, A
Astafiev), was in an orphanage in Igarka in the far North. In his Theff he
has 2 more or less autobiographical account of this: the head of the
orphanage is a very decent man, much respected by the inmates, (though
getting into trouble when it is discovered that he is a former Tsarist
officer).

Most, though, seem to have been lite more than children’s prisons.

ven so, through the poli d wenton
o mpemble careers. Others were recruited to crime. And others, by a
horrible irony, became suitable material for entry into the ranks of the
NKVD itself. Even the comparatively humane Cheka children’s I\omes of
the 19205 had already been recruiting ground for the Secret Police.

At the Belovechensk ‘children’s colony’ near Maikop in the North
Caucasus, we are told that ‘half of the boys who were inmates in the school
were sent, on reaching the age of sixteen, to special NKVD schools to be
trained as future Chekists’. These were often from the more unsocialized
criminal element. One, who had earlier escaped on two occasions with
some friends, once murdering a peasant, once setting fire to a church, was
some years later recognized by a local resident under arrest in Baku, as
one of his Secret Police interrogators.**

.

Il(l l‘l‘ ;ndead a lwmhle moul irony that chlldren whose parents | had been
ille
the most obnoxious of that renme 's agents.

B\ll there are many other po:nn about the :lunudes and m:mms of the
regime have b by some
as a spiritual destruction no less intolerable, perhaps even more
intolerable, than the physical holocaust of the rural young.

We may find it di 10 hear a K s iption of an
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indoctrination film he and his friends were shown of kulaks burymg
wheat, Komsomols discovering the an, and then being murdere
the kulaks.> We may not relish one observer noting at a rwnd-up of
starving peasams m Kharkov that ‘the children o{well-fed ‘Communist
officals, youns eers, stood by and parroted phrases of hate learned in
school’.”® We may' be repelled by a ‘pioneer brigade’ arresting two women,
(whose husbands had been killed and exiled respectively) for. gleaning two
or three ears of corn; (they were sent to concentration camps in the far

North).>” The Pioneers, (of the Communist organization for children
between ten and fifteen) had many similar triumphs. In one kolkhoz four
of them were praised for throwing a kulak woman to the ground and
holding her till help arrived and the militia took her away to be sentenced
under the decree of 7 August 1932. ‘This was the first victory of the
kolkhoz’s Pioneers.*®

In a kolkhoz at Ust-Labinsk in the Kuban a contemporary official
account tells approvingly of how ‘the Pioneer detachment presented the
Political Department with a whole list of people they suspected of
thieving, based on the class principle: ‘We, the children’s “Camp” of the
kolkhoz Put’ Khleboroba, announce to the Political Depamnem that so-
and-so certainly xleals because he is a kulak and in the hamlet of

his ised’. They had learnt in the

detachment to speak the chss Ian;ua(e

Children were in fact mobilized to keep watch on the fields - Postyshev
says that over half a million of them served thus, with ten thousand
specnﬁnlly ‘combatting thieves’ - that is, peasants trying to keep a little
grain.® Pravda quoted a ‘Song of the Kolkhoz Pioneer, by the Stalinist
hack A. Bezymenski, which included such verses as

We take the thieves to jail
“To intimidate the foe.

We guard the village soil

Tolet the harvest grow.

We'll round up all the shirkers:

To the fields we'll make them march,
And then we'll man the checkpoints
And keep a careful watch 8/

As to the children and youths of 15 and over, we are told thatin geneul
‘the Komsomols took an active part in all economic-political campaigns
and fought the kulak relentlessly’.? Indeed, in Krushchev's Gme it was
stated that in Stalin’s view, ‘the very first task of all Komsomol education
was the necessity to seek out and recognise the enemy, who was then to be
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removed forcibly, by methods of economic pressure, organizational-
political isolation, and methods of physical destruction”.*’

This general harnessing of the young to the brutalities and falsification
of the class struggle will certainly be distasteful to most of those not
accustomed to'such standards of conduct. Yet, there is, from our point of
view, an even baser phenomenon to be found.

‘Already at the Shakhty trial, a boy was publicly quoted as demanding
the death sentence for his father. And in the countryside, children who
had accepted the indoctrination of the ‘Pioneer’ were used against their
own families. The most famous was that of the celebrated Pavlik
Morozov, after whom the Palace of Culture of Young Pioneers in Moscow
is named. The fourteen year old Morozov ‘unmasked’ his father,
previously head of the village Soviet in the village of Gerasimovka. After
the trial and sentence on the father, Morozov was killed by a group of
peasants, including his uncle, and is regarded as a martyr. There is now a
Pavlik Morozov Museum in his village: ‘in this timbered house was held
the court at which Pavlik unmasked his father who sheltered the kulaks.
Here are reliquaries dear to the heart of every inhabitant of
Gerasimovka’.* In 1965 the village was additionally adorned with his
statue. We are told by the current Large Soviet Encyclopaedia that Morozov,
with others in similar case (Kolya Myagotin, Kolya Yakovlev, Kychan
Dzhakylov), is entered in the Pioneer ‘Book of Honour'.

A number of books and pamphlets about Morozov were published,
including several edifying novels, one of them (by V. Gubarev) with what
might be thought the inappropriate title of ‘Son’.

In May 1934, another young hero, thirteen year old Pronya Kolibin,
reported his mother for stealing grain, and received much favourable
publicity.%* Another, Pioneer Sorokin, in the North Caucasus, caught his
father filling his pockets with grain, and had him arrested %

In a major speech at the celebration of the 20th Anniversary of the
Secret Police in December 1937, Mikoyan praised a number of named
citizens who had denounced their fellows, citing with particular pride the
fourteen year old Pioneer Kolya Schelgov of the village of Poryabushki in
the Pugachev District, who had exposed his father L1 Schelgov: ‘The
pioneer Kolya Schelgov knows what Soviet power is to him and to the
whole people. When he saw that his own father was stealing socialist
property, he told the NKVD".¢

These children may indeed deserve blame, but surely not so much as
those who inculcated such conduct into them. At any rate, the mother of a
boy whose son disappeared in the famine has told me that she would have
preferred, and would still prefer, his dying physically to his being
spiritually destroyed and transformed into what she described as
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something lower than a human being, in this manner.

.

Physical eliminati . illing, wasi | .
When the problem became too too great for local officials bezpeizornic are
reported shot in large numbers.*" The decree legalizing the execution of
children of twelve or over was not mdeed to come into farce nnnl 7 Apnl
1935. Butth th
seem to have certain nnplncanons when it comes to l.he P:ny s
of Marxsm.

the age of twelve the full Ta bly be supposed
to be established beyond eradication. However, the record of starving
infants in 1933, or deporting them in 1930, certainly shows that at times of
heightened ‘class’ struggle those a good deal younger had to take their
chance. The point being perhaps, rather, that twelve years old was the
limit the Party felt was overtly defensible.

Even in the comparatively tranquil circumstances of NKVD
orphanages a few years later the authorities contrived to extend the age
limit downwards, for example, by having doctors certify that two delin-
quent boys of eleven were physically older than their papers, assumed to
be forged, showed.

Meanwhile, we an told by a senior OGPU officer, as early as 1932
confidential ordm were issued to shoot children stealing from railway
cars in transit.” Such measures were also taken for various health
reasons, as when in the Lebedyn Children’s Centre seventy-six children
are reported shot after getting glanders from horsemeat.”

Itis certainly true that unwanted children were got rid of by inhumane
or lethal pmnces. though mainly by starvation in various centres; and itis

also reported, for example, that some were drowned in barges on the

Dnieper, (a method also used with adults).” But most of the children

d from hunger. There is reasonably clear evidence of the
numbers, if not the exact numbers, of the child victims.

The ‘dissident’ Soviet demographer M. Maksudov estimates that ‘no
fewer tlun three mnlln'm chlldren bom Imween 1932 and 1934 died of
hunger.”? ished. A figure of twoand
a half million infants dying ol‘ starvation was given to Lev Kopelev by a
Soviet researcher.” The 1970 Gensus shows 12.4 million people living
who were born in 1929-31, and only 8.4 million born in 19324; dwugh
the natural rate of increase fell only slightly. In 1941 there were a million
fewer seven year olds than eleven year olds in the schools - and this even
though the eleven year old group had also suffered severely. Moreover
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when we come to the famine areas, this disproportion is greater still. In
Kazakhstan the seven year old group was less than two-fifths the size of
the eleven year old; while in Moldavia (most of which had not formed part
of the USSR in the 1930s) the seven year old group was two-thirds as
large again as the eleven year old.”

When we turn to the few local estis have the pi it h th

In one wll-p it was noted that ‘of the young boys not one in ten
survived".” (Young boys are elsewhere described as the most vulnerable
category of all).

In one districtin lht Poltava Province, of a total death roll of 7,113, the
respective numbers”’ are given as:

Children (under 18) 3,549
Men 2,1
Women 1,401

A teacher in the village of Novi Sanzhary, Dnipropetrovsk Province,
reports that by 1934 there were no school children left for her; uwther.
that only two were left of a class of thirty.™ And as to younger children, in
the Ukrainian village of Kharkivtsi, the 194041 school year I’ound no
beginners at all, as against an average of twenty-five previously.™

‘We may nsmubly conclude that of the seven million dead in the
famine some three million were children, and mostly young children. (We
discuss the total casualties, including adults, in Chapter 16.) Butiit should
be noted that registration of births was not kept up accurately in the
villages during the famine, for obvious reasons — though in fact few births
seem 1o have taken place in the worst period, for equally obvious reasons:
so that an unknown number of new-born babies may have died without
their birth having ever been recorded.

To this figure of three million or more children dead in 19324, we
must add the victims of dekulakization. If, as we have estimated, some
three million dead are to be reckoned in this operation (not counting the
adults dying later in labour camp), all accounts agree that the proportion
of child deaths was very high, and all in all it can scarcely have been less
v.lnn another mull:on. again mostly \'he very young. Te lMsc four million

d victims of
thtldren ’s lives ruined or deeply scarred in the various ways we have
noted: but this is beyond quantification.

Meanwhile, when it comes to the famine, measures which could have
t;;;n; Eltll at any time were ﬁml!y put mto eﬂ‘ect  at the end ofspnng

given
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No one was keeping count
Khrushcheo

There has been no official investigation of the rural terror of 1930-33; no
statement on the loss of human life has ever been issued; nor have the
archives been opened to independent researchers. Nevertheless, we are
in a position to make reasonably sound estimates of the numbers who
died.

First, we should consider the total loss for the whole cycle of events,
both in the dekulakization and in the famine. In principle this is not
difficult.

We need only apply to the population given in the Soviet census of
1926, the natural growth rate of the years which followed, and compare

result we obtain with that of an actual post-1933 census.

There are a few rather minor reservations. The 1926 census, like all
censuses even in far more efficient conditions, cannot be totally accurate,
and Soviet and Western estimates agree that it is too low by 1.2-1.5
million," (about 800,000 of it attributed to the Ukraine). Thi
an increase of almost half a million in the death roll estimates. But the
convenience of an official established base figure, that of the census, is
such that we shall (conservatively) ignore this in our calculations. Then
again, ‘natural growth rate’ is variously estimated, though within a fairly
narrow range. More of an obstacle, at first sight, is the fact that the next
census, taken in January 1937, is unfortunately not available. The
preliminary results seem to have been before the authorities on about 10
February 1937. The census was then suppressed. The Head of the
Census Board, O.A. Kvitkin, was arrested on 25 March.? It tumed out
that ‘the glorious Soviet intelligence headed by the Stalinist Peoples’
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‘Commissar N.I. Yezhov’ had ‘crushed the serpent’s nest of traitors in the
apparatus of Soviet statistics’. The traitors had ‘set themselves the task of
distorting the actual numbers of the population’, or (as Pravda put it later)
‘had exerted diminish the numbers of the lation of the
USSR, a rather unfair taunt, since it was, of course, not they who had
done the diminishing.

The motive for suppressing the census and the census-takers is
reasonably clear. A figure of about 170 million had featured in official
speeches and estimates for several years, a symbolic representation of
Molotov’s boast in January 1935 that ‘the gigantic growth of population
shows the living forces of Soviet construction’.’

Another census was taken in January 1939, the only one in the period
whose results were published, but in the ci it il
to carry much conviction. All the same, it is worth noting that even if the
official 1939 figures are accepted, they show a huge population deficit, if
not as large as the reality.

But on the matter of the total of unnatural deaths between 1926 and
1937, the 1937 census fotals are decisive, and these (though no other
details of that census) have been referred to a few times in posl-su;in

for

Soviet Th
the USSR of 163,772,000,° others, a round 164 million.”

The total, in the lower projections made over previous years by Soviet
statisticians, and on the estimates of modern demographers, should have
been about 177,300,000

Another, rougher approach is to take the estimated population of 1
January 1930 (157,600,000)* and add to it Stalin’s statement in 1935 that
“the annual increase in population is about three million”.” This too gives
a figure of 178,600,000, very near our other projection. The Second Five
Year Plan had also yrovided for a population of 180.7 million for the
beginning of 1938,!° which also implies between 177 and 178 in 1937.
Oddly enough, the Head of the Central Statistical Administration in
Khrushchev's time, V.N. Starovsky, attributes Gosplan’s 180.7 million to
1937, comparing it with the census figure of 164 million ‘even after
adjustment’'! - a phrase which implies significant upward inflation: an
‘adjustment’ of 5% would mean as a base figure the 156 million given to
the Soviet scholar Anton Antonov-Ovseenko by a more junior official.'?
But, in accord with our practice elsewhere, we will conservatively ignore
the ‘adj; . Without implies a defici 16.7 million.
‘The explanation may be that the Gosplan figure, like most Gosplan fig-
ures, is for the beginning of October 1937 - in which case the deficiency
would beabout 14. ion. But in this book’s first edition I took a con-
servative interpretation (and ignored, too, even higher projections by
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Soviet demographers of the period) and accepted a deficiency of no
more than 13.5 million.

However, in a source not then available to me, today’s leading Soviet
scholar of the collectivization states the p:rulation eficit i:gammy
1937 as 13-16 million (V.P. Danilov in A raficheski Ezbegodnik za
1968 god, Moscow, 1970, p 249). My lower estimate at least shows that
my approach was indeed ‘conservative’, and is testimony to a sober and
unsensational aj h to the facts.

This 15-16 million is not entirely death. We have to subtract those
unborn because of the deaths or separation of their parents and so on.
Further study of this and similar periods of population catastrophe
shows that it might be as high as 26-30 it of the total deficit. This
could givec. 4.5 million, leaving us with c. 11 million actual dead in the
dekulakization and the famine.

(Another approach is to note that in 1938 there were c. 19,900,000
peasant houscholds. In 1929 it had been c. 25,900,000. At an average of
4.2 persons per peasant family, this means c. 108,700,000 peasants in
1929 and c. 83,600,000 in 1938. With 24.3 million moved to towns, this
should have been c. 105 million, a deficit of . 21 million. Allowing for
date and the unborn, this gives over 13 million dead.)

Taking it as 11 million odd we must add those peasants already sen-
tenced, but dying in labour camp after January 1937 - that is, those
arrested as a result of the assault on the peasantry of 1930~33 and not
surviving their sentences (but nof including the many peasants arrested
in the more general terror of 1937-8). This gives, (as we shall estimate
later), not less than another 3.5 million, which would make the total
peasant dead as a result of the dekulakization and famine about 14.5
million.

.

We must next consider the way in which this fearful total is divided
between the dekulakization and the famine. Here we are on less certain

und.

It seems to be felt in demographic circles that of the fourteen million
plus odd peasant deaths due to the rural terror, the casualties fell about
equally between the two causes: that is about seven million plus from
dekulakization and about seven million plus in the famine. However, we
can examine this proposition in more detail.

Of the 14.5 million, the 3.5 million odd dyingin camps in the post-1937
period must be largely those sentenced before the decree of May 1933,
though it certainly included an important component from the desperate
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villages of the Ukraine and the Kuban of the famine period. These lastare
not, however, specifically victims of the famine itself, and to discover the
death roll from starvation we must go back to the eleven million dead
before 1937, and attempt to divide that figure between deportation and
famine victims.

We may start with the victims of the famine: and here we begin with the
deficit in the Ukrainian population. (As we have said, this does not
account for the whole of the famine victims, but unofficial figures imply
that about 80% of the mortality was in the Ukraine and the largely
Ukrainian areas of the North Caucasus).

For the deficit of Ukrainians we must first turn to the faked 1939
census, since, as we have said, no figures by nationality - indeed nothing
but the gross population result - has been published even now from the
genuine 1937 census on which we have hitherto relied.

e official figure for the Soviet population in the ‘census’ of January
I939wasl70 467,186. West the real
numbers were probably about 167.2 million. (Even this last figure
indicates a sharp recovery from 1937, in spite of an estimated two to three
million dead in camps or by execution in 1937 and 1938. It appears to be
explained in part by natural and in part by legal factors. Recovery in the
birthrate after disaster or famine is normal; the copulation and fertility
rates which have gone down drastically in them improve later. On the
official side, in 1936 abortion was made illegal, and contraceptives ceased
to be sold; and other measures were taken).

Of the official figure of 170,467,186 the census gives Ukrainians as
28,070,404 (. inst31,194,9761n the 192 There is no way of
telling how the 3.4 million inflation in the 170.5 million is distributed, and
it is normally assumed that each nationality group was proportionately

d (though the better tactics might imply a special
attempt to give the Ukrainians an extra boost, considering their poor
showing).

Given no more than equal exaggeration, the true Ukrainian figure in
1939 should have been about 27,540,000. But the 31.2 million of 1926
should have risen to about 38 million in 1939. The deficit is therefore
about 10.5 million. Allowing about 1.5 million for unborn children, this
gives a deficit of 9 million Ukrainians up to 1939.

This does not all represent death. By 1939 heavy pressures were being
put on Ukrainians outside the Ukraine to register as Russian, md a

insfer certainly lace. A Soviet
between the 1926 and 1939 censuses ‘the low rate of grvwm (!) in the
number of Ukrainians is explained by the lowering of the natural growth
as a result of a poor harvestin the Ukraine in 1932", but adds that ‘people
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who formerly thought of themselves as Ukrainians, in 1939 dectared
themselves Russians’."” And we are told, for example, that people with
forged documents often chang:d their nationality, as Ukrainians were
always suspect to the poln:e

This applied not in the Ukraine so much as among the Ukrainians
elsewhere in the USSR. There were 8,536,000 of them in 1926,
including 1,412,000 in the Kuban. The remnant of the Kuban Cossacks
are definitely reported as being re-registered as Russian, but by now their
numbers must have been very much lower than in |9Z&. Elsswhfr.e it

have b of pressure on individs

2 long-term process — even in the 1959 census there were over 5 million
Ukrainians in the USSR outside the Ukraine. If we assume a transfer of as
many as 2.5 million from the Ukrainian to the Russian listings, thatleaves
us with 9 minus 2.5 = 6.5 million actually dead.

Subtracting about 500,000 for the Ukrainian dead of the
dekulakization of 1929-32, we are left with six million dead in the famine.

‘This would be divided into five million in the Ukraine and one million
in the North Caucasus. The figure for non-Ukrainians may be as line as
one million dead. Thus the total famine deaths would be approximately
seven million, about three million of them children. As we have pointed
out, these are conservative figures.

.

A further clue to the numbers dying in the famine, or in its worst period,
may be found in the difference between the Census Board’s estimate of
the population made shortly before the 1937 census, and the actual
figures of that census. The prediction is 168.9 million;'" the actuality
163,772,000 - a difference of just over five million. Thls is believed to be
accounted for by the non-registration of deaths in the Ukraine after late
chlnr 1932 (see p250), whnch meant that such figures were not at the
ith the other figures we have

for deaths in the famine as a whole.
We also have a number of less direct estimates of the famine deaths,
mcludmg some based on official leaks.
ussian-born American citizen who had a pre-revolutionary
ocqua-nuncc with Skrypnyk visited him in 1933, and also met other
Ukrainian leaders. Skrypnyk gave him a ﬁgure of ‘at least’ eight million
dead in the Ukraine and North Caucasus.' He was also told by the
Ukrainian GPU chief Balitsky that eight-nine million had perished:
Balitsky added that ﬂns figure had been presented to Stalin, though only
as an approximation.'” Another security officer writes that, perhaps atan
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carlier stage, the GPU gave Stalin a figure of 3.3-3.5 million famine
deaths.'® A foreign Communist was given figures of ten million deaths for
the USSR as a whole.!?

Another foreign worker in a Kharkov factory, when the famine was still
far from over, leamnt from local officials that Petrovsky had admitted a
death roll, so far, of five million.

Walter Duranty told the British Embassy in September 1933 that ‘the
popnlanon of the North Caucasus and Lower Volga had decreased in the

pastyear lation of the Ukraine by four to five
million’, and that it seemed * quite possible’ that the total death roll was as
high as ten million. It seems reasonable to suppose that Duranty's figures
derive from the same source as those, also never printed, given one of hi
colleagues by another high official (see p. 310): or at any rate from si
official estimates cucnlarmg among authoritics on the spot.

AnA working in Khark d a death roll of
4.5 million, from starvation alone, with millions more from the diseases of
malnutrition.?' Another American was told by a high Ukrainian official
that six million had died in 19332 A Ukrainian-Canadian Communist
who attended the Higher Party School of the Ukrainian Central
Ce ittee was told th: report to this C ittee gave a figure of
ten million dead.?

As to other areas, decreases proportionally as high as the Ukraine, or
nearly so, are reported in the Central Volga, Lower Volga and Don
regions. The Director of the Chelyabinsk Tractor Plant, me, told a
foreign correspondent that more lhan 2 million had died in the Urals,
Western Siberia and the Trans-Volga.?*

These estimates, it should be noted, are not all necessarily comparable,
since it is not always clear — though it sometimes is - if the total deaths in
the Ukraine alone are referred to; or to what date the figures refer; or to
wl\ether deaths fmn famine-related dlscases are included.

, even the ffic ry by million
Nor need we assume th i
(as, in fact, the report of Balltsky 's estimate el'phtll.ly admits). As Leonid
Plyushch says, ‘party members a figure of five or six million . . . and
others xpole of about ten million victims. The true figure probably liesin
between”

ilar

.

‘While our figure of c. eleven million premature deaths in 1926-37
remains firm, the c. seven million share of it in famine deaths is best
described as reasonable or probable. Ifitis correct it leaves c. four million
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of the deaths to dekulakization and collectivization (or those taking place
before 1937).

‘Among this four million are included the dead of the Kazakh tragedy.
Among-the Kazakhs the population deficit between the 1926 and 1939
censuses (even accepting the latter’s figures) was 3,968,300 minus
3,100,900: that is, 867,400. Correcting the 1939 figure by the national
average (as we have done for the Ukrainians) gives us 948,000. But the
1926 population should have grown to 4,598,000 in 1939 - (on the very
conservative assumption that the average USSR growth rate of 15.7%
prevailed, whereas in fact other Soviet Muslim populations grew much
faster). That is, the population should have been over 1.5 million higher
than it was. If we allow 300,000 for unborn children and 200,000 for
successful emigration from the areas closest to Sinkiang, we have a death
roll of one million.

Thus we are left with three million as the 1926-37 deficit attributable
to the deportation of the kulaks. We have already discussed the numbers
deported, and the reported death rates. Three million is a figure which is.
consonant with our estimates (if 30% of deportees died, it would mean 9
million deported; if 25%, then twelve million would be the deportation
total).

By 1935, in one approximate view, a third of an estimated cleven
million deportees were dead; a third in ‘special settlement’; and a third in
labour camp. Estimates of d\e total 1935 labour camp population run at
around the five million level,?” and up till the mass arrests of officials in
1936-8, these are always reported as ‘overwhelmingly’, 70-80%,
peasant

Of the four million odd peasants probably in camp by 1935, most
probably survived until 1937 or 1938, but thereafter the likelihood is that
no more than ten percent ever saw release, and we must thus, as we have
noted, probably add a minimum of another c. 3.5 million deaths to the
peasant account.

-

Throughout, our ocmdnswns are based cither on exact and mmn

figures, or on

that no fewer than fourteen million odd peasants lost their lives as a. n:sull

of the events recounted in this book we may well be understating. In any

case, the eleven million odd excess dead shown by the 1937 census is

hardly sub]m to serious unendm:nl The famine ﬁ]um seem both
with th hy

Il; as do
the dekuhkmon figures.
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‘Why we cannot be more exact is obvious. As Khrushchev
memoirs, ‘I can’t give an exact figure because no one was
All we knew was that people were dying in enormous numbers’.

It is significant that statistics (even if unreliable) of the mortality of
cartle were published, and those of human mortality were not - so that for
fifty years we have had some account of what happened to the livestock but
not what happened to the human beings. In 2 much published speech a
rs later St:lm was to say lhll more care should be taken of

pl 3 ly happened to him
ia: by a ri ing that they
de y effort to save beil but cared little for

the loss of a2 man, an attitude he deplored at some length. Even for Stalin,
whose words seldom revealed his true attitudes, this was —
particularly at this time — a complete reversal of truth. It was he and his
followers for whom human life was lowest on the scale of values.

" l:ch may now conveniently sum up the estimated death toll roughly as
follows:

Peasant dead: 1930-37 11 million
Arrested in this period dying in

camps later 3.5 million
TOTAL 14.5 million

Of these:

Dead asa result of dekulakization 6.5 million
Dead in the Kazakh catastrophe 1 million
Dead in the 1932-3 famine:
in the Ukraine 5 million
inthe N. Caucasus Lmillion  7million
elsewhere 1 million

As we have said, these are enormous figures, comparable to the deaths
in the major wars of our time. And when it comes to the genocidal
element, to the Ukrainian figures alone, we should remember that five
million constitutes about 18.8% of the total population of the Ukraine
(and about a quarter of the rural population). In World War [ less than 1%
of the population of the countries at war died. In one Ukrainian village of
800 inhabitants (Pysarivka in Podilia), where 150 had died, a local peasant
ironically noted that only seven villagers had been killed in World War 1.3

In the events which we have been describing the ‘casualties’ in a
general sense, the walkmg wounded' consmme whole populations. Our
concern, in this ch:
the actual dead. But we necd not for a moment forget the dmdiul effects
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suffered, and far into the future, by individuals and nations.

Moreover, further terrors, inflicting yet further death on much the
same scale, faced the survivors.

Let us once more en;phmze that the figures we have given are

and qui

ifwe cannot be more exact, itis because dle Sml renme will not let us.
kin the 1930s.

We owe a number of useful derails to honest and courageous Soviet
scholars and writers: but, even today, Moscow permits no real
investigation of these monstrous events. Which is to say that to this degree
the regime remains the accomplice, as well as the heir, of those who fifty
years ago sent these innocent millions to their deaths.

.
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O grave keep shur, lest I be shamed
Masdfictd

A major clement in Stalin’s operations against the peasantry was what
Pasternak calls ‘the inhuman power of the li¢’. Deception was practised
on a giant scale. In particular every effort was made to persuade the West
that no famine was taking place, and later that none had in fact taken place.

On the face of it, this might appear to have been an impossible
undertaking. A great number of true accounts reached Westem Europe
and America, some of them from impeccable Western eyewimesses. (It
was not found feasible, at least in 1932, to keep all foreigners out of the
famine areas).

But Stalin had a profound understanding of the possibilities of what
Hitler approvingly calls the Big Lic. He knew that even though the truth
may be readily available, the dm-ver naed not give up. He saw dm flar
denial on the one hand, and th the pool of fa
corpus of positive falsehood on the other, were sul'ﬁmnl to confuse the
issue for the passively uninstructed foreign audience, and to induce
acceptance of the Stalinist version by those actively seeking to be
deceived. The Famine was the first major instance of the exercise of this
technique of influencing world opinion, but it was to be followed by a
nnmbcr of ochers snu:h asthe umpalgl over the Moscow Trials of 1936—
8, th andsoon.
lndeed itcan hardly be said wbe extinct even wdxy .

-

Before discussing the operation of these schemes, let us first insist on the
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fact that the truth was indeed widely available in the West.
In spite of everything, full or adequate reports appeared in the
‘Mandhester Guardian and the Daily Telegraph; Le Matin and Le Figaro; the

m:Zumdmann[ and the Gazette de Lausanne; La Stampa in Italy, the
Reichpost in Austria, and scores of other Western papers. In the United
States, wide-circulation newspapers printed very full first hand accounts
by Ukrainian-American and other visitors (though these were much
discounted as, often, appearing in ‘Right Wing’ journals); and the
Christian Science Monitor, the New York Herald Tribune (and the New York
Jewish Forwaerts) gave broad coverage. We have quoted many of these
reports in our text.

‘We should however, enter the reservation that in most cases journalists
could not both keep their visas and report the facts, and were often
forced, or lured, into what was at best compromise. It was only when they
left the country for good that men like Chamberlin and Lyons were able to
tell the full story. Moreover, their despatches had meanwhile to pass the

hip - though i ‘some of his b rosathrough

the Britsh diplomatic bag.
For the time being, furly immediate reports were limited to dcspnchu
sent like ’s; to i though often pieces

passing the censor; and to the evidence of recent visitors who had the
language and had penetrated the famine area — some of them foreign
Cnmm\lmsls who had worked there, other foreign citizens with rellnvu
festerner ly

One of these last was Gareth Jones, a former secretary of Lloyd
George's, and a student of Russia and of Russian history. He got to the
Ukraine from Moscow, like Muggeridge, without telling anyone. He went
on foot through villages in the Kharkov Province, and on his return to the
West reported the constant cry of “There is no bread. We are dying’. He
said, writing, like Muggeridge, in the Manchester Guardian (30 March
1933), he would never ‘forget the swollen stomachs of the children in the
cottages in which I slept’. Moreover, he added, ‘four-fifths of the catle
and the horses had perished’. This honourable and honest report was
subject to gross libel, not only by Soviet officialdom, but also by Walter
Duranty, and by other correspondents wishing to stay on in order to cover
the forthcoming ‘Metro-Vic’ faked trial, then major news.

Snll, same of the mm:h harassed foreign )ourmlms did dmrbesl in| the

h with

One (ol’ll“ b 1933)b the Associated Press d
Stanley Richardson quoted the head of the MTS Political Departments
for the Ukraine, the old Bolshevik Alexander Asatkin, former First
Secretary of the Byelorussian Communist Party, on the famine. Asatkin
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had actually given him figures, and those were removed by the censor; but
a reference to ‘deaths in his area last spring from causes related to
undernourishment’ went through. (This confirmation by a Soviet official
was not printed in most American papers: Marco Carynnyk writes that he
could only find it in the New York American, the Toronto Star and the
Toronto Evening Telegram).

In any case, in 1933, new regulations in effect excluded foreign
correspondents from the Ukraine and North Caucasus.' The British
Embassy reported to London as early as § March 1933 that ‘all foreign
correspondents have now been ‘advised’ by the Press department of the
‘Commissariat for Foreign AfTairs to remain in Moscow’. Butitwas onlyin
August that W.H. Chamberlin felt able to inform his editors in the West
that he and his colleagues had been ordered not to leave Moscow without
snhmnm; an itinerary and obtaining permission, and that he himselfhad
just been refused permission to go to areas in the Ukraine and North
Caucasus which he had previously visited. He added that the same
applied to two American correspondents and to others.” The New York
Herald Tribune's correspondent P.B. Barnes put it that ‘New censorship
measures exclude accredited foreign correspondents from those regions
of the USSR where conditions are unfavourable’.”

‘The more honest journalists could only be muzzled, not silenced.
When such books as Chamberlin's came out, in 1934, there was no longer
any real possibility of doubt about the famine, or any of the previous
sufferings of the peasantry. Indeed, even western writers regarded by
Communists and non-Communists alike as friends of the regime
expressed reservations and told truths. Maurice Hindus, writing of
collecuvmuon. while favounng itin principle, told of the *human ragedy®
of the kulak d of the *callous i of the Party;
described the peasant reaction in the slaughter of livestock and later lapse
‘into apathy’; the incompetence of the kolkhoz management (with pigs
s dying of mismanagement, cows and horses of

Enough information was already in existence to put the issue past all
query, and the We iblic had it available. Some acted: on
28 May 1934 a resolution was submitted to the US House of
Representatives (73rd Congress, 2nd Session, House Resolution 39a) by
Congressman Hamilton Fish Jr., registering the facts of the famine,
recalling the American tradition of ‘taking cognizance’ of such invasions
of human rights, expressing sympathy and the hope that the USSR would
change its policies and meanwhile admit American relief. It was referred
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs and ordered to be printed.
As in 1921, though on a lesser scale since the facts were not as fully
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available, an international hnmsmumn effort was made. In this case,
however, it i Relief C ittee was setup
under the chairmanship ofCardmnl Innitzer, Archbishop of Vienna. The
Red Cross had to reply to appeals that it was constitutionally unable to
operate without the consent of the government concerned. And that
government continued to rebufT the reports as lies, and to print rejection
by prospei Soviet peasants of such impertinent offers of help.
Collective farmers of the Volga-German Republic are similarly quoted by
Izvestiya® as saying that they rejected the assistance of organizations
created in Gmnany *for rendering assistance to the Germans who are
supposed to be starving in Russia’.

In the Western Ukraine, under Polish sovereignty, the facts were well
known, and in July 1933 a Ukrainian Central Relief Committee was
founded in Lviv which was able to give a certain amount of clandestine
help with parcels.

The Ukrainian emigré organizations in the West fought in the most
active manner to bring the facts to the attention of the Governments and
the public. In Washington, for example, the files of the State Department
are full of appeals to the US administration to intervene in some way,
always answered with a statement that the absence of any American state
interest made this impracti

The files of the State Department are also full of letters from editors,
professors, clergymen and others reporting that lecturers such as W.H.
Chamberlin had given figures of deaths of from four to ten million people,
the letters in almost every case casting doubt on the probability of such
figures. The State Department sometimes answered that its policy was
not to comment, sometimes it gave a list of sources which might be
referred to.

The United States at this time had no diplomatic relations with the
Soviet Union, (until November l933) and d-e State Department was
under i political move in
which reports of the (error-famme were nganied by the Administration
as unhelpful. The foreign diplomatic corps actually in Moscow was not
deceived, the British Embassy, for example, reporting to London that
conditions in the Kuban and the Ukraine were ‘appalling'

Thus, in one way or another, the truth was available, was insome sense
known in the West. The task of the Soviet Government was to destroy,
distort, or blanket this knowledge.

In the first phase, then, the famine was ignored or denied. In the Soviet
press itself, there was no reference to it. This was true even of the
Ukrainian papers. The disjunction between reality and report was quite
extraordinary.
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Arthur Koestler, who was in Kharkov in 1932-3, writes that it gave him
amost unreal feeling to read the local papers, full of young people smiling
under banners, giant combines in the Urals, reports of awards to shock
brigaders, but ‘not one word about the local famine, epidemics, the dying.
out of whole villages; even the fact that there was no electricity in Kharkov
‘was not once mentioned in the Kharkov papers. The enormous land was
covered with a blanket of silence’.”

Atan earlier period, during the collectivization, it had been difficult to
discover what was going on. As an American correspondent wrote ‘A
resident in Moscow, Russian or foreigner, would in many cases only learn
by accident, if indeed he learned at all, of such episodes of “class war” as
the death from hunger of many exiled peasant children in remote Luza, in
Northern Russia, in th of1931; orthe
the forced labourers in the Karaganda coal mines, in Kazakhstan, as :
result of inadequate diet; or the perishing of cold of kulak families whlch
were driven out of their homes in winter near Akmolinsk, in Kazakhstan;
or the development of diseases of the female organs among the women
exiles in bleak Khibinogorsk, beyond the Arctic Circle, as a result of the
complete absence of sanitary provision in the severe winter’.* But when
it came to the famine, even in Moscow, it was at first referred to fairly
openly by Russians not only in their houses, but even in public places like
hotels. It soon became, indeed, an offence carrying a three to five year
sentence to use the word; but enough was now already known, even by
foreigners, to make more active measures than mere denial necessary.

Meanwhile, the denials were hot and strong.

There were many attacks on ‘slanders’ which had appeared in the
foreign press. The Austrian Reichpost was accused by Pravda (20 July
1933) of ‘stating that millions of Soviet citizens in the Volga region, the

kraine and the North Caucasus had died of starvation. This vulgar
slander, dirty invention about famine in the USSR has been cooked up by
the editors of Reichpost to divert the attention of their own workers from
their hard and hopeless situation’. President Kalinin spoke of ‘political
cheats who offer to help the starving Ukraine’ commenting: ‘only the most
decadent classes are capable of producing such cynical elements”. M
When the famme becnme Mdely rcponed in the USA and a
Herm: of icut, drew official Soviet
tnennon toit, he recemd the follawmg answer from Foreign Commissar
itvinov:

Tamin receipt of your letter of the 14th instant and thank you for drawing my
antention to the Ukrainian pamphlct. There is any amount of such pamphlets
full of lies circulated by the counter-revolutionary organizations abroad who
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speciaize in work of this kind. There i pothing lef for them to do but spread
false information and forge documents.'®

‘The Soviet Embassy in Washington also claimed that the Ukraine’ s
population had increased over the Five Year Plan period by 2% pe
annum, and dm n had the lowest death rate of any Soviet republ-c'“

From sorts of raw distortion were prodnced For example,
Izvestiya of 26 Febnury 1935 published an interview with an American
correspondent, Lindesay M Parrott, of the International News Service. In
it he was quoted as saying that he had found well or‘:nized farms and
plenty of bread in the Ukraine, and the Volga region. Parront told his
employer, and the American Embassy, that he had betn lhorou;hly

d, having merely told the /: thathe had not
seen any ‘famine conditions’ on his trip, made in 1934, and that farm
condmons seemed to be improving. From this, /zvestiya had invented the
rest.

.

However, the main methods of falsification were of 2 broader and more
n-zdmon type.
erican journalist in Moscow describes one of the deceptions of

n Ame
the dekuhkmnon period:

For the special purpose of appeasing American public opinion, an American
“‘commission’ was despatched to the lumber area and in due time it attested
truthfully that it had not seen forced labor. No one in the foreign colony was
more amused by this clowning than the ‘commissioners’ themselves. They
were: a salesman of American machinery, long resident in Moscow and
dependent on official good-will for his business; 2 young American reporter
without a steady job and therefore in the USSR by sufferance of the
government; and the resident secretary of the American-Russian Chamber of
Commerce, a paid employee of the organization whose usefulness depended
on maintaining cordial relations with the Soviet authorities.

1 knew all three men intimately, and it is betraying no secret to record that
each of them was as thoroughly convinced of the widespread employment of
forced labor in the lumber industry as Hamilton Fish or Dr Deterding. They
went to the North for the ride, or because it was difficult to refuse, and they

had seen no signs of forced labor; they did not indicate that they made no

Their findings, published with all solemnity and wansmitted obediently by
the American correspondents to the United Staes, were a good deal along the
. spondents (o the were 2 good deal alon
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One of the issioners’, the i i Jimmy Abbe,
put it to me this way:

‘Sure, we saw no forced labor. When we approached anything that looked
Tikeit, i losed. We weren't goil i
about it

Edouard Herriot, the French Radical leader, twice premier of his
country, was in the USSR in August and September 1933. He spent five
days in the Ukraine: half this time was devoted to official receptions and
banquets, and the other half to a conducted tour. As a result he felt able to
claim that no famine existed, and to blame reports of such on elements.
pursuing an anti-Soviet policy. Pravda (13 September 1933) was able to
announce that *he categorically denied the lies of the bourgeois press
about a famine in the Soviet Union’.

Such comments, from a widely known statesman, had, we are told, a
great effect on European opinion. The irresponsibility shown must have
greatly encouraged Stalin in his view of the gullibility of the West, on
which he was to play so effectively in later years.

A visitor to Kiev describes the preparations for Herriot. The day before
his arrival the population was required to work from 2 a.m. cleaning the
streets and d i houses. Food-distributi Josed.
Queues were prohibited. Homeless children, beggars, and starving
people disappeared.™ A local inhabitant adds that shop windows were
filled with food, but the police dispersed or arrested even local citizens
who pressed too close, (and the purchase of the food was forbidden).'
The streets were washed, the hotel he was to stay in was refurbished, with
new carpets and furniture and new uniforms for the staff.'¢ And similarly
in Kharkov."”

Herriot's round of visits is illustrative. At Kharkov he was taken to a
model children's setlement, the Shevchenko Museum and a tractor
factory, together with meetings, or banquets, with the Ukrainian Party
leaders.'®

Certain villages were set aside 1o show to foreigners." These were
‘model’ collectives — for example ‘Red Star’ in the Kharkov Province,
where all the peasants were picked Communists and Komsomols. These
were well housed and well fed. The cate were in good condition. And
tractors were always available.? Or a normal village might be reorganized
for the occasion.

One witness describes the preparations made to reccive Herriot at the
collective farm ‘October Revolution’ in Brovary, near Kiev:

A special meeting of the regional party organization was held in Kiev for the
purpose of ing this collective farm into in village’. An older
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‘communist, an inspector attached to the Commissariat of Agriculture, was

appointed temporary chief and experienced agronomists were made into

brigade members of the farm. It was thoroughly scrubbed and cleaned, all

communists, lwmmols and activists having been mobilized !or |he job..

andth

buunl‘ully appointed with it. Curtains and drapes were brought from Kiev,
tablecloths. One wing was tuned into a dining-hall, the tables of yhich

wenoamedwhhmchthmddxoﬂudvmhﬁwm The regional

telephone exchange, and the switchboard operator, were u-...,rmed from

Brovary to the farm.

of meat. A supply of beer was lso brought in. All the corpses 5 and mm

the forbidden tol A

farm workers was called, and they were told that a motion picture would be
made of collective farm life, and for this purpose this pnmular farm had been
chasen by a film-studio from Odessa. Only those who were chosen to play in
the picture would turn out for work, the rest of the members must stay at home
and not interfere. Those who were picked by a special committee were given

ncw outfits brought from Kiev: shoes, socks, suits, hats, I\andl(emhlefs

/omen received new dresses. The whole masquerade was directed by a

delcnxe of the Kiev party district organization, Sharapov, and a nun named
Denisenko was his deputy. The people were told that

director Th ided that it would be bcﬂ for M.
Herriot to meet the collective farm vmvlm while they were scated at tables,
earing 2 good meal. The next day, when Herriot was du to arive, now well-

were cating huge chunks of meat, washing oo beer orlemonade, and
were making short work of it. The director, who was nervous, called upon the
people to eat slowly, so that the honoured guest, Herriot, would see them at
iherabls.Jus hen  eephone message came ffom Kie: Vit cancelled

vind veryting up'. Now anothermecting s called.Sharaposthanked he
workers for a good performance, and then Denisenko asked them to take off
and retum allthe clothes ot been isued to them, with the exceprion of

and shoes, promising to work or pay for them, but to no avail. Everything had to
be given back and rerumed 10 Kiev, 1 the stoes from which it had been

It is evideny to Herriot that Vasily Grossman is referring when he
writes of ‘a Frenchman, a famous minister’ visiting a kolkhoz nursery
school and asking the children what they had had for lunch. They
answered ‘Chicken soup with pirozhki and rice cutlets’. Grossman
comments ‘Chicken soup! cutlets! And on our farm they had eaten all the
earthworms’. He goes on to speak contemptuously of the ‘theatre’ being
‘made of the situation by the authorities.?
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Herriot's interpreter, Professor Seeberg of the Ukrainian College of
Linguistic Education in Kiev, is later reported armtcd and sentenced ©
five years in a Kareli np for ‘close the h

On another occasion a delegation of Americans, English and Germans
came to Kharkov. A major round up of peasant beggars preceded it. They.
were taken off in lorries and simply dumped in barren fields some way out
of town.* A Turkish mission, on its way home, was scheduled to eatat the
junction of Lozova. In anticipation of their stay, the dead and dying were
loaded in trucks, and removed to an unknown fate. The others were
marched cighteen miles away and forbidden to return. The station was
cleaned up, and smart ‘waitresses’ and ‘public’ were brought in.*

‘This Potemkin method thus proved useful with men of international
reputation, though few of them went to the length of Bernard Shaw, who
said ‘I did not see a single under-nourished person in Russia, young or
old. Were they padded? Were their hollow cheells distended by picces of
india rubber inside??* (Bernard Shaw had also felt able to say, - or is at
any rate so quoted in the Soviet press ~that ‘in the USSR, unlike Britain,
there was freedom of uhpon')

In an interesting variant one Western sympathizer of the regime tells a
striking tale (quoted at length by the Webbs as evidence against the
existence of famine): his party of foreign visitors heard rumours thatina
village called Gavrilovka all the men but one were said to have died of
starvation. They ‘went at once to investigate’, visited the village registry
office, the priest, the local soviet, the judge, the schoolmaster and ‘every
individual peasant we met’. They found that three out of 1,100
inhabitants had died of typhus, as a result of which immediate measures
had slopptd any epidemic, and that there had been no deaths from
starvation.?® The perspicacious reader will think of at least three different
ways in which this result could have been a hoax. But even if it had been
genuine how could it refute the first hand evidence from elsewhere
Muggeridge and all the others?

.

What is perhaps more reprehensible is that these methods worked, at first
or second hand, with prominent scholars concerned to instruct the
intellectual West.
Sir John Maynard, then a leading British expert on Soviet a(nculmre,
takes a view of the casualties of collccnvuan ‘d\ese pictures are
ing, but we shall get our that
the Bolsheviks conceived themselves to be fighting a war, a war against an
enemy class instead of a war against an enemy nation, and to be applying
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the methods of war’.”® When it comes to 1933, he speaks flady, as one who
visited the areas in question: ‘Any suggestion of a calamity comparable
with the famine of 1921-2 is, in the opinion of the present writer, who
travelled through Ukraine and North Caucasus in June and July 1933,
unfounded”.®

More extraordinary still was the ‘research’ of the doyens of western
social science, Sidney and Beatrice Webb, in the huge work in which they
sum up the Soviet Union.”!

They visited the country in 1932 and 1933, and put an immense
amount of labour into producing a full, judicious and scholarly
documentation of what was going on.

To start with, one finds in them the general hostility to the peasantry we
have noted of the Bolsheviks. The Webbs speak of their ‘characteristic
vices of greed and cunning, varied by outbursts of drunkenness and
recurrent periods of sloth’. They speak approvingly of turning these
backward characters ‘into public spirited co-operators working upon a
prescribed plan for the common product to be equitably shared among
themselves’? They even speak of the (‘partially enforced’) collecti-
vization representing the ‘final stage’ of the rural uprisings of 19171

“The cost’ of collectivization was ‘driving out the universally hated
kulaks and the recalcitrant Don Cossacks by tens or even hundreds of
thousands of families'* (They describe one piece of official propaganda
on dekulakization as ‘the artless recital of a peasant woman”.)®

‘The Webbs take it that the later phase of dekulakization was necessary
because the kulaks would not work and were demoralizing the villages so
had to be sent to far off areas where they could be put to labour or useful
projects, as a ‘rough and ready expedient of “famine relief” *. Their
finding is that ‘Candid students of the circumstances may not
unwarrantably come to the conclusion that . .. the Soviet Government
could hardly have acted otherwise than it did".

‘Their enthusiasm may be thought a little distasteful when, for example
they conclude that the dekulakization was planned from the start to
summarily eject from their homes ‘something like a million families’ and
permit themselves the comment ‘strong must have been the faith and
resolute the will of the men who, in the interest of what scemed to them
the public good, could take so momentous a decision’.*” Words which
might equally be applied, by any wishing to do so, to Hitler and the Final
Solution.

However, these are at least in part matters of opinion. When it comes to
the facts the Webbs ask themselves ‘was there or was there not a famine in
the USSR in 1931-2". They quote a ‘retired high official of the Indian

mment’ (evidently Maynard) who had himself administered famine
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districts, and who had visited localities in the USSR where conditions
were reported worst, and who found no evidence of what he would
describe as a famine.”® Their conclusion, based also on official reports
and conversations with unnamed British and American journalists, is that
a ‘partial failure of crops’ was ‘not in itself sufficiently serious to cause
actual starvation, except possibly in the worst districts, relatively small in
extent’. And they (quite falsely) attributed famine reports to ‘people who
have seldom had the opportunity of going to the suffering districts'*®

‘The Webbs blame even these minor food shortages on ‘a refusal of the
agriculturalists 10 sow . . . o to gather up the wheat when it was cut’.*
Indeed they speak of ‘a population manifestly guilty of sabotage’; ! while
in the Kuban ‘whole villages sullenly abstained from sowing or
harvesting."*? They even describe ‘individual peasants’ who ‘out of spite®
took to ‘rubbing the grain from the ear, or even cutting off the whole ear,
and carrying it off for individual hoarding, this shameless theft of
communal property!*

They repeat, too, without comment, the confession of one of the
alleged Ukrainian nationalists, as quoted by Postyshev, to the effect that
they had worked by agitation and propaganda in the villages to sabotage
the harvest.* And they describe Stalin’s announcement at the January
1933 plenum of further steps to squeeze non-existent grain from the
Ukraine, as ‘a campaign which for boldness of conception and vigour in
execution as well as the magnitude of its operations, appears (0 us

in the peace-time annals of any X
‘When it comes to their sources, the Webbs often refer to, for example,
servers”. One quoted clai ger wish to

own a house or a plough any more than a worker would wish to own a
turbine, and would use the money to live better instead - a ‘mental
revolution”.

On the ivization, the Webbs ingly quote the Ci
Anna Louise Strong, as saying that far from the Western assumption that
the exiling of kulaks was done by ‘a mystically omnipotent GPU it was
carried out by ‘village meetings' of poor peasants and farm-hands who
listed kulaks impeding collectivization by force and violence and ‘asked
the Government to deport them . . . the meetings I personally attended
were more seriously judicial, more balanced in their discussion, than any
court trial | have artended in America’."

But for the famine period itself their favourite source is the New York
Times correspondent Walter Duranty, whose activities and influence
deserve special treatment.
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As the closest Western co-operator of all with the Soviet falsifications,
Walter Duranty obtained all sorts of privileges, such as praise from, and
interviews with, Stalin himself — while at the same time receiving
unstinted adulation from important Western circles.

In November 1932 Duranty had reported that ‘there is no famine or

starvation nor is there likely to be’.

‘When the famine became widely known in the West, and reported in
his own paper and by his own colleagues, playing down, rather than
denial, became his method. Stll denying famine he spoke of
‘malnutrition’, ‘food shortages’, ‘lowered resistance’.

On 23 August 1933 he wrote that ‘any report of a famine in Russia is
today an exaggeration or malignant propaganda’, going on to say that ‘the
food shortage which has aﬂ'ened almost the whole population in the last
year, and that is the Ukraine.
the North Caucasus, lhe Lower Volga Region - has, however, caused
heavy loss of life’. He estimated the death rate as nearly four times the
usual rate. This usual rate would, in the regions named ‘have been about
1,000,000° and this was now in all probability ‘at least trebled”.

This admission of two million extra deaths was thus made to appear
regrettable, but not overwhelmingly important and not amounting to
‘famine’. (Moreover he blamed it in part on ‘the flight of some peasants
and the passive resistance of others’).

In September 1933 he was the first correspondent to be admitted to the
famine regions, and reported that ‘the use of the word famine in
connection with the North Caucasus is a sheer absurdity’, adding that he
now felt that for this area at least his earlier estimate of excess deaths had
been ‘exaggerated”. He also spoke of ‘plump babies’ and ‘fat calves’ as
typical of the Kuban.*® (Litvinov found it useful to cite these despatchesin
answering Congressman Kopelmann's letter of inquiry).

Duranty blamed famine stories on emigrés, encouraged by the rise of
Hider, and spoke of ‘the famine stories then current in Berlin, Riga,
Vienna and other places, where elements hostile to the Soviet Union were
making an eleventh-hour attempt to avert American recognition by
picturing the Soviet Union s a land of ruin and despair’.

The ion Duranty had already acquired by th (1933 is
dryly expressed in a despatch from the British Embassy about the visit
Duranty (an Englishman) had now been permitted to make to the grain
areas of the Ukraine: ‘I have no doub that . .. he will have no difficultyin
obtaining sufficient il intour h t ble him to
say whatever he may wish to say on return’. It also described him as ‘Mr
Duranty, the New York Times Correspondent, whom the Soviet Union is
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probably more anxious to conciliate than any other’.*

Malcolm Muggeridge, Joseph Alsop and other experienced journalists
held the plain opinion that Duranty was a liar - as Muggeridge later put it
“the greatest liar of any journalist I have met in fifty years of journalism’.

Duranty had personally told Eugene Lyons and others that he
estimated the famine victims at around seven million. But an even clearer
proof of the discrepancy between what he knew and what he reported is to
be found in a despatch of 30 September 1933 from the British Chargé
d'affaires in Moscow, which we quoted earlier: ‘According to Mr Durranty

thy ion of the North C. d the Lower had d d

in the past year by three million, and the pvpul:non of the Ukraine by four
to five million. The Ukraine had been! bled whnte . Mr Duranty thinks it
quite possible that as many as have died directly or
indirectly from lack of food in the Soviet Union during the past year’.

What the American public got was not this straight stuff, but the false
reporting. Its influence was enormous and long-lasting.

The Nw York Times Company Annual R:por( of l983 prints a list of
the paper’s Pulitzer Prizes, not omitting the one to Walter Duranty in
1932 for ‘dispassionate, im'«pmive reporting of the news from Russia’.

‘The announcement of the prize had in fact added to this citation the
points. l.lm Duumy s dzspatcbes were ‘marked by scholarship,

and i chmy being

‘excellent examples ol’the besx type of foreign correspondence

The Nation, in citing the New York Times and Walter Dnmmy inits
annual ‘honour roll’, described his as ‘the most enlightening,
dispassionate and rudsble despatches from a great nation in the making
which appeared in any newspaper in the world’.

At a banquet at the Waldorf Astoria to celebrate the recognition of the
USSR by the United States, a list of names was read, each politely
applauded by the guests until Walter Duranty’s was reached; then,
Alexander Woollcott wrote in the New Yorker, ‘the one really prolonged
pandemonium was evoked . .. Indeed, one got the impression that
America, in a spasm of discernment, was recognizing both Russia and
Walter Duranty'. Well, a spasm anyway.

The praise which went to Duranty was clearly not due to a desire to
know the truth, but rather to a desire of many to be told what they wished
t0 hear. Duranty’s own motives need no explaining.’

.

This lobby of the blind and the blindfold could not actually prevent true
accounts by those who were neither dupes nor liars from reaching the
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West. But they could, and did diin giving the i ion that there
was at least a genuine doubt about what was happening and insinuating
that reports of starvation came only from those hostile to the Soviet
government and hence of dubious reliability. Reporters of the truth like
Muggeridge and Chamberlin were under continuous and violent attack
by pro-Communist elements in the West over the next generation.

For d-e falsification ~was not mnponry It had entered the ﬁeld of

" with the W sults.
such as one scandalous piece of active, rather than mcrcly conniving,
falsification coming as late as in the 1940s, with the production in
Hollywood of the film North Star, which represented a Soviet collective
farm as a hygienic, well-fed village of happy peasants - a travesty greater
than could have been shown on Soviet screens to audiences used to lies,
but txpenenced in this particular matter to a degree requiring at least a
minimum of restraint.

One Communist gave as the reason, or one of the reasons, for the
suppression of truth, the fact that the USSR could only win the support of
workers in the capnulm countries if the human cost of its policies was
concealed.! It seems not in practice to have been so much a matter of the
workers as of the intellectuals and formers of public opinion.

As George Orwell complained (of England) ‘Huge events like the
Ukraine famine of 1933, involving the deaths of millions of people, have
actually escaped the attention of the majority of English russophiles’. But
it was not only a matter of pure russophiles, but also of a large and
influential body of Western thought.

The scandal is not that they justified the Soviet actions, but that they
refused to hear about them, that they were not prepared to face the
evidence.

321



18
Responsibilities

‘Where has that life gone? And what
has become of all that awful torment
and torture? Can it really be that
no one will ever answer for
everything that happened? That it
will all be forgotten without even
any words to commemorate it? That
the grass will grow aver it?

Vasily Grossman

‘The historian, registering the facts beyond doubt, and in their context,
cannot but also judge. Die Weligeschichte ist das Weltgericht - World History
is the World’s Court of Judgement: Schiller’s dictum may seem too
grandiose today. Yet the establishment of the facts certainly includes the
establishment of the responsibility.

In the case of the ‘kulaks’ dead or deported in 1930-32, there is no
problem. They were the victims of conscious governmental action against
‘class enemies’; Communist officials were discussing the necessity of
‘dcsuvrvm ﬁve million people even before the measures had taken
effect;" and Stalin himself, to all intents and purposes, later admitted the
extent of the slaughter. When it comes to the great famine of 1932-3,
however, a great effort was made at the time - and is still to some degree
persisted in today - to obscure or obfuscate the truth.

‘The first line of defence was the plea that no famine had occurred. This
was the official line of the Soviet Government. Abroad it was put about, as.
we saw in Chapter 17, by Soviet diplomats and Western journalists and
others who had been deceived or corrupted by the Soviet authorities.
Internally, on the whole the Soviet press simply ignored the famine, but
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occasionally printed a refutation or rejection of some insolent foreign
slander. It became an offence (as anti-Soviet propaganda) to refer to
famine — and this was enforced even in the famine areas themselves. And
at the top Stalin simply laid it down that no famine existed.

‘This remained the official story for years. Indeed, even now references
1o the famine in Soviet scholarly and historical work are rare, and usually
oblique — though some Soviet fiction has been franker.

In the West, it had its effect. Some people were :ble o bellm the
official line; oth think that there were
no clinching evidence on either side. So accounts of the famine cnnld be
rejected, or at least easily forgotten, by those so predisposed.

However, reports of the famine were hard to suppress entirely. The
next line of defence is two-fold: that there was indeed malnutrition, and
even an increase in the death rate, and that the responsibility for this was
the recalcitrance of the peasants who had refused to sow or reap properly.
The Soviet Government’s need for grain was attributed to the
requirements of the Army, a war with Japan being supposedly expected.

‘The admission of an increase in the death rate was permitted to
journalists running a pro-Soviet line, who were, as we have seen, even
able to say that there was no famine - only an excess of some two million
deaths! Thit fused the issue by i ion that such fi
not amount to much The recalcitrance of the peasantry was, of course, in
accor
ways: it too was made good use of in the West.

Between them, these amounted to an admission that there was indeed
something most people would call a famine, but that it was not the Soviet's
fault, and was not as serious as malignant propaganda had reported.

And here, Stalin had a much better means of baffling criticism. For
even if it was known that there was a famine, the mere existence of famine
does not in itself prove the responsibility of Stalin and the Party
leadership. There have been many famines, and the assumption would be
that here was another, with natural causes, perhaps exacerbated by the
policies of the Government, but with no reason to believe that the
.(‘Ervemmem procured the famine of express malice, unless proven to the

ilt.

It is in dealing with this not unreasonable presumption that we reach
the crux of the matter.

P ious

.

But first, let us ask whether the leadership indeed knew of the famine.
‘We know, of course, that the leading Ukrainian Communists were well
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aware of the situation. Chubar, Khatayevich, Zatonsky, Demchenko,
Terekhov, Petrovsky, had been in the countryside and seen with their own
eyes how things were. They had always known that the grain quotas were
too high, and now they saw the famine. Chubar is also reported at a
conference in Kiev mswenng 2 question as to whether the Uknmnn

bout the famine with ‘th this,

but cannot help it".2

Petrovsky himself is reported by a peasant as walking through a wlh‘e
past all the dead and dying.’ He also promised a crowd of starving
peasants at Chomulhy that he would speak of it in Moscow, but perhaps
did not do so.* When 2 factory official told Petrovsky that his employees
were talking of five million people having already died and asked what he
should tell them, he is quoted as answering, ‘Tell them nothing! What
they say is true. We know that millions are dying. That s unfortunate, but
t.hel’I glorlmus future of the Soviet Union will justify that. Tell them
nothing!"”®

But fne know that the top Moscow Stalinists too knew of the famine.
Molotov visited the Ukrainian countryside late in 1932 and is reported to
have been appmzclled by district officials wllo told I||m llul there was o
grain and that the din
Poltava in the winter, receiving the same mfonmnon from local Party
veterans, who soon found themselves upellzd As for the others in the
Politburo, Khrushchev tells us that Mikoyan was approached by
Demchenko, First Secretary of the Kiev Provincial Committee, who
asked him if Stalin and the Politburo knew what was going on in the
Ukraine. Demchenko went on to describe a train pulling into Kiev station
loaded with corpses it had yud(ed up all the way from Poltava.®

Khrushchev himself says that ‘we knew . . . that pcople were dying in
enormous numbers”:” That is, the high party circles in Moscow among
whom he moved were well aware of the fuu Indeed, when the veteran
revolutionary Fedor Raskolnikov defected, when Soviet Ambassador to
Bulgaria, his open letters to Stalin made it clear that the inner party knew
perfecdy well that the famine had been, as he put it, ‘organized”.!"

Finally, we know that Stalin himself was adequately informed.

Terckhov, First Secretary of the Kharkov Provincial Committee, told
Stalin that famine was raging, and asked for grain to be sentin. By an odd
anomaly, Terekhov was one of the few Ukrainian apparatchiks to survive
the Yezhov terror a few years later, and was able to recount the story in
Pravda in Khrushchev’s time. Stalin’s retort to his frank remarks was, ‘We
have been told that you, Comrade Terekhov, are a good speaker; it seems
that you are a good storyteller, you’ve made up such a fable about famine,
thinking to frighten us, but it won’t work. Wouldn’t it be better for you to
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leave the post of provincial committee secretary and the Ukrainian
Central Committee and join the Writers’ Union? Then you can write your
fables and fools will read them”."!

(During the famine of 1946, a similar scene took place when, as
Khnlshcllev tells us, Kosygin was sent to Moldavia by Stalin, and on
returning reported widespread malnutrition and dystrophy. Stalin ‘blew
up and shouted at Kosygin’, and ‘for a lonﬁnme afterwards’ would call
him in mocking vein “Brother Dyslroplnc')

Of course, in his retort to Terekhov Stalin could not have believed that
a responsible Party official was simply fantasizing, risking his career and
more into the bargain. What he was signalling was, in effect, that no
reference to the famine would be allowed in the Party’s discussions.

Terekhov's intervention seems, from the context, to have been at, or in
connection with, the January 1933 plenum of the Central Committee. It
seems almost certain that Terekhov took the initiative not in a lone
outburst, but as a spokesman for the other Ukrainian leaders who, as we.
have seen, shared his view of the facts and of the desirability of some
understanding of them in Moscow. Nor can Stalin’s reply be accounted
sincere, or attributed to a genuine if crazed belief that there really was no
famine. For of course, his obvious reaction to such a report by a senior
official of the Party, if he hlmself had for some reason not been in

of the facts, musth th
a personal visit.

Terekhov's repon to Stalin is authenticated far beyond any reasonable

doubt. There are a number of other reports of approaches by Ukrainian

We are told of Army Commander lona Yakir, in command of the
Ukrainian Military District, asking Stalin to provide grain for distribution
to the peasantry and being rebuffed with advice to stick to military
matters. The Commander of the Black Sea Fleet is also reported to have
raised the issue, again unsuccessfully.

There is another report that Chubar, as Chairman of the Ukrainian
Council of People’s Commissars, ‘appealed to Stalin for food at least for
the starving children’ receiving the reply ‘no remarks on that question’ ~
(i-e. ‘no comment’)." Stalin’s response was logical. To send in relief
would be to admit the famine’s existence, and so abandon the idea of
kulak hoards of grain. Moreover, to feed the children and let the adults

starve would present administrative problems . .

‘Another of Stalin's informants was his wife, Nadezhda Alliluyeva."®
Stalin had allowed her to go to a technical school, taking a course in textile
production. Students who had been mobilized to help with the
collectivization in the rural districts told her of the mass terror, in the hope

325



The Harvest of Sorrom

that she could do something about it. They described the bands of
orphaned children begging for bread, the famine in the Ukraine. When
she told this to Stalin, thinking he had been badly informed, he dismissed
it as Trotskyite rumours. Finally two students described cannibalism
there, and how they themselves had taken part in the arrest of two
brothers who were selling corpses.

When she told all this to Sulin, he reproached her for collecting
“Trotskyite gossip’, had Pauker, head of his bodyguard, arrest the
oﬂ'endm‘ students, and ordered the OGPU and the Pany Conlrol

who
m taken part in the collectivization. th The quarrel which led to
Nadezhda Alliluyeva’s suicide on 5 November 1932 seems to have taken
place on this very issue.

In addition to all this, as we have noted, Stalin got reports from the
OGPU of millions dying in the famine.

.

Stalin could, at any time, have ordered the release of grain, and held off
until the late spring in the clear knowledge that the famine was now doing
its worst.

ThatSalin & quite prove that he
the famine from the ﬁm His continuing to employ the policies which had
produced the famine after the famine had clearly declared itself, and
indeed to demand their more rigorous application, does however show
that he regarded the weapon of famine as acceptable, and used it against
the kulak-nationalist enemy.

But the conscious nature of the operation is reasonably demonstrated
before it took cffect. When the Stalin ng\me moved into excessive

ition in late 1932, it had the f1918-21 behind it. Then,
excessive requisition had resulted in disastrous famine. If it was again to
do so, this cannot have been for want of understanding in the Kremlin.

More conclusively, it had been made clear by the Ukrainian leaders
when the quotas were fixed in 1932 that these were grossly excessive, toa
degree which was not true of anywhere else (except the Don, Kuban,
Lower Volga, and the other famine regions). So that Stalin was already
informed of what they considered the certain result.

The fact that the seed grain for the next harvest was, for the first time,
taken away in the Ukrainc in the early autumn of 1932 and putin storage
in the cities, clearly shows that the itwould be
caten if left in the kolkhoz granaries: which is to say that they knew no
other resource would be left.
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Nor is it the case that the famine, or the excessive grain targets, were
imposed on the most productive grain-producing areas as such, as a -
mistaken or vicious — economic policy merely. There was no famine in the
rich Russian ‘Central Agricultural Region’; and on the other hand the
grain-poor Ukrainian provinces of Volhynia and Podilia suffered along
with the rest of the country.

Bt perhaps the most conclusive point in establishing the deliberate
nature of the famine lies in the fact that the Ukrainian-Russi was
in effect blockaded to prevent the entry of grain into the Ukraine.!” In fact
“Troops were stationed at the borders of the Ukraine to prevent them
from leaving’.'® On the trains and in the stations OGPU men would check
travellers for travel permits.'® The last station between Kiev and the
border, Mikhaylivka, was surrounded by an armed OGPU detachment,
and all without special were held, and loaded on freight trains back
toKievnext morning.2) Of course, some nevertheless got through. People
“tried extraordinary tricks, used fictitious stories, merely to travel’ to
Russia, ‘to buy a litle of something edible in exchange for the last fur
coats, for carpets and linen, to bring it home and so save their children
from dying of hunger".2!

For over in Russia, as became widely known, things were different.
‘One had only to cross the border and outside Ukraine the conditions
were right away better'.> The then editor of the main Odessa daily
newspaper, Ivan Maystrenko, later described two villages on either side of
the Russo-Uksainian border, where all the grain was taken from the
Ukrainian, but only a reasonable delivery quota from the Russian
villages.> So those who got through were able to get bread. But where
possible they were searched, and the grain confiscated, on returning from
the RSFSR.* One Ukrainian peasant who had earlier been recruited to
work on the railway in the Moscow Province heard of the famine at home
and left Moscow in April 1933 with seventy-nine pounds of bread. At
Bakhmach on the Russo-Ukrainian border seventy pounds of it was
confiscated. He was allowed to keep the rest as a registered Moscow
worker, but two Ukrainian peasant women who were also trying to bring
inbread had it all confiscated and were ‘detained".”

People with bread from Russia slipped into the empty wagons which
were returning from delivering the Ukrainian grain, but these trains o0
were raided, both by officials effecting confiscation and arrest and also by
train staff demanding blackmail. 2

There were indeed other hurdles. The railways at this time were
overcrowded. Those who had got to Orel, in the RSFSR, to buy bread
had to change in the return journey at Lozova, where the wait was two
weeks or longer. Waiting, they ate what they had bought, and then lay
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around the station starving.?’

The essential is that, in fact, clear orders existed to stop Ukrainian
peasants entering Russia where food was available and, when they had
succeeded in evading these blocks, to confiscate any food they were
carrying when intercepted on their return. This can only have been a
decree from the highest level: and it can only have had one motive.

A subsidiary, but contributory, argument is of course that, as we have
seen, the assault by famine on the Ukrainian peasant population was
accompanied by a wide-ranging destruction of Ukrainian cultural and
religious life and slaughter of the Ukrainian intelligentsia. Stalin, as we
noted, saw the peasantry as the bulwark of nationalism; and common
sense requires us to see this double blow at Ukrainian nationhood as no
coincidence.

.

In a more general sense, the responsibility for the massacre of the ‘class
enemy’ and the crushing of ‘bourgeois nationalism’, may be held to lie
with the Marist conceptions in the form given them by the Communist
Party, as accepted by Stalin.

The motives of the actual executives of the Party’s decisions were
various. The acceptance of the idea of the ‘class enemy’ of course
exempted them from human feeling. For those who felt qualms, the
mystique of devotion to the ‘Party line’ often prrcvuled It was reinforced
by the hnowlcdge that evasion of orders would result in the purge of the

(Obedience held no defence at the

Nuremburg Trial).

In the event, then, even those like Kossior or Chubar, who had ex-
pressed doubt, or rather certainty that Moscow’s policies would lead to
disaster, nevertheless enforced them.

As to Sulin’s personal guilt (and that of Molotov, Kaganovich,
Postyshev and the others) it is true that, as with Hitler’s responsibility for
the Jewish holocaust, we cannot document the responsibility in the sense
that any decree exists in which Stalin orders the famine.

But the only possible defence, such as it is, would be to assume that
Stalin merely ordered excessive reqnisilions out of ignorance of the true
position, and had no mens rea; and this is contradicted by the powerful
considerations which we have enmmed

We dd that th from the f:

ns, mdeed a further tacit admission by the authorities of what was going
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We may sum the matter up as follows:

1. the cause of the famine was th ighly

argets by Staln and his associates.
2 a Stalin and hi
||m l.heu targets were highly exce

targets were nevertheless ulfmad uniil starvation began.

4
w:ul;omldzluwwnwhunmdthmbymmn
S. the requisitions nevertheless continued.

Such are the major points. We may add as subsidiary evidence:

6. bread rations, even though low ones, were established in the cities, but no
such minimum food allowance was made in the villages.

7. grain was available in store in the famine area, but was not released to the
peasants in their extremity.

8. orders were given, and enforced as far as possible, to prevent peasants
entering the towns, and to expel them when they did.

9. orders were given, and enforced, to prevent food, legally obtained, being
brought over the republican borders from Russia to the Ukraine.

10. the fact of famine, and a particularly frightful famine at that, is fully
established by witnesses ~ high Communist officials, local activists, foreign
observers and the peasants themselves. Nevmheltss. it was made lllepl‘
‘within the USSR, to. that ther

d: and to this d:

not admitted in the official Ilwm'ure, (though confirmed, fairly recenty ...d
fairly rarely, in certain Soviet fiction).

The only conceivable defence is that Stalin and his associates did not
know about the famine. This appears impossible to maintain in the face of
the above. The verdict must be that they knew that the decrees of 1932
would result in famine, that they knew in the course of the famine itself
that this had indeed been the result, and that orders were issued to ensure
that the famine was not allmlad and to confine it to eeruu: areas.

en it
the Kuban were specnﬁcally linked with, and were contemporaneous with,
a public campng\ against their nationalism. In lhese, and the other areas

fected, the app: concern in the ian sphere proper was to break
d|e spirit of the most recalcitrant regions of peasant resentment at
collectivization. And when it comes to the Party itself the result, and
presumable intention, was to eliminate those elements insufficiently
disciplined in the ion of bourgeois-h itarian feelings.
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Thus, the facts are established; the motives are consistent with all that
is known of Stalinist attitudes; and the verdict of history cannot be other
than one of criminal responsibility. Moreover, until there is a frank Soviet
investigation of these actions, the silence must surely be seen as the
silence of complicity, or justification.

.
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The Aftermath

Unrespited, unpitied, unrepricved
Milton

‘The aftermath recorded here comprehends the whole fifty years of! Somel
history which have since passed; and, in a sense, of world history too.
The social and political order consolidated by the Iunnmn( of 1934,
when the Seventeenth Party Con‘ress was christened ‘the Congress of
Victors’, has persisted ever since. The one-party Lunmn state, the
collenmud system of agnculmn, have gone through vanous pham hut
have notbeen replwed Butrather th
history of the USSR in the years which follow, we may concentrate on
certain key areas or events.

.

The events which followed most closely were those of the ‘Great Terror’
of 19368, of which the present author has written elsewhere.
Pas\ernzk's view of this later terror, (in Doctor Zh-'w;v). is doubtess

the truth: that *
was an erroneous and unsuccessful measure and it was impossible to
admit the error. To conceal the failure people had to be cured, by every
means of terrorism, of the habit of thinking and judging for themselves,
and forced to see what didn’t exist, to assert the very opposite of what their
eyes oldnld them. This accounts for the unexampled cruelty of the Yezhov

Unllke the events of 1930-33 the new terror struck massively at the
has d

Party and Governmental leadership, and it is this aspect that has receive
the most attention. But in the context of this book we should rather stress
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the further sufferings of the peasantry.

Of course, kulaks in ‘special serdement’ were 2 prime target. In 1938
hundreds of them were in Sverdlovsk jail, mostly with ten year sentences
on vanou: charges from espionage and sabotage to plotting armed
uprisings.? But the peasants in the villages also suffered severely. In
pamcular. those who had been the ns of inj
in, on the grounds that they were likely to be malcontents. In general,
peasants provided most of the rank and file of those arrested. One
prisoner notes that in the Kholodna Hora prison, in Kharkov, peasants
dominated the picture from September 1937 to December 1938. They
would be beaten up, then stool-pigeons in the cells would tell them what
confessions were expected of them, after which they would be shipped off
to the camps, from which few returned.’ Peasants were also subject to
execution. Of the over 9,000 bodies in the mass graves found at Vinnysia,
mostly shot in early 1938 about 60% were those of peasants. * These
peasants were of course Ukrainian. And we may note that in addition to
the usual charges ‘members’ of the SVU who had served short terms and
been released were now arrested and shot.®

At this period peasants in general were expected to inculpate collective
farm chairmen and other officials, as well as —or even before - their fellow
peasants.® The chairman would inculpate his committee, and they the
foremen or brigadiers.

Many of the arrests were, of course, on grounds of sabotage, and the
charges show something of how the kolkhozes were working. In the
second half of 1937, there were hundreds of ‘trials’ in the country
districts, the accused being local Communists and rank-and-file
kolkhozniks. Roy Medvedev tells us that ‘Usually the same ranks of
officials were put on trial everywhere, indicating a uniform scheme
worked outat the centre”.” For example, the local party and administrative
officials, the head of the local MTS, one or two kolkhoz chairmen, a
senior agronomist, would be charged with anti-Soviet wrecking in
general; livestock-wrecking would have the same personnel with the
substitution of a veterinary surgeon and a livestock specialist for the
agronomist and the MTS man; and so on. Ina typical districtin 1937 the
victims included the senior agronomist, a veterinary surgeon, 2 romn-y
technician, the deputy director of the MTS political branch, and various
peasants accused of such crimes as poisoning wells. The wials, held in
public in the places with lowest output, would attribute all the normal
kolkhoz faults such as loss of cattle, or late harvesting, to this sabotage.
One trial in the Leningrad Province accused the local representatives of
the first list above of bringing the kolkhozes to such a state that the
members were generally paid nothing for a ‘labour-day’, and of failing to
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supply the state with their products.
.

But, as we have said, unlike the arrests of 1930-33, this terror also struck
heavily at the Party itself. It brought about the deaths of almost all the
Party characters of whom we have written: Zinoviev, Pyatakov, Bukharin,
Rykov and Hrynko shot after public trials and confessions, Tomsky
committing suicide. Yakovlev, Bauman, Kaminsky, who had overseen the
collectivization drive, were executed secretly. Chubar, Postyshev and
Kossior t0o were shot (together) in prison. Other figures of the Ukrainian
apparat like Khatayevich and Demchenko and Zatonsky were similarly
disposed of, as was Sheboldayev, who had terrorized the North Caucasus.
So were Balitsky and Karlson, the Ukraine’s NKVD chiefs; while
Liubchenko committed suicide, with his wife. !

Stalin, Kaganovich and Molotov survived- the last two were still alive in
1986. Petrovsky was removed from his post, but not arrested. And, byan
odd irony, Terekhov, who had actually raised the issue of the famine, also
survived into post-Stalin times.

Ukrainian Communists were killed off in the terror on a greater scale
even than that prevailing elsewhere. At the Fourteenth Congress of the
Ukrainian party mjum 1938 l.he new Ccnlnl Commmee had amongits
cighty-six memb: he previous
year, all honorary or non-political figures. Those purged were often
charged with nationalism — in particular Liubchenko and Hrynko, and
even Balitsky.

The republic’s party and state virtually disintegrated with the arrest of
all the members of the Ukrainian Government and their immediate
replacements. All the provincial secretaries were replaced, and their
successors replaced again in the early part of 1938. There was no longera
quorum of the Central Committee, nor a body capable of appointing a
Council of Peoples’ Commissars, and by late 1937 the Republic became
litde more than an NKVD fief.

.

Naturally there was no real ‘nationalist’ plot among the Stalinist cadres.
But, going beyond the issues of the 1936-8 purge, we may consider
whether Stalin succeeded by his actions since 1930 (though especially in
1932-3) in crushing Ukrainian nationalism. The answer seems to be a
partial yes. Over the next decades, indeed, Ukrainian nationalism showed
itself completely irreconciliable in the Western Ukraine, annexed from
Poland in 1939, which had not undergone the terror-famine. The area
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was subjected to the normal extremes of terror both in 193941 and on
the reoccupation from 1944. There were mass arrests, collectivization
was imposed and so on. The population fought back. Large partisan
anti-G atthe same time, took the field,
and were not crushed until the 1950s, (leaders in exile being then
assassinated by Soviet secret agents).
Thousands were shot, and many more sent to labour camps or
deported — a figure of up to two million is usually given, which accords
¢ e Gennrted h i ied

with the > y phed
Baltic States.
In the period 1945-56 Ukraini stuted a very high -

Tabour camp inmates, and are invariably reported as the most ‘difficult’
prisoners from the police point of view. Their death roll, especially in the
worst camps where they were most often sent, was very high. In the 1950s
in the fearful arctic camps of Kolyma, girl villagers who had supported
the rebels were to be found. A Polish prisoner unsympathetic to
Ukrainian nationalism, nevertheless noted, ‘But why had Soviet officers,
interrogating seventeen year old girls, broken the girls’ collar-bones and
kicked in their ribs with heavy military boots, so that they lay spitting blood
in the prison hospitals of Kolyma? Certainly such treatment had not
convinced any of them that what they had done was evil. They died with
tin medallions of the Virgin on their shattered chests, and with hatred in
their eyes’.

Some idea of the numbers of actual prisoners may be seen from an
announcement on 17 March 1973 by the Lviv First Secretary, Kutsevol,
reporting that since 1956 55,000 members of the Ukrainian anti-
Communist OUN had returned to the Lviv Province alone (with about a
quarter of the population of the West Ukraine) having served their
sentences and survived 10

Itisin th s remark on Stalin
ordering the deporunon of seven small nations in 1943-5, that he also
wanted to deport ‘the Ukrainians, but there were too many of them’; and
Stalin later told Roosevelt that his position in the Ukraine was “difficult
and insecure”."

.

Itis certainly true that in that part of the Ukraine which had been within
the USSR in the 1930s, national feeling had received a numbing blow in
1930-33, with the extirpation of so many of its natural leaders and
adherents at every level. It still seems to be true that national feeling is
rather stronger in the West Ukraine than the East, though broad sections
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of the intelligentsia in Kiev and elsewhere form something of an

Yetit has been abundandy sh years that far from the
effect being as decisive as Stalin would have wished, Ukrainian national
feeling remains powerful, or has regained much of its power, in the Eastas
well as the West Ukraine — and among the millions of Ukrainians now in
Canada, in the USA and elsewhere.

Meanwhile, the Ukraine went through further sufferings in the post-
war years. (It is significant that for thirty years, up to 1958, no economic
statistics were published for the Ukraine as such).'? In |947 anodlef
famine struck th y, together with ia and adj;

It was not dlreﬂly pl:nn:d but with people dying of hunger, Sulm om.-e
again exported grain.'” We have no way of estimating the casualties, but

e land was saved from worse by United Nations Relief and
Reh:biliun’on Administration aid, mainly American, which delivered
nearly a hundred million dollars worth of food (288,000 metric tons) to
the Ukraine alone by the end of January 1947.

On the cultural side came a further assault on the thin ranks of
surviving Ukrainian writers. On 26 July 1946 the All-Union Central
Committee adopted a resolution to the effect thatin 'd-e fields of science,
literature and art’ there were attempts by ‘hostle bourgeois
ideology . . . to reinstate Ukrainian nationalist concepts’.

Throu(h the following year, the literary press attacked writers and
cultural figures in such terms as ‘incorrigible bourgeois nationalists’, ‘a
wretched and disgusting figure’, ‘a typical pseudo-scientist’, ‘incontinent
books’."* Several thousand were sent to camps.

After this there came a period of comparative calm, followed again (in
1951-2) by further attacks on the Ukrainian cultural leaders. On the
negative side, a minor indicator is the fact that no Lenin Prize was
awarded to a member of the Ukrainian Academy of Science between
1930 and 1957, though in every year before and after that.'

It is not our purpose to relate the whole of the post-war history of the
Uksaine. In brief, there have been periods when a looser rein on
Ukrainian sensibilities has been used; others when measures were
stricter. But the idea of independent Ukrainian statehood, and the free
flourishing of Ukrainian culture without Moscow control, have always
remained forbidden.

In considering the position as it is today, we should begin with the
emergence of an ever-stronger stream of Ukrainian cultural nationalism,
starting in the 1960s.

‘This manifested itself both in the new samizdat, (Ukrainian: samuydav),
and in published literature. In 1966 alone there were at least twenty trials
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of writers of the former, with sentences of up to fifteen years for the odd
essay or anthology of verse.'® The latter are represented by such work as
Oles Honchar's The Cathedral, in which the heroes try to save that
building from destruction, pointing out that even Makhno, even the
Nazis, had not destroyed it.

In the same period, a long essay by Ivan Dzyuba attacked the arrests of
cultural figures, and called ‘internationalism’, as now applied, litle
different from Tsarist russification.

ignil followed. The fthe Ukrainian Party,
Petro Shelest, came to give open support to Dzyuba, and himself wrote in
what was regarded by both nationalists and orthodox communists as a
nationalist vein. He even departed from the traditional line so far as to
describe Catherine the Great's annexation of the Ukraine in hostile

terms.

The significant point is that alocal leader clearly thought that there was
political capital to be made in pursuing this line, that support would be
forthcoming even within the Party. And when he was dismissed in 19732
massive operation had to be undertaken against his sympathizers. At the
Higher Party School of the Ukrainian Communist Party alone thirty-four
instructors were fired, including the Head of the School. A quarter of the
ideological secretaries at all party levels were removed. Books by nearly a
hundred b d. Th ly institutes with
dozens of dismissals. In the University of Lviv twenty lecturers and
professors were dismissed, together with dozens of students. There were
also expulsions from the University of Kiev. Dozens of well-known
intellectuals were sent to labour camp or psychiatric prison over the next
two years, and the total of arrests is believed to have been in the
thousands.

‘What was revealed was that even in official party and academic circles,
there had been ready cooperation in the attempt to Ukrainianize in the
spirit of the 1920s — on which Dzyuba had specifically relied. (Dzyuba
‘himself was later to recant, after much pressure).

In the decade which has followed, the official policy has been one of
attacking ‘the fiercest enemy of the Ukrainian people, Ukrainian
nationalism’ as the present Ukrainian First Secretary, Shcherbitsky, has
put it. But every report makes it clear that the desire for a free expression
of national feeling remains unquenched. In 1976 a Ukrainian ‘Helsinki
Monitoring Group’ was formed in Kiev - to be effectively crushed by
1978, with ten to fifteen year sentences. Many other groups and
individuals have suffered since; and we should note that in the workers’
unrest in the Ukraine in the 1970s there was often a national component
- as in the three days’ riot in Dnipropetrovsk in May 1972; and it was in
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the Ukraine that the first ‘free trade union’ had its brief existence.

All in all, there is no doubt that, as a Ukrainian writer has put it, the
issues raised by the national dissidents ‘still dominate the agenda’ in the
Ukraine.

Itis not for bout th fevents. Butis m my
future crisis in the USSR. itis clear that Ukrainian nationhood will
factor and a vital one. It has not been destroyed by Stalin’s methods.
have any of the later tactical shifts of his successors disarmed it.

.

When we tum to the effects of the events of 1930-33 on Soviet
agriculture, its mere inefficiency even today is common knowledge. Far
from the collective farm system releasing new productive energies and
possibilities, and outstripping the world, the USSR still employs twenty-
five agm:ulmul workers 1o produce what four do in the United States.
Nor is this due, at least in recent years, to financial neglect. Huge sums
have been poured into agriculture, but with litde result. For the faults are
in the system itself.

In Jummy 1933 Stalin reported that the Five Year Plan had been
carried out in four years and three months in its maximum form. This was
wholly untrue: the main targets even for industry were nothing like
reached. Only just over a third of the pig iron, just half of the steel, three-
fifths of the electricity production; in consumer goods, just over half the
cotton cloth, under a third of the woollen cloth, just over a quarter of the
linen cloth. On the agricultural side it was even worse: a mere one-eighth
of mineral fertilizers, less than a third of the tractors."”

By the beginning of 1935 it was possible to abolish bread rationing, and
a rough supply-demand equilibrium was reached at prices a good deal
higher than the old ration prices, but lower than previous prices on the
legal and illegal market. The net effect was that the price to consumers
had risen by about 10 times since 1928, while that paid to the :gnculmul
producer had hardly risen. The difference was taken in ‘turnover tax."

By the end of the 1930s the average Soviet citizen was worse off than
before the revolution. He ate about the same amount of bread but less
meat, fat and dairy products, was ill-clad and had worse housing
conditions.'® In his The Development of Capitalism in Russia Lenin had
calculated that an average agricultural worker in the reasonably typical
Saratov region in the 1890s consumed 419.3 kilogrammes of cercal
products a year. In 1935 the official economist Smnlnlin found the
average Soviet citizen eating 261.6 kilogrammes of grai 2

As for the peasantry, rural life had sunk to an unpmedzn(ed level of
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misery. The actual value of the labour-day in terms of the cash and
i istributed to the kolkhozniks for their labour-d:

y:
remained extremely low and quite insufficient to cover their minimum
needs. In 1938, they received from this source only about three-quarters
of their grain requirements, less than half their potatoes and negligible
amounts of other foodstuffs. The daily ‘pay’ of a kolkhoz peasant in fact
amounted to about six pounds of grain, a few pounds of potatoes and
vegetables and a litde straw, and the money cquivalent of about a
kilogramme of coarse bread or half a kilogramme of white bread.?'

A decree of April 19 1938, admitted: ‘In some provinces and
Republics . . . there are kolkhozes in which the cash income in 1937 was
not distributed at all for labour-days’. This was blamed on ‘enemies of the
people . . . [who] for provocative purposes — to undermine the kolkhozes
- deliberately inspired the artificial inflation of their capital and
production costs and the reduction of monetary income distributed for
labour-days’. The decree ordered that not less than 60~70% of a
kolkhoz's monetary income should be distributed for labour-days and
that capital expenditure should not exceed 10% of this income. This was,
however, rescinded in December of the same year.

A medium sized kolkhoz - the Stalin kolkhoz at Stepnaya in the
Ordzhonikidze Territory — produced only com. Its output was 74,240
hectolitres. After the State’s share and seed reserves, investments, main-
tenance, and so on, were covered 12,480 hi were left for division among.
the workers — c. 20% of the total. The labour force was 1,420. First the
administrative staff got their share. After that a ‘Stakhanovite’ with 280
labour-days to his credit got eight hl; a normal worker got four hl; and a
widow got two hl. The worker had four children and a wife who also
worked on the farm. The widow had three small children. In neither case
was the com adequate. She gleaned illegally. He simply stole from the
kolkhoz itself.?

In the first decade of collectivization the draught power, horse and
mechanical, was always lower than in 1929;%' (Moreover, between one-
fifth and one-third of the tractors were out of action at any given time,
further worsening the formal situation).?*

The officially permitted holdings of private livestock, though limited,
were higher than many kolkhozniks ever achieved. By 1938, even though
55.7% of the country’s cows were privately owned by kolkhozniks, this
meant that there were only 12.1 million cows in a total of 18.5 million
households.?* More important was the total prohibition, except in some

di of the pri hip of horses. Th whohad
formerly relied on horses for a variety of tasks, could now only use one
with the authority of the kolkhoz board, and on payment.
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For most kolkhozniks dle plot, tiny as it was, repremned the last
remnant of their traditional way of life. Despite dil h as lack of
cquipment, fodder and fzmluer the kolkhoznik managed to secure 2

surprisingly large return from this land. In 1938 the private plots were
responsible for no less than 21.5% of total Soviet -gnculmnl produce,
nldwu(h they covered only 3.8% of the cultivated land.*

At the Communist Party of the Soviet Union’s Eighteenth Congress in
1939 Andreev, Politburo member in charge of agriculture, admitted that
‘in some places, the private plot economy of the kolkhoz household has
begun to outgrow the communal economy of the kolkhoz, and is
‘becoming the basic economy, while the kolkhoz economy, on the other
hand, is becoming the subsidiary one’. He claimed that private plots were
no longer necessary because the kolkhozes were strong enough to supply
all the needs of the kolkhozniks, and insisted that ‘the private economy of
kolkhoz households must mcnnsmgly take on a strictly subordm-le
character

Soon after the Congress a decree of May 27 1939 said that the plou
were being illegally extended at the expense of kolkhoz land, and ‘to the
advantage of private property and self seekmg elemmls m make use of
the kolkhoz
were treated as ‘private property . . .whwh the kolkhoznik, and not the
kolkhoz, disposes of at his own discretion’, and that they were even leased
out to other peasants. It also said that “there is a fairly considerable
proportion of pseudo-kolkhozniks who either do not work at all in the
kolkhozes, or work only for show, spending most of their time on their
private plot’. The decree provided for various measures to prevent such
abuses, with a permanent corps of inspectors set up to enforce them.

The private plots were not merely designed for production for the
‘market or state purchase. Taxes were also levied on them in cash or kind,
eggs, meat, milk, fruit and so on. In 1940 the government was getting in
this direct way from the private plot 37.25% of the meat, 34.5% of the
milk and butter and 93.5% of the eggs that it got from the whole kolkhoz
and sovkhoz system.”” In spite of all hopes to abolish the anomaly, this
source of products remained essential, as it has done ever since.

The 1940s saw the extension of the collective farm system to newly
annexed territories — not only the Western Ukraine, but the Baltic States
and clsewhere. ln Estonia for exzmple mass tollecnvnnnon proceededin

dit of ’, so that ‘kulaks’ had
to be deprived of their property and eqmpmem" There were massive
deportations.
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During the war, ex~kulaks were allowed to move wnhm the districts of

often 2 But the last legal
usn—umom on surviving kulaks, or rather on those not in labour camps,
were removed only in 1947.%

The end of the war saw another tightening up of the collective farm
system. Fourteen million acres of collective fields which had been
diverted to private use by the peasants were recollectivized in 1946-7.3'

r the following years various schemes were put forward to improve
grain producnon, and at the Nmmemh Party Congnss, in | 1952 it was

130 million tons of grain. After Stalin’s dtath it was revealed that this total
had been reached by using the ‘biological yield’ method and that the
actual crop was only 92 million tons.

In fact at the Central Committee plenum in September 1953 and
February 1954, Khrushchev showed that grain production was, still, less
per capita, and catde figures less absolutely than in Tsarist times. On |
January 1916 there were 58,400,000 cattle on the present territory of the
USSR; on 1 January 1953, 56,600,000, The population had gone up from
160 million to an estimated nearly 190 million. Moreover, in spite of all
investment and effort, the yicld in 1965 of 950 kilogrammes per hectare
was small improvement on the 1913 figure of 820 kilogrammes.*

.

Moreover, during the Stalin period and for a number of y
unscientific doctrines prevailed in Soviet agricultural science, in
particular those of Vilyams and Lysenko, which resulted in disastrous
crop decisions. And, as in the 1930s, quick-fix promises and schemes
proliferated. In Khrushchev’s time, A.N. Larimwv‘ First Secretary of
Ryazan Province pmm:sed to double his province’s meat production in a
year. He and lns nswcmes succeeded i in |h|s by slangmmng all the milch

tock, buying (with il cartle from
other provinces, and so on. Larionov, by now a Hero of Socn]nst Labmlr
and holder of the Order of Lenin, had
mnh came out. He had had many mumor'j‘ in other 'l"m"“s

. One
of dozens of examples was a great elﬁcncm:y drive in the Kokchetav
Province which took the form of enforced specialization, by which sheep,
catde md so forth were concentrated in the areas thought best for them.
Asares il sheep farming had by d for centuries
were Icﬁ wuh no she:p, and dairy farms were suddenly filled with hordes
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of them. Pigs were banned on all except a few specialized farms, the rest
being slaughtered immediately. As a result, meat, milk and food
production in the province fell drastically. The peasantry, for the first
time, had to import food. The local meat factories refused to buy pigs
except from the special farms, which had not got round to producing any,
so the pigs left in private hands had to be marketed in provinces hundreds
of miles away . ..

.

In the post-Stalin period improvements have been made but they have
been of a marginal nature, and all in all the system retains all its main
negative characteristics.

All the symptoms we no«ed in the 1930; renum apad\y due lo lack of
incentive, rheads,
mtensm mu-unon by ignorant and d-mm umn! phnnem

th

collectivized peasantry and the ‘New Clm of bumwm and
adnnnnmsOmolﬁmlorpncm

w;mmmmmmmu»mmmmnmml
one of them for squandering the collective farm harvest, and 1
reminded him dathe was s part-owner of the comimon propery. He grinncd

yi
s owners to keep us quiet, bmlhqﬁxmmhmnhembves

Au:lcollecﬁvcfmmrwon'lu:y.whmhgseuthechxirmndﬁvepcnin
his car, ‘Here am I, part-owner of the collective farm, tramping along on foot,
while he takes his ease in.a Pobeda’. Any colletive farmer who really cares for

‘The collective farmer, mmm«mmummmmmm;
the management of his economy.*
A Soviet fictional character remarks,
~How are our collective farms organized? The same way they were in the
nineteen-thirties. Brigadiers, controllers, guards, and God knows what were
introduced then. What for? For Control . . . And yet nobody is responsible for
~‘Why is that””
~'Because land, and implements, and power ~ all is impersonal. As if you
wuumwwﬁmdlzmmefmnmhwmmd:pmdhnd
assigned in your possession’.**
Or, as another author remarks, ‘Always the same old story. It really was
a vicious circlel In order to produce a decent return for a day’s labour
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ds did the farm have?

Bm in ofder lo ‘make people wrk d\m h-d w be a decent return for the
day’s labour’.

One Soviet story of the Khrushchev era makes the point dut a
collective farm disaster — the death of a herd of cows through gorgin;
damp clover - could not have happened even under the lmdlords of
‘Tsarist times. It took place at the week-end and the kolkhoz chairman was
off duty: ‘can anyone imagine a landlord keeping a bailiff who resided
permanently in town and went off home like an office worker even when
summer work was in full swing?”

The extent of ‘planning’ and ‘management’ may be seen from a recent
newspaper investigation of one collective farm, overwhelmed by ‘a
constant flow of paper’: 773 directives had reached it within a year. When
the reporter went to the office issuing the directives he was told that
during the year it had received some 6,000 directives for this particular
farm from the central authorities.*

‘The USSR in 1982 had only 65% of the harvesters it nqwnd‘ and at
the beginning of July 100,000 of those it had were out of action.” And a
confidential report by a Soviet commission on agriculture revealed that
the Soviet tractor industry was producing about 550,000 tractors a year,
but writing off about as many. In 1976 there were 2,400,000 tractors in
use, in 1980 2,600,000 — but meanwhile nearly three million tractors had
been produ«d 3 And one reads in the Soviet press of 1982 of a State
farm using forty horses, but with its stable in ruins and no hay or grain
fodder for the winter.

Inall, in 1982 ‘a third of the fodder crop’ was lost. Of this 40-45% was
due to failure to harvest on time; 20% to failures of stacking, and the rest
through shortages of storan facilities ~ the farms having only 25-30% of
the storage they need.

The system of calculannn atpresent in use is, if not so scandalous as the
“biological yield", stlla remarkably unsatisfactory one. Under it the cropis
measured out on the ground, or in the bins of the combine harvesters,
before transport, drying and the mnvv-l of dirt. It seems that a loss of up
10 20% by weight s implied. But this is only one of the dubious methods
by which an admittedly unsatisfactory situation is made to appear nearly
tolerable.

Another fictional character remarks of a different aspect of the
collective farmer’s life, ‘Marx said if you do not give all vital necessities to
the producer he will obin them in a different way. If you open the
accounts of some of our collecnve farms and look, you'll see: from yearto
year collective f2 d to receive 2 h
in currency. Everybody understands that a man can't live on such
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earnings. Yethe survives. That means that he gets his means for existence
in other ways. And these other ways cost ¢ the state, the collective farms,
and the collective farmer himself dearly’.*

‘The mania for even larger kolkhozes persists. It involves the transfer of
the inhabitants of small wlla;es to large settlements. But as an article in
d|e ofﬁcul Swmbqn Romya points out, first of all this has poor economic

as the fa reach the di fields: ‘the
rural worlm needs to hnve daily access to his workplace, just as the old
n'm peasml did. Yet . . . roads are poor, as we know, and in bad weather
Cows go unfed in the livestock
sgcmm because people cannot get to them'. Moreover, people did not like
the new setdements: ‘the population begins to move away and what had
initially been bigger setdemems just become smaller again, and finally
l.h:y disappear entirely’.”

beyond

Academwun Sakharov has :polen of an ‘almost irreversible’ destruction
of rural life as a whole. A modern Soviet author writes, ‘the old village,
with its millennium of history, decays into oblivion . .. its age-old
foundations are collapsing, the age-old soil which nurtured all our
national culture is disappearing. The vnl!a;e is the physical breast on
which our national culture was weaned".* Another sums up ‘And now,
when I hear people wondering: how come, why did the barbaric
indifference to land come about? - I can say pm:lscly in my own village
Ovsianka it began in the stormy days of the 19305’

.

We have quoted Bukharin’s vnew that the worst result or the events oI'
1930-33 was not so much th
lhm were: l(was the ‘deep cllan(e: inthe psychological outlook of those
d, instead of
bcr.amc professional burcaucrats for whom terror was henceforth a
normal method of administration and obedience to any order from above
a high virtue’, dlllnoﬂn[ 'a real dehumanization of the people working in
the Soviet apparatus’.*

A Party official directly involved comments, ‘In war, there is a palpable
difference belween those who have been in the front Imes and the mple
athome. Itisa dil that cannot be bri fuller
a lively sympathy. It is a difference that resides in the nerves, not in the
mind. Those of the Communists who had been directly immersed in the
horrors of collectivization were thereafter marked men. We carried the
scars. We had seen ghosts. We could almost be identified by our
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taciturnity, by the way we shrank from discussion of the ‘peasant front’.
‘We might consider the subject among ourselves, as Seryozha and 1 did
after our return, but to talk of it to the uninitiated seemed futile. With
them we had no common vocabulary of experience. I do not nfcr, of
course, to me Arshinovs. Under any political system, they are the

i I refer to Ce ists whose feelings had
notbeen wholly blunted by cynicism’.’

In her Into the Whirlwind Evgenia Ginzburg describes the evolution of
the NKVD interrogators ‘Pace by pace, as they followed one routine
directive after another, they climbed down the steps from the human
condition 1o that of beasts’. To a degree, this is clearly applicable to all
those engaged in enforcing the terror regime. And it was precisely the
“Arshinovs’ who survived and flourished. Nor can it be concealed that
some of the leading figures of the present generation of Soviet leaders
were of this age group and, at first-hand or otherwise, certainly
experienced the brutalization of which we speak. Others were in the
Komsomol in the mid-30s, many joining the party when it was reopened
to recruitment after the Yezhov terror, in 1939-40.

Nor is it merely a matter of first-hand experience: the younger men
were inducted into, and trained in, a Party which had been turned into an
instrument for such action as the collectivization and the famine, and the
cycle of terrors which followed.

.

‘The main lesson seems to be that the Communist ideology provided the
motivation for an unprecedented massacre of men, women and children.
And that this ideology, perhaps all set-piece theory, turned out to be a
primitive and schematic approach to matters far too complex for it. The
sacrifices were made, (of other people), and they were in vain.

The question whether the present leaders of the USSR would be
willing to kill tens of millions of foreigners, or suffer a loss of millions of
their own subjects, in a war is sometimes canvassed nowadays. The fact
that the older leaders were direct accomplices in the actual killing of
‘millions of Ukrainians and others, in order to establish the political and
social order prescribed by their doctrine, and that the young leaders still
justify the procedure, may perhapt be regarded as not wn.hwl _some
relevance. Thus, as we h: this
book cannot be shrugged off as part of the dead past, too remote to be of
any current significance. On the contrary, until they can be freely and
frankly investigated the present rulers of the USSR remain — and
ostentatiously so — the heirs and accomplices of the dreadful history
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recounted in this book.
.

It is only in a limited range of fiction, (and by writers periodically
denied this type of expression), that human sentiments occur and true
factsare registered on our theme in the USSR. If we apply to the Soviet
regime the criterion of truth, in this major clement of its past and
present, we are on interesting ground.

During the K interlude, though forafew
years aﬁerwuds Soviet historians and experts were able to deploy facts
and argue doctrinal points in a way which — though never explicitly
oypoﬂn‘ the policies of the 30s — dld a great deal to make the facts
available.

This produczd sharp controversies and after Khrushchev's fall S.P.
Trapeznikov, the ‘neo-Stalinist’ head of the Science and Culture
Department of the Central Committee, attacked leading scholars like
Danilov, for ‘incorrect assessments of collectivization®, emphasis on
certain episodes’ " for kulaks
as a class’, and other errors.*® Indeed the Pmy: theoretical journal
Kmmunm (No. 11, 1967) specially denounced Danilov’s article on

\lectivization in the Soviet His torical Encyclopacdia. a 1

One neo-Stali even felt that the official figure for 1938
(77.9 million tons) was too low, arguing, ‘s it possible to think seriously
that our large socialist agriculture, equipped with the most modern
technology, gave less grain than the agriculture of Tsarist Russia,
characterized by the prevalence of the wooden plough and the three- ﬁeld
system? If thi f the party for
the village was a meaningless undertaking, then the new technology
represented money thrown to the winds. Thls would mean that the heroic
labour of collective farmers, of mechanizers and specialists was all for
nothing. Obviously there is not a grain of logic in this’ %

In the post-Khrushchev epoch moreover, not only are the Stalin
policies defended, but Bukharin and his followers are puhl.n:ly named as
having ‘openly’ taken ‘the side of the kulaks and all the reactionary forces
in the country’.®" And while controversy was at times possible, if muted,
about the excesses of collectivization proper, at no time did the existence,
let alone the cause, of the 1932-3 famine enter the textbooks, thoum at
the lm(ln ol’ Khrushchev's power he was able to refer briefly to ‘a war of
starvation”.’ And at the same time, one novel, by Ivan Sudnyuk dgalmg
with the famine was permitted — and probably indicates an intention on
Khrushchev’s part to bring the issue into the open.
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Since then there has been little of a veridical nature from the scholars.
And untl the late 70s there was not much in published fiction. Eveniin the
period just before 1983, when such work ceased almost entirely, there
were only a handful of writers and editors touching on 1930-33 briefly
and occasionally — though several times with remarkable frankness, at
least by implication.

Officially, the most that is said i that there were ‘difficuliies’ and
‘problems’. The current edition of the Large Soviet Encyclopedia in its
article on Famine tells us that it is ‘a social phenomenon accompanying
antagonistic socioeconomic formations’, with ‘tens of millions’ suffering
from malnutrition in the USA and elsewhere since ‘hunger can only be
‘overcome as a result of the socialist reconstruction of society’; as to the
USSR, ‘Thanks to the effective measures taken by the Soviet state, the
catastrophic dronﬂu of 1921 did not result in the usual grave
consequences’, with nothing said of 1933. A typical admission of ‘grave
difficulties in regard to food supplies” in that year, published (in En(hsh)
in 1970, artributes these to melpenence, kulak sabotage and
reasons’; and adds that they were ‘overcome’ with the aid ol the
government.> More recently drought (see p. 222) has begun to be
mentioned as the ‘major’ cause of shortages, as in a News Release
Communiqué from the Soviet Embassy in Ottawa dated 28 April 1983,
‘On the so-called “Famine” in the Ukraine’, though ‘wealthy farmers
called “kulaks” * played an important role by sabotage and ‘terror and
murder’; (however, any ‘alleged decrease in the Ukrainian population’
was amyth, and the period, far from being a ‘tragedy’, was one of ‘vigorous
work and unparalled enthusiasm).

The position is, therefore, that there have been breaches in the
‘monolithic suppression of the truth about the period, but that there i little
sign of the regime coming to grips with its past, and permitting or
sponsoring the full reality.

For those who hope for an evolution of the Soviet system into
something less committed to the artitudes which have emtmd in this
book, the first step to be looked for might be a frank examination of the
past, or at leasta reco‘mmm of what actually happened in 1930-33. This
applies, of course, to other as yet
Yet admission of d\e truth, and restitution to the victims, in the agrarian

sphere is not merely 2 moral or intellectual test. For, until the facts are
fucd the USSR continues to work ruin in its rural economy.

Indeed, on one view, it would be possible to check whether the Soviet
leadership were in a general way evolving out of the constrictions of their
doctrines by the test of their agricultural policies. If they were to abanden,
after so many years of failure, an erroneous dogma, then we might hope
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that the burden of their other ideological convictions, and in particular
that of irremediable hostility to other ideas, and in the international field
to states founded on different principles, might also have begun to lift.

Meanwhile, in the USSR itself, we seem to find - after fifty years —a
demonstration of the point made by Burke two centuries ago: ‘it is the
degenerate fondness for tricking short cuts, and little fallacious facilities,
that has in so many parts of the world created governments with arbitrary

rs ... with them defects in wisdom are to be supplied by the
plenitude of force. They get nothing by it . . . the difficulties, which they
rather had eluded than escaped, meet them again in their course; they
multiply and thicken on them’.

For it is clear that the terrors inflicted on the peasantry have failed to
produce the agricultural results promised by theory. At the same time, the
crushing of Ukrainian nationhood was only temporary. Nor is that a local
matter merely ~ if the word local can be used of a nation of nearly fifty
million members. Even the true spokesmen of Russia itself, Andrei
Sakharov and Alexander Solzhenitsyn, insist that the Ukraine must be
free to choose its own future. And beyond that, Ukrainian liberty is, or
should be, a key moral and political issue for the world as 2 whole.

It is not the concern of this book to speculate about that future. To
record, as fully as may be possible, the events of a period - such is the
sufficient duty of the historian. But still, so long as these events cannot be
seriously investigated or discussed in the country where they took place, it
is clear that they are in no sense part of the past but, on the contrary, a
living issue very much to be taken into account when we consider the
Soviet Union as it is today, and the world as it is today.

.
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