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The black earth
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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.

Heartfelt 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, Ihor Sevéenko
and Adam Ulam (all of Harvard) who were instrumental in providing or
suggesting this sponsorship.

In the actual work, I have to acknowledge above all the major co-
operation and contribution of Dr James Mace, also of Harvard, in both
massive research and detailed discussion. I am also most grateful 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, I 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, Kharkovand 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
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Preface

than a national status. But I find that in almost all cases works by Western
scholars sympathetic to Ukrainian nationality, and even translations from
prominent Ukrainian writers, use ‘the Ukraine’, which is also
countenanced by the Harvard Ukrainian Research Institute. It is a matter
of current English usage, and certainly no more indicative of non-
independence than for example, “The’ Netherlands. I 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 barely legible
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.

Of the various resources in America and Europe on which I have relied,
I would make special acknowledgement to the Hoover Institution’s
incomparable Library and Archives.

Stanford, California R.C.
1985



Introduction

Fifty years ago as I write these words, the Ukraine and the Ukrainian,
Cossack and other areas to its east — a great stretch of territory with some
forty 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 Stalin put it, in
which he and his associates crushed two elements seen as irremediably
hostile to the regime: the peasantry of the USSR as a 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. I 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.

At a different level, what occurred was all part of the normal political
experience of the senior members of today’s ruling group in the Kremlin.
And the system then established in the countryside is part of the Soviet
order as it exists today. Nor have the methods employed to create it been
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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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 —
among the deportees in particular, but also among the undeported in
certain areas such as Kazakhstan.

Then in 1932-3 came what may be described as a terror-famine
inflicted on the collectivized peasants of the Ukraine and the largely
Ukrainian Kuban (together with the Don and Volga areas) by the methods
of setting for them grain quotas far above the possible, removing every
handful of food, and preventing help from outside — even from other 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
they 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 peasantry, and the Party’s struggle with
Ukrainian national feeling. And before telling of the climaxes of this
history, we must examine the backgrounds of both. This we do in the first
part of this book.

The 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 I. 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 terror-famine. Much has in fact been published,
but it has almost all been either documentary or of a specialist nature (and
I have been greatly indebted to both). But no history in the ordinary sense
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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
place within living memory.

But how is it possible that these events are notalready fully registered in
our public consciousness?

There are, I 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
Ukrainian 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 Poland or Hungary or even Lithuania do. In modern
times it had a precarious and interrupted independence 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 other knowledge.

Finally, one of the most important 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 the
facts, or some of them, percolated in a general way into the Western mind,
there were Soviet formulae which tended to justify or at least excuse them.
In particular, the image was projected of the exploiting ‘kulak’ — rich,
powerful and unpopular, purged (even if a trifle inhumanely) as an enemy
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). Collectivization could have taken place
without dekulakization — and some Communists had urged just that. And
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the famine need not have followed.
The reasons why the regime inflicted each and all of the components of
this triple blow will emerge in our text.

*

A further element in the story is that there are social and economic
implications, and matters of intra-party doctrinal dispute.

The economic side, though covered as sparingly 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 neither apply.
(There are, indeed, a number of questions on which specialists hold
various opinions. In many cases the story can be told in a way general
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 is 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 insistence on suppressing all autonomous forces in the country,
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.
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That is, not merely at the level of personal advancement, of personal
vendetta, of personal gain, but even more profoundly in the sense which
Orwell so clearly saw it, the Communists ‘pretended, perhaps they even
believed that they had seized power unwillingly and for a limited time, and
that just around the corner there lay a paradise where human beings
would be free and equal’, butin reality, ‘Power is nota means, itis an end’.

Whatever view be taken of this, (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 to
the programme was not really much in evidence, or only at a shallow level
inappropriate to the complexities of reality.

Stalin looms over the whole human tragedy of 1930-33. Above all, what
characterizes the period 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 only verbally, when they protested; in the
dekulakization, he pretended that there really was a ‘class’ of rich peasants
whom the poorer peasants spontaneously ejected 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 is a very appropriate moment to establish the true story beyond
controversy. For we now have so much evidence, and from such a variety
of 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 those
scholars who, while keeping within prescribed limits, had endeavoured to
show some of the errors, and the terrors, of the Stalin approach to
peasants).”

Soviet scholars also in effect rehabilitated and made public the basic
figures of the suppressed 1937 census. So we can now compare them with
Soviet estimates of the ‘natural rate of growth’ of the period; 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 devastating).

Then, official evidence contemporary with these events includes some
extraordmarlly frank material in the Soviet press, in particular that outside
Moscow, some of it only recently 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 part in
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
considerably hindered in their efforts, and outflanked, by others
concerned to placate, or even become accomplices of, the regime —as we
shall examine in Chapter 17). There are the reports of foreign citizens
visiting their original homes and of foreign Communists working in the
USSR. There are letters written from villagers to co-religionists,
relatives, and others in the West.

Above all, there are a great number of first-hand reports by survivors
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, a 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.

It is especially gratifying to be able to confirm and give full credit to this
first-hand evidence. For a long time testimony which was both honest and
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.

In more recent times, fiction published in 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 published in 1964 an account of the famine
and its reasons: ‘In accordance with one order or another, all the grain and
all the fodder were taken away. Horses began to die en masse and in 1933
there was a terrible famine. Whole families died, houses fell apart, village
streets grew empty . . .”> In 1972 the same writer could complain: ‘one
thing is striking: in not a single textbook on contemporary history will you
find the merest reference to 1933, the year marked by a terrible tragedy’.*

Unpublished samizdat work is, of course, franker and more overtly
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.

This 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



The Harvest of Sorrow

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 made such a trip
with the aim 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 began 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 experienced the famine as a boy, similarly
remarks, ‘I should probably write a whole book about 1933, but I cannot
raise enough courage: I would have to relive everything again.”®

For the present writer too, though under far less direct impressions, the
task has often been so distressing that he has sometimes hardly felt able to
proceed.

Itis for the historian to discover and register what actually happened, to
put the facts beyond doubt and in their context. This central duty done, it
cannot mean that he has taken no view of the matters he describes. The
present writer does not pretend to a moral neutrality; and indeed believes
that there can be few nowadays who would not share his estimate of the
events recorded in the pages which follow.

*
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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



|
The Peasants and the Party

C’est dur, Pagriculture
Zola

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 authorities were changeable and inconsistent in their price
and tax policies. And suspicions of their 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 vlast, 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.

All in all, it was a 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.
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The details of peasant history are complex, with variations from
province to province, widespread anomalies of tenure, and legal
provisions so muddled and complicated as to be virtually impenetrable. It
will be sufficient to our purpose to present in a general fashion the
conditions of life of the peasantry in the main areas.

The system 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 village
as a whole. Or such was the norm: in fact fields might be left fallow for
several years, or abandoned altogether.

Generally speaking, the country’s soil fell into two main zones, with
important 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 effect, and often in reality, one
large family, with its holdings 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 Ukraine, 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 plastered with
yellow clay would line the two sides of one of the rare streams in its little
valley, their fields being up on the steppe. The soil was much richer, but
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
owned, subject to higher authority. This sounds like what prevailed in the
West in the period often characterized as ‘feudal’- But ‘feudalism’ is such
a broad word that to apply it to Mediaeval England and 18th-19th century
Russia alike is to miss the major differences. In the first place, under
Western ‘feudalism’ the serf had rights vis-a-vis the lord, and the lord vis-
a-vis the King. In Russia, after Mongol times, the lower simply had
obligations 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.
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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
mir, held joint responsibility for taxes, and for the redistribution of land
within the village which took place from time to time. This ‘repartition’,
though 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 household 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 Il in 1861
was a remarkable, if severely flawed, advance. The peasant was
henceforth a free man, and held his own land. 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 it is clear that the
peasant remained unsatisfied, and continued to regard the remaining land
held by the landlord as rightfully his own.

Still, 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 185963 and 1878-82 respectively are illuminating: 3,579 in
the earlier 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 Western provinces, including the West-bank
Ukraine) and were a fearful strain on the peasantry. Moreover, increasing
population meant that the size of peasant holdings diminished — by up to
a quarter in the Black Earth districts. Arrears piled up. But finally the debt
was reduced or cancelled by a series of government decrees.

Meanwhile, between 1860 and 1897 the peasant population of the
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empire’s European section grew from 57 to 79 million, and land-hunger
increased. Yet in 1877, the average peasant allotment was about 35.5
acres. In France, at the time, the average of a// holdings, peasant and
landlord, was less than nine acres: three-quarters of French holdings were
less than five acres. In fact, after every allowance for climate and so on, the
real trouble was that the Russian peasant did not use his land efficiently.

There were some good signs: annual yield per acre increased from
387 lbs 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 Emancipation the communes continued to be responsible for
taxes and village administration. The General Statute of Emancipation
constituted for the village commune the ‘village assembly’ of heads of
households — skhod (Ukrainian Aromada) — to run its political and
economic affairs. In 1905, more than three-quarters of peasant
households belonged to ‘repartitional’ communes, though almost half of
the communes had not in effect practised ‘repartition’ from Emancipation
to 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. Nothing 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 seasonal
work as carpenters, construction workers, factory workers, tradesmen and
SO on.

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 century, one-third of all commercial and industrial establishments in
Moscow itself were owned by peasants, who were also the most numerous
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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.

*

All parties agreed that only a modernization of agricultural methods could
save the situation. The main problem is simply stated: given the primitive
techniques in use, the amount of land was inadequate, and increasingly
$0, 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 the
peasant obsolete long before “history” or the laws of economic
development had succeeded in doing the job’. Many natural assumptions
seem, however, to be untrue, at least in the 1880s: that the non-communal
lands as such were much more productive than the communal; that there
was anything like economic equality within the commune; that communal
agricultural practice was the more backward 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, evenin the 1920s,
the wheat and rye yield of seven to nine centners a hectare was only
slightly higher than on 14th century Enghsh estates.’

The crucial consideration for all suggestions of modernization was that
the three field strip system was uneconomic, and not to be reconciled with
modern methods of farming.

The conclusions drawn by conservatives was that the more enterprising
peasants must be given the right to secede from the commune, but also to
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exchange their strips for a consolidated acreage, and thus become farmers
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,
moreover, the peasant gained the right to an internal passport like anyone
else).

As early 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’.

Lemsn called Stolypin’s plans ‘progressive in the scientific economic
sense’.

By laws of 9 November 1906, 4 June 1910, and 29 May 1911, such a
programme was put into some sort of effect. Under these decrees, any
peasant householder might demand separate title to the land held by the
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 stll 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
households were in communes and 2.8 in hereditary tenure. Over the
years to 1916, about 2.5 mllhon 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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These consolidated farms immediately showed great improvements in
production.'” But the extent of consolidation by 1917 was not enough to
have produced the revolution in Russian agriculture which had been
foreseen. Stolypin himself had 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’, backward, mulish, deaf to argument, an oafish
impediment to all progress.

There were elements of truth in both views, and some of the country’s
clearest minds saw this. Pushkin praised the peasants’ many good
qualities, such as industry and tolerance. The memorist Nikitenko called
the peasant ‘almost a perfect savage’ and a drunkard and a thief into the
bargain, but added that he was nevertheless ‘incomparably superior to the
so-called educated and intellectual. The muzhik is sincere. He does not
try to seem what he is not’. Herzen held, if rather sanguinely, that inter-
muzhik agreements needed no documents, and were rarely broken; in the
peasant’s relationship to the authorities, on the 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
complete failure, producing negative effects on both sides. Turgenev’s
‘Bazarov’ gives some of the feeling: ‘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
took up the peasant cause in a more sophisticated manner. But meanwhile
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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 Marxist, 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 peasantr?'f 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
the ‘deadweight of illiterate village life which stifles the town’; and he
denounced ‘the animal-like individualism of the ?easantry, and the
peasants’ almost total lack of social consciousness’.!* He also expressed
the hope that ‘the uncivilized, stupid, turgid people in the Russian villages
will die out, all those almost terrifying people I spoke of above, and a new
race of literate, rational, energetic people will take their place’.!3

The founder of Russian Marxism, Georgi Plekhanov, saw them as
‘barbarian tillers of the soil, cruel and merciless, beasts of burden whose
life provided no opportunity for the luxury of thought’.!* Marx had spoken
of ‘the idiocy of rural life’, a remark much quoted by Lenin. (In its original
context it was in praise of capitalism for freeing much of the population
from this ‘idiocy’). Lenin himself referred to ‘rural seclusion,
unsociability and savagery’;'* in general he believed the peasant ‘far from
being an instinctive or traditional collectivist, is in fact fiercely and meanly
individualistic’.'® While, of a younger Bolshevik, Khrushchev tells us that
‘for Stalin, peasants were scum’.!

*

But if Lenin shared the Bolshevik antipathy to the peasants as the archaic
element in Russia, his main concerns were to understand them in Marxist
terms, to work out tactics to use them in an intermediate period before
their disappearance from the scene, and to decide how to organize the
countryside when his party gained power.

In the first place Marxism held that the 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 — tending to the proletarian side in so far as they
themselves were becoming proletarianized, but to the capitalistin so far as
their attachment to private property remained.

Marx’s study of agrarian matters as such, apart from these class
analyses, was meagre. But he made it clear that in the socialist society he
foresaw, the ‘contradictions’ between town and country would disappear.
He envisaged a triumph of capitalism in the countryside, followed, with a
socialist victory, by a proletarianizing of the countryside. Meanwhile 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.'®

As to the action to be taken after a Marxist victory, the Communist
Manifesto demands ‘The abolition of property in land ... the
improvement of the soil generally in accordance with a common plan.
Establishment of industrial armies especially for agriculture.
Combination of agriculture with manufacturing industries; gradual
abolition of the distinction between town and country’.

By this Marx meant that in the country, as in the town, a concentration
of production and employment would take place, until agriculture became
little more than a sort of rural factory work. Small scale production, in the
eyes of city-centred Marxian 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 revolutionary
collectivist against the stubbornly individualistic 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 ahundred 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.

When 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 between 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 early 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 Marx’s case, and we are left with
ill-supported ‘class’ analysis. Indeed, the economists of the late 19th
century on whom the Russian Marxists 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 Marxist 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 formulation, he adds ‘day b(}f
day, hour by hour, small scale production is engendering capitalism . . .”2

Marx had indeed written that Russia might go forward to socialism
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’.*!

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 Stolypin Constitution and the Stolypin agrarian reform
mark a new phase in the breakdown of the old, semi-patriarchal and semi-
feudal system of tsarism, a new manoeuvre towards its transformation into
a middle class monarchy . . . It would be empty and stupid to say that the
success of such a policy in Russia is “impossible”. It is possible! If
Stolypin’s policy is continued . . . then the agrarian structure of Russia
will become completely bourgeois’?? As Lenin saw, the poor peasants
managed their land 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 modernizing 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-a-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 his Two Tactics of Social Democracy (1905), Lenin urged an
intervening stage of the ‘Democratic Dictatorship of the Proletariat and
Peasantry’; but this was quite openly 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 indeed discoverable: in
1897 1,837,000 listed employment in wage-work in agriculture and other
non-industrial employment as their chief — though 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 little social weight, and
had little proletarian consciousness in any Marxist 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 varied and inconsistent. But on one point he
and his successors remained insistent, and this was to prove decisive in the
years that follow: the ‘kulak’ (in Ukrainian kurkul) 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 whom there was usually at least one in a village or group of
villages. Any rich peasant might make an occasional loan, would indeed be
expected to. Only when moneylending became a major 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 are now better
off’; or say that not every well-to-do peasant was a kulak, and that these
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, 1n51st1ng 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’.?’?

At any 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 attitude
to class struggle which was not often given direct expression. A
conversation took place in August 1917 in the Smolny Institute canteen
between Dzerzhinsky (shortly to be Lenin’s Police Commissar) and
Rafael Abramovich, the Menshevik leader. Dzerzhinsky said:

‘Abramovich, do you remember Lasalle’s speech on the essence of a
constitution?’

“Yes, of course’.

‘He said that a constitution is determined by the correlation of real
forces in the country. How does such a correlation of political and social
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 yourself’.

‘But couldn’t this correlation be alteredp Say, through the subjection or
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
turned out, Zinoviev’s figures were an underestimate, and it was the
classes constituting the majority who provided the victims.

*
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The U/emim'an 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 populous than Poland, was far the largest nation in Europe not
to 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 little known in
the West. It had appeared on the maps as part of the Russian Empire,
often shown merely as ‘Little 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,

25



The Harvest of Sorrow

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 natural.

Why did it not take place?

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

It is true that in the cities, 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 decisive political and
cultural significance. Norway demonstrated its overwhelming 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 recently.

Similarly with the idea of the Ukraine as having always been a part, even
a natural part, of the Russian Empire, 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 sprawling and heterogeneous commonwealth 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 wer€ constant attempts
by 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.

Over the 18th century, Moscow at first continued to recognize the
autonomy of the Hetmanate, while tightening its power to nominate for
the post, and putting increasing pressure on the nominees. Finally in 1764
the Hetmanate was abolished, a few of its outward forms persisting until
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 — imperfect in these fields by many standards, yet not
at all in the tradition of the extreme serfdom and despotism which now
descended on it from St Petersburg. Meanwhile 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
and 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 1796,
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destroyed the liberties of the Ukrainian peasant, reducing him to the level
of his Russian counterpart. It should be remembered nevertheless that
only just over a couple of generations in the Ukraine suffered full
serfdom; and it typically takes more than two generations — Macaulay says
five — to destroy the popular memory of earlier times.

But all in all, as Herzen wrote, ‘the unfortunate country protested, but
could not w1thstand that fatal avalanche rolling from the North to the
Black Sea and covering everything. . . with a uniform shroud of slavery’.!

And this general enslavement of the peasantry went with an attack 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 Kiev, 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 a separate Ukrainian state at various times from the 1790s to the 1850s.
But the key to Ukrainian national survival lay elsewhere. The peasantry
went on speaking Ukrainian, and the songs and ballads of the Cossack
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 a people in the early 19th century which seemed to be, in
the German phrase, a Naturvolk. That is, they spoke a language, often
differentiated into dozens of overlapping, unregistered dialects. But they
had no ‘consciousness’ of the type 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 Shevchenko, 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 epoch of revolution, the idea that this great
region which Russian imperialists had always considered a part, even ifan
as yet inadequately assimilated part, of 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 century thus meant the intrusion of
foreigners and a Russian city population.

For a few years at the beginning of the 1860s the Russian government
pursued a comparatively liberal policy, and Ukrainian societies and
periodicals proliferated. Butin 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 publication to historical documents, forbidding 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 greatly
Russify the Ukrainian peasantry, succeeding only in its first task of
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denying them books and schools in their own language: it thus led simply
to an unprecedented increase in illiteracy, to some 80% of the population,
a huge decline. As Petro Grigorenko (himself a Ukrainian) puts it, even if
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’.?

Yet among the peasantry, the old ballads of the great national heroes of
the Hetmanate and the Sich persisted. Throughout the period the
national idea was preserved by the poets and intellectuals. And in 1897 a
General Ukrainian Democratic Organization was illegally founded, to co-
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 1912.3

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
overwhelmingly peasants. And the incipient nationalist movement in the
Ukraine (as in Poland, the future Czechoslovakia, and elsewhere) was
predominantly of socialist 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 effect, ordered
the closing of the Ukrainian cultural societies and publishing houses and
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 Furopean 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 I broke out the entire Ukrainian press was shut
down, and all Ukrainian educational work was stopped. The leading
Ukrainian figures, in spite of declarations of loyalty, were arrested and
exiled.

*

In principle, nationality means nothing in strict Marxism: ‘The
proletarian has no country’. Indeed, in 7he 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
to abolish the present division of mankind into small states and all-
national isolation, not only to bring the nations closer to each other, but to
merge them’.* And he defines nationhood as a historical category marking
a particular economic epoch, that of capitalism.’

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 item in our programme on the right of nations to self-
determination’.®

Having admitted that national aspirations do exist over an undefined
transitional period, Lenin considers how to utilize them. It was, indeed, in
connection with nationalist movements that he said, in a famous passage:

The General Staffs in the present war assiduously strive to utilize all national
and revolutionary movements in the camp of their enemy. . . We would be very
poor revolutionaries 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 turn
particular national movements to the advantage of the Communists.
Those which could not be so used were to be ruthlessly opposed. Even
before the Russian revolution Lenin wrote,

If . .. a number of peoples were to start a Socialist revolution . . . and if other
peoples were found to be serving as the main bulwarks of bourgeois reaction —
then we would be in favour of a revolutionary war against the latter, in favour of
‘crushing’ them, destroying all their outposts, no matter what small national
movements arose . . .

because

The various demands of democracy, including self-determination, are not an
absolute, they are a particle of the general 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 democracy of one country must be subordinated to the
interests of the democracy of several and of all countries.®

Lenin noted that as early as 1849 Engels was writing that Germans,
Hungarians, Poles, and Italians ‘represent the revolution’, while the
South Slavs ‘represent the counter-revolutlon 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, geographic, political and industrial prerequisites for independence
and vitality.'

And Engels commented:

Now you may ask me whether I have no sympathy whatever for the small Slavic
peoples, and remnants of peoples . . . In fact, I have damned little sympathy for
them; (he was equally contemptuous of ‘such miserably powerless SO~
called nations as the Danes, the Dutch, the Belgians, the Swiss etc’).!!

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
appointed him Commissar for Nationalities in the first Soviet
Government in 1917. Elaborating Lenin’s points Stalin writes:

Cases occur when the national movements in certain oppressed countries
come into conflict with the interests of the development of the proletarian
movement. In such cases support is, of course, entirely out of the question.
The question of the rights of nations is not an isolated self-sufficient question;
itis a part of the 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
higher right — the right of the working class that has come to power to
consolidate that power. In such cases — this must be said bluntly — the right of
self-determination cannot and must not serve as an obstacle to the working
class in exercising its right to dictatorship.!®

Immediately after the revolution, Lenin himself wrote:

There is not a single Marxist who, without making a total break with the
foundations of Marxism and Socialism, could deny that the interests of
Socialism are above the interests of the right of nations to self-determination.
Our Socialist Republic has done and is continuing to do everything possible for
implementing the right of self-determination for Finland, Ukraine, etc. But if
the concrete position that has arisen is such that the existence of the Socialist
Republic is endangered at a given moment in respect of an infringement of the
right to self-determination of a few nations (Poland, Lithuania, Courland, etc)
then it stands to reason that the interests of the preservation of the Socialist
Republic must take preference.'*

As to the actual form of the state in multinational Russia, the original

view of the Bolsheviks was hostile to a federal solution. Lenin had stated
in 1913:

Federation means a union of equals depending upon consent . . . We reject
federation on principle; it weakens economic links; it is an unsuitable form for
our State. !’

The experiences of the next few years showed that he and the
Bolsheviks had greatly underestimated and misunderstood the question
of nationality, learning their main lessons in the Ukraine. After the
experiences we shall be recounting below, Lenin settled for all the
trappings of Federation, and all measures of cultural autonomy, so long as
the actualities of power remained centralized.
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*

In March 1917, soon after the collapse of T'sardom, 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.

In June the Radaissued 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 example of the extension of Soviet
rule by force over an independent East European country — recognized as
such by Lenin in 1918. Its conquest, and the establishment of puppet
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 Ukrainian 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 speakin%
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.

*

The Rada government sent delegates to Brest Litovsk, where the
Bolsheviks were negotiating with the Germans, and in the event, on
Lenin’s instructions, the Bolshevik Government renounced 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 at last formed, and on 2—12
July 1918 its First Congress was held in Moscow. Against the resistance of
Ukrainian Communists headed by Mykola Skrypnyk it became an
integral part of the Russian Communist Party. On 17-22 October 1918 a
Second Congress — also in Moscow — noted that the Party‘s main task was
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‘the unification of the Ukraine with Russia’.2’ 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 the 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 minds.
Lenin had earlier spoken of the rights of the Ukrainians, among other
nationalities of the Russian Empire. But at the Eighth Congress (1919) 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 language.?

In the Party Programme of 1918 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 turn, reorganize itself as a federation of independent Communist
Parties.

The Eighth Congress of the R.K.P. resolves: there must exist a single
centralized Communist Party with a single Central Committee ... All
decisions of the R.K.P. and its directing organs are unconditionally binding on
all branches of the party, regardless of their national composition. The Central
Committees of the Ukrainian, Latvian, Lithuanian Communists enjoy the
rights of regional committees of the party, and are entirely subordinated to the
Central Committee of the R.K.P.

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 to get at them somehow, because the people
there are sly, and I will not say deceive the Central Committee but somehow or
other edge away from us.”

*

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

But this proved insufficient against the renewed Sovietattack, 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 19182 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.2®

*

Lenin would in any case have wished to reincorporate the Ukraine into his
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
of 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 control.

This change of tactics was clearly the result of the failure of strong-arm
centralization methods. At the Tenth Congress of the Russian
Communist Party, the Ukrainian Communist V. Zatonsky said flatly:

The national movement has apparently been engendered by the revolution. It
must be said bluntly 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 natural at the moment when the broad peasant masses awoke to
conscious life. We have missed the moment when a perfectly natural feeling of
self-respect arose in these masses, and the peasant, who before had regarded
himself and his peasant language, etc, with disdain, began to lift up his head
and to demand much more than he had demanded in tsarist times. The
revolution has aroused a cultural movement, awakened a wide national
movement, but we have not managed to direct this national movement into our
own course, we have let it pass, and it has gone wholly along the road where the
local petty-bourgeois intelligentsia and 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 too ostentatiously was doomed to be considered by the
population as a mere imposition.

Organizationally the new line meant collaboration with the Borotbists —~
a ‘left’ faction of the Ukrainian Socialist Revolutionary Party, which
accepted 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 (like 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 action at the centre — also tended to become defenders of
Ukrainian national aspirations when they were transferred 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 with diverse views emerged publicly.

As far as the Ukraine is concerned, the essential point is that the regime
was now strengthened by a group with 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 disciplined detachments (who must on no account be of
local extraction)’.3 At this period the membershizg 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
proletarians’, 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 Committees had the right to denounce 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 foodstuffs.

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’ 3

Rakovsky, at least, had learnt his lesson, but had to complain of the
difficult time they had ‘forcing’ the ‘Ukrainian’ Party organizations ‘to
understand the significance of the nationalities question’. The current
nationality policy was understood ‘by the majority 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 material and
economic culture opposes national culture. National culture is for
backward countries on the other side of the barricade, for capitalist
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
Ukrainian 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 trium})h of the
‘more highly cultured Russian language’; but this was rejected.’®

Through 1920-21 there was continual intra-party strife on the issue,
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 the most distinguished Bolshevik on the Ukrainian side,
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
federation, because the important fact is not that it is Russian, but that it is
Soviet’.*® The struggle on this issue was to continue.

*

The third Soviet occupation of the Ukraine was complete by March 1920.
The temporary conquest of much of the western part, including Kiev, by
the Poles in May 1920 was the lastimportant interruption of Soviet rule.
The last regular 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 guerilla 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.%
 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 too, 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.

Three 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 Ukrainian
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 was to enjoy a considerable measure
of cultural and linguistic freedom, and governments were concerned not
to enforce Moscow’s political will too crudely or ostentatiously. 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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It loves blood
The Russian earth

Akkmatova

By 1917 the peasants already owned or rented out four times the 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 hands.!

The collapse 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 desyatinas (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 §
November 1917, immediately following the Bolshevik seizure of power,
was based on peasant demands voiced by the Social-Revolutionaries; and
was a conscious manoeuvre to gain peasant support. It declared that only
the Constituent Assembly (to be in fact dispersed by the Bolsheviks when
it met in January 1918) could decide the land question, 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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not want to oppose the will of the majority of peasants . . . We did not want to
impose on the peasants the idea that the equal division of the land was useless,
an idea which was alien to them. Far better, we thought, if, by their own
experience and suffering, the peasants themselves came to realize that equal
division is nonsense . . . That is why we helped to divide the land, although we
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 leadershlp

The commune’s re-emergence involved at least the parUal destruction
of the Stolypin peasantry as a class, 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 bemg, butin the USSR taken as 2 whole by 1922 less than half of the
orlg'mal ‘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 peasants in forty-seven European
provinces were still members of the village commune. But by 1927 95.5%
of the 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’ itself
meant that ‘when the villages succeeded in getting hold of the landlords
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:

Petty bourgeois proprietors are willing to help us, the proletariat, to throw out
the landed gentry and the capitalists. But after that our roads part.
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And he concluded

Thengwe shall have to engage in the most decisive, ruthless struggle against
them.

*

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 earnest. 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
population — probably a difference of about 3—1). In the central Soviet
organs where this imbalance mainly showed itself Party control in any case
vitiated any real voting. But the symbolic effect, while defensible as good
Marxism, was not calculated to 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 point in the Civil War the middle
peasant became an ‘ally’ again).

However satisfactory in terms of class doctrine, there were many
difficulties about this formulation in practice. In the 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
expropriated,’® 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 test be dubbed ‘kulak’ escaped.

But more awkward still, the ‘rural proletariat’ 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
cities, only then will we achieve in the villages what we have achieved in the
cities. :

*

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 battle 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 merciless war on the kulaks’ for this
purpose. A later decree, on 27 May, authorized the Food Commissariat to
raise special ‘food detachments’ 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 ‘surplus’ 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’."”

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, promising them a hand-out’.!® In fact village solidarity
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 11 June 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
requisitioning detachments and provide leadership to the Committees of
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.2 In addition Lenin proposed 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.?

A Soviet scholar gives estimates that in 1919 about 15-20% of the
agricultural product was requisitioned, increasing in 1920 to 30%.% (And
compulsory delivery was extended, by a decree of 5 August 1919, to
‘cottage industry products’.)

This attitude to the products of the peasantry is often 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

47



The Harvest of Sorrow

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’ 2*

That is to say, far from being a ‘war’ measure the ‘War Communism’
policy was a conscious attempt to create a new social order, to effect the
immediate transformation of the country into full socialism. Even after the
débicle Lenin admitted this clearly, speaking 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,
he said ‘We calculated . . . or we presumed without sufficient calculatlon
— that an immediate transition would take place from the old Russian
economy to 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. I would not afﬁrm that this was
exactly how we visualized it, but we did act in this spirit.?’

One of the regime’s leading 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 anarchy, 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 ;Z)ath 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 governmental machine. This was regarded by
the Party, from Lenin down, as not merely socialism, but even
communism. 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 is 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.

Meanwhile in 1918-21 such highly subsidized collective farms as were
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 Marxists. The
law on Socialist Land Tenure of 14 February 1919 said that they were
being organized ‘to create the conditions for a complete shift to
communist agriculture’. But they too were not in fact either efficient or
popular, in spite of the various advantages showered on them. And neither
State nor collective farms were of any real significance under War
Communism, or until much later.

As to effective modernization in the future, the tractor, newly heard of
from America, was already seen to be the instrument for modernizing the
farms. Lenin thought, or said, 1n 1919, that 100,000 tractors would turn
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 state intervention in the peasants’ affairs in the form of
orders on what crops to produce.

As late as 8 March 1921, while the Kronstadt rebellion was at its height,
Lenin was still telling the Tenth Party Congress that abandoning grain
requisitions in favour of free trade ‘would still 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
either. Denikin — as the Large Soviet Encyclopaedia 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 Wrangel. He, for the first time, began to rely on the market forces
and free trade in grain. 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 considering the period from 1918, we are
habituated to turn our main attention to it, it is for inadequate reasons: it
was a regular war, of organized armies, rival governments, high
commands; conducted for the capture of key points, of central cities. Its
campaigns and battles 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 geasant insurrection,
from Makhno on the Dnieper to Antonov on the Volga.>

There were still active risings, too, in Byelorussia, the South East,
Siberia, Karelia, the Caucasus, and Central Asia.*3

Already in 1918 official 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 broke out in only 20 regions of
central Russia’;** while 99 are listed in about a third of Bolshevik territory,
in seven months of 1919.%

In some areas a food requisitioning plenipotentiary would reach a
village and be shot; a punitive expedition would follow, shooting half a
dozen peasants and arresting others; a new plenipotentiary with assistants

~would arrlve and be shot in a day or two; another punitive expedition —and
so on.*® These small clashes were w1despread and merged into larger
rebellions, 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 later) we shall go forward for ten-twenty versts and hang the kulaks,
priests and landowners. Bounty: 100,000 roubles for each man hanged’.*’

Early in 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 Volga rebels, which also called 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 after January 1920 there were eight months
of fierce fighting between Makhno and the Bolsheviks. A brief restoration
of that alliance in October and November 1920, against the last White
threat by Wrangel, was followed by renewed fighting 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
Doctor Zhivago:

The peasants are in revolt, there are ceaseless risings. You’ll say that they are
fighting the Reds or Whites indiscriminately, whoever may be in power, that
they are simply against any established authority because they don’t know what
they want. Allow me to differ. The peasant knows very well what he wants,
better than you or I do, but he wants something quite different. When the
revolution came and woke him up, he decided that this was the fulfilment of his
dreams, his ancient dream of living anarchically on his own land by the work of
his hands, in complete independence and without owing anything to anyone.
Instead of that, he found he had only exchanged the old oppression of the
Czarist 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 a114 in 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 typewriters, 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 twenty-odd Ukrainian partisans were also
operating near Bila Tserkva, Kiev Province, until 1928;* and there are
numbers of similar reports elsewhere, especially in the North Caucasus
and Central Asia.

It is noteworthy 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
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‘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 report for the draft,
averaged 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 Kronstadt ‘the middle peasant
talked with the Soviet Government through naval guns’.

It is little wonder that on 15 March 1921 Lenin was saying, 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 to it.
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But even if we take two million of them as from 1918-20, we are left with
seven million other excess deaths in those years.

The leading Soviet authority, B.T. Urlanis,® 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 envisage a Civil War death roll of a million, which
indeed seems a high figure.

The other six million died 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 battle. 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 wrltes 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 attempt
to prevent the subjugation of their livelihood to the requisition system.

*

The events of 1918-21 had produced a disruption of the social and
economic 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 settled 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, fleeing ‘from one hunger -stricken
area to another, from one theatre of war to another’.5 Meanwhile the
economy simply collapsed. And, as we have noted, the results of
Communist policies in the countryside were economically retrogressive.
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.
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But mere disruption was far more important. The decline in agriculture
only began in 1919, but by 1922 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 c. 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 due 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 turned 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
produce.

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 describing when we come to the even worse
famine of 1932-3, with a single major difference. In 1921-2 the existence
of the famine was admitted, and relief from abroad was actively
encouraged.

On 13 July 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 August. The US Congress appropriated $20 million in December;
and Americans were also encouraged to sponsor individual packages, and
subscribed $6 million. The total amount of American funds made
available was about $45 million.

In Moscow Gorki assembled a group of distinguished citizens, mostly
of non-Communist or non-political backgrounds, 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 seed grain never exceeded three million, but in 1921 such
peasants numbered thirteen million.

The 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 everzthing
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 Kiev and 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.” All 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 ‘under the pretext of good works’ the American Relief
Administration had really been concerned to lessen a crisis of production
in the USA. By 1950 the Large Soviet Encyclopaedia’s new (2nd) edition
was saying that the ARA had used its apparatus ‘to deploy espionage
activity and support counter-revolutionary elements. The counter-
revolutionary acts of the ARA aroused energetic protests on the part of the
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
counter-revolutionary elements and sabotage and espionage activity’.

In fact, the non-Communist Russian relief representatives 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
programme; and to an acceptance, at least for the time being, of a retreat,
a truce which left the free peasantry in existence.

*
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Hope and fear, and peace and strife
Scott

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, only
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
settled for temporarily abandoning the attempt to socialize the
countryside, while using the breathing space to consolidate the Party’s
grip on political power. The New Economic Policy (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 peasants. 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 been necessary at the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk in
the face of German power. .

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

It was customary in Khrushchev’s time for Soviet scholars to quote
Lenin, over this period, as saying that collectivization of 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 cooperatlon calling (as in other matters) for a ‘cultural revolution’
to improve Russia in this sphere.’ (In fact, the cooperative movement in
credit, buying and selling had benefited the 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
leaders, sometimes including Lenin, does not in itself seem as significant
as is sometimes made out. AJ/ actions, however pragmatic, by a highly
doctrinal and theoreticizing sect like the Bolsheviks almost automatically
generated such interpretations. But at any rate the ‘Rightists’ in the Party
who were to propose a fairly long period of gradual development under
NEP were able to cite 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 Congress in 1922, he announced
that the retreat had gone too far and that it was time to advance again.
However, 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 proletariat has ceased to exist as a
class’, and the licensed capltahsts would assist in the ‘restoration of the
industrial proletarian class’.” At one point he even held that the big
capitalists could be turned into allies against the peasant smallholder,
seen as the main enemy, thus repeating a formula he had already
advanced in 1918, that ‘in our country the main enemy of socialism is the
petty bourgeois element’.9

When not calling for a swift resumption of the advance — that is when at
his most pro-NEP — Lenin saw the struggle for the allegiance of the
rmddle peasants as perhaps lasting generations —but at best ‘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 capltahsm and the
bourgeoisie constantly, daily, hourly, and on a mass scale’,!! which
justified the utmost vigilance, and the seizing of the earliest possible
opportunity to put a stop to such a state of affairs.

He also said that in the given world conditions the perlod of peaceful
construction would ‘obviously not be for very long’.!? And in a letter to
Kamenev on 3 March 1922 (not printed until 1959) he added, ‘Itis a great
mistake 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 policy. On the one hand (on the economic side) it
wished to encourage agricultural production, and this meant encouraging
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
finally came round to) the better tactical line, and of the two it appeared
that his policies might give some promise. The Whites were, in actual 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 Russian ‘Unity’ slogans.

Lenin is nowadays often quoted by Ukrainian Communist 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 time might be called a ‘Ukrainian Brest Litovsk’. In
both, the concessions were enough to ensure an abatement of immediate
hostility to the Communist regime. The peasant was no longer persecuted
for peasant conduct; the Ukrainian 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
manoeuvred 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 ime
since the 18th century, a government firmly established in the Ukraine
had as one of its professed aims the protection and development of the
Ukrainian language and culture.

Prominent scholars and writers, even those who had strongly supported
the Rada Republic, came back from emigration. They included the great
historian Mykhailo Hrushevsky, who had actually been Chairman of the
Rada, 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.

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
return to exile . . .

‘Ukrainianization’ went further 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 found in his village: ‘And from them I learned that I
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’ and then the ‘Right’. Leon Trotsky was out-
manoeuvred by an alliance of Grigori Zinoviev, L.ev 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 turned against the Right, who were
effectively defeated within two years.

This struggle was, of course, fought out in terms of policies. Here we
are only concerned with the agrarian side of that dispute — though this was
indeed a major controversy.

The most important elements in it can be simply stated. Everyone
approved in principle of the New Economic Policy. Everyone wished to go
on as soon as possible to a socialization of agriculture. No one claimed that
the peasantry should be forcibly socialized; but no one objected to the use
of a considerable amount of pressure.

The discussion in the Party about the future of the countryside, and
indeed Stalin’s final decisions on the matter 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.

Second, 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
next are thus of much interest, but it is arguable that they have been given
greater attention than is perhaps justified by their intrinsic significance. At
the same time, we need not take at their face 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 unacceptable. Their
attempts to do away with them had proved economically and socially
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 early 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 orthodoxy remains. As a modern western scholar puts it,
‘Nowadays it is still claimed, though with lessening conviction, that this is
the way in which things actually happened . . "’

The struggle within the Party is often represented as though the ‘Right’
of Bukharin and his associates accepted some sort of liberal-type future.
The first things to be said are that they too were devoted to one-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 relation to the countryside should develop in the direction of
removing, and in part abolishing, many restrictions which put the brake on the gromth
of the well-to-do and kulak farm. To the peasants we must say ‘enrich yourselves,
develop your farms, and do not fear that restrictions will be put on you’.
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However paradoxical it may appear, we must develop the well-to-do farm in order
1o 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 growth — 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 highly 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, that the Party’s attempt to combine the two
contradictory approaches of concession and repression resulted in ‘a
situation where the peasant is afraid to instal an 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 the idea that the peasant could, over a
longish period, be persuaded of the advantages of collectivization, yet it
seems quite clear that the peasants would never have voluntarily
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 at its 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 will’, he now seems to have envisaged kulak cooperatives
surrounded by the economic power of State banks and the State industrial
sector, and forced to compete, with increasingly poor prospects, against
the State-owned cooperatives of the other peasant strata. So they would
have no choice but to become integrated into the Socialist economy, even
though an ‘alien element’ within it. He went on to argue that this supposed
integration would in fact be elimination, since the cooperatives would
defeat the kulak capitalist, in the same way that the petty NEP capitalist 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, to be
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 peasantincome 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 mistaken even on economic grounds,
in that the peasantry —if it were to survive at all - must do so as amarket for
industrial goods and these must therefore be forthcoming from the start.
But in 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 competitor. He seems to
have believed that socialist industry, owing to its supposed inherent
superiority, would leap ahead automatically, 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 a Marxist 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’.? 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 Sov1et 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 Trotsky, in exile, was to write that the Left had not wanted the
liquidation of classes in five years, and only wished to tax 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
little 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 Marxist 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 was rational enough, not only in commonsense,
but also in doctrinal terms. The Russian level of industrialization, and the
size and ‘maturity’ of the proletariat, were in principle insufficient to cope
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 for itin
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, the revolution was not
going to be successfully established in the advanced countries which were
theoretically necessary to sustain a revolutionary Russia. In practical
terms, this meant either 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 possibility 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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economists, considering ways of producing a rationalized society — though
they sometimes thought of themselves as such, and represented 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 produce a new 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
justified as maintaining the Party in power. But its retention of power
could only be justified if it took the earliest feasible opportunity to move on
to the creation of the social order prescribed by doctrine, and eliminate
the classes doctrinally known as barriers to the necessary future envisaged
by the 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 rural economy.

The famous proposition about a ‘scissors crisis’ was first propounded at
the Twelfth Party Congress in 1923. The ‘scissors’ were the two
diverging lines on a graph, the one showing the increasingly high prices of
industrial goods, the other the excessively low prices paid for agricultural
goods.

This original ‘scissors crisis’ was a short-lived phenomenon following a
period of great dislocation, and in the absence of grain reserves.? It was
simply due to a government over-pricing of industrial and under-pricing
of agricultural goods, and disappeared as soon as this was corrected.

But it was a striking example of the regime’s touchiness and impatience
with the market phenomenon, which it both detested and misunderstood.
Whenever the terms of trade turned against the government, or even
appeared to do so, 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 ‘19223 was the first normal year of economic
life after eight abnormal years.””” The price structure was still in bad
shape, but all in all the improvement was already notable, and entirely 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 began to emerge again. In fact, the code
recognized three forms of ownership — cooperative (involving in the 1920
1-2% of the holdings); private ownership including individual farms of
the Stolypin type; and communal, in the traditional sense.

At the beginning of 1925 restrictions on the hiring of wage-labour were
lifted. As a result of these measures the initial economic recovery in the
countryside was striking. Gross agricultural production was reported up
to pre-war figures as early as 1925-6.28 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 Grigorenko, who then worked on his father’s
farm, points out, was the work of ‘the people of the ruined countryside,
ploughing with cows, or harnessing themselves to the plough’.3

*

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

70



Stalemate, 1921-7

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
countryside who had fully understood the clear instructions 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 a member 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 cell 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:

It has been ascertained that counter-revolutionary organizations and groups in
the Ukraine are well aware of the fact that the OGPU is at present forced, so to
speak, to a certain 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 opportunity to unmask our enemies, in order to deal them a 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 members of pre-revolutionary bourgeois political parties.
2. All former members of monarchical unions and organizations (Black
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Hundreds).
All former members of the Union of Independent Grain Growers (at the
time of the Central Rada in the Ukraine).

. All former members of the gentry and titled persons of the old aristocracy.

All former members of youth organizations (Boy Scouts and others).
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 officials of the
Okhrana [secret political police], police and gendarmerie, secret agents of
the Okhrana and police. All members of the frontier corps of gendarmerie,
etc.

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.

. All commissioned and non-commissioned officers, without exception, of

the former tsarist army and fleet.

Secret Enemies of the Soviet Regime

1.

v

—

S0 00N

All former commissioned officers, non-commissioned officers and enlisted
men of the White movements and armies, the Ukrainian Petliurist
formations, and various rebel units and bands who actively resisted Soviet
rule. People amnestied by the Soviet authorities are not excluded.

. All those employed in a civil capacity in the departments and local offices of

White governments, the armies of the Ukrainian Central Rada, the
Hetman’s state police, etc.

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

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

All former merchants, shopkeepers and ‘Nepmen’.

All 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
time is in an illegal position or is conducting armed resistance against the
Soviet regime in the ranks of anti-Soviet bands.

All 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 convicted or suspected of contraband, espionage,

etc

A sizeable portion of the population.
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Meanwhile, itis at least symytomatic that 67% of those shot by 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 by the 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 analysis of lists of individual members of district
and village Party cells shows that many of them came from outside, or had
long lived in other regions and returned on Party orders, while the ‘loyal’
locals were mainly good-for-nothings, apart from a few village teachers.*!

But now over wide areas the middle and richer peasants gained control
of the village Soviets. Thus the village commune, which had in practice
carried out most of the non-coercive side of the great redistributions
following the revolution, became, even more than before, the dominant
element in 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 communes; and they ‘in practice controlled the economic
life of the village’.®

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

In 1927 serious moves were made to give the village Soviets more
power, and purge them of unreliable elements, but it was clearly seen that
the real problem was the commune. At the Fifteenth Congress Molotov
said that, driven from the Soviets, the kulaks had ‘tried to entrench
themselves in the commune’ (Kaganovich: ‘Right’!), ‘Now we will finally
beat them out of even these last trenches’.

*
But who were the ‘kulaks’? The attempt at defining the class enemyin the
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village, and determining his numbers, was fo have devastating effects on
millions of lives in the forthcoming period. In fact it is clear that, however
defined, the kulak was, as an economic class, no more than a Party
construct. As we noted of the War Communism period, and earlier, Lenin
had transferred a word from its original meaning 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. Smirnov, also tried to extricate the
prosperous peasant from the semantic distortion Lenin had inflicted on
him, pointing out that a kulak was, properly speaklng, apre- revolutionary
explomng type which had now virtually disappeared.* Mllyunn (Lenin’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.e. by direct reference to statistics on the
employment of wage-labour). He cannot be identified by stralghtforward
means, nor is it possible to determine whether or not he is a capitalist’.*3
Thus 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
abandoning 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 widely. In 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
sufﬁc1ently 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 leadership (though, in fact, as merely economic
analysis, the term it employs is ‘entrepreneur’) gives 3.9 of the households
or 5.2 of the rural population as such, and defines them as those who
either

(a) 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 50 days during the year,
or

(b) possess means of production valued at more than 800 roubles and hire
labour for over 75 days during the year, or

(c) possess means of production valued at more than 400 roubles and hire
labour for more than 150 days a year.

It is 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 group received
only 50-56% greater income per capita than the lowest.>

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

*

At the height of NEP, the Party felt the necessity of appeasing the ‘kulak’
economically; but politically, it never failed to emphasize 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.

So the ‘poor peasant’ was sometimes defined as a 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
poor peasant to have a horse.

When it came to the ‘middle peasant’, muddle persisted — indeed was
aggravated by schemes to divide them into ‘weak’ and ‘well-off’ middle
peasants. The common criterion which distinguished 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
households’.%

So other criteria emerged — for example that of the size of the farm’s
sown area. But in fact a 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.”’
Indeed, yet another criterion, descrlbed as ‘basic’, was the kulak’s hiring
out of 1mp1ements and draft ammals 8 but some theoreuolans held that
hiring out of animals or equipment was a ‘commercial’ relationship not a
‘class’ one.’

Then there were attempts to define kulaks (like middle peasants) by the
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 materlals are unfortunately ill-adapted to such
comparatlvely subtle research’.%’ Another respected Soviet economist
reported (though in a book only published posthumously in 1956) that ‘we
have no statistical data, however incomplete or approximate on the
evolutlon of class structure in the Soviet villages over any given period of
years’.5! In fact, a Western scholar is able to quote four major estimates of
the numbers in each category of peasants made in 1925-§, and adds that
he could have given a dozen more, differing in both criteria and results.52

*

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 Agncultural Workers Union (itself, in the view of Party
observers, of little use).%> By the end of 1927 only 14,000 of them (out of
an estlmated 2.75 to 3 million) were members of the Commumst 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
official advantages provided for their categories, they were despised by the
local Party. Even Communist officials are quoted in the Party’s theoretical
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 attributed to the middle
peasants by a Soviet agrarian publication of the time: ‘How can we learn
from the Jpoor 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
become middle peasants. In any case, there are many official reports
which make clear that the sums allotted to credits for the peasants were in
themselves wholly inadequate, and subject too to gross administrative
misuse.

Nor, as ever, did the poorer strata reliably take a hostile attitude to the
richer. Peasant delegates to the Fifth Congress of Soviets state that the
failure of government-sponsored credit associations made it impossible to
appeal to the masses; while ‘the kulak and subkulak touch the most
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
peasag;t 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 general,
‘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, to build up his strength in the Party through the
control which his leadership of the secretariat gave over all appointments.
The supposed working class base of the regime had by now been largely
(not of course entirely) 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, a huge group for whom power and perquisites had to a considerable
degree replaced, or at least distorted, the old motivations. What Rakovsky
already described in terms of ‘the car-harem syndrome’ was in fact
evolving into a new social stratum. It was not only a matter of the more
recent ‘careerist’ intake into the party, but also of the evolution of its old
membership into the ways of a ruling elite. Nor did it necessarily imply any
abandonment of ruthless or revolutionary measures. On the one hand the
preservation of power was in question. On the other, Leninist ideology
remained both the driving force and the justification of the ruling elite.

On the whole, both Left and Right had reservations about the propriety
of the new priviligentsia, and its members inclined to look rather to Stalin.

But it is also true that many of the younger generation who had been
local militants in T'sarist 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.

On the actual political issues, concerned to defeat Trotsky and
Zinoviev, Stalin at first subscribed in general to Bukharin’s views, in
particular that socialist principles would reach the peasant through
marketing cooperatives, gradually leading him to production cooperatives
too; 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’.”!

Stalin nevertheless was already beginning to tone down the Bukharinist
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 confidentially 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 Zinoviev were expelled from the
Party at the Fifteenth Party Congress. At this Congress the main political
consideration was to preserve the appearance of unity among the
victorious Stalin-Bukharin leadership in the phase which marked the final
attack on the Left. But it is 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
warned 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 foritand 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 harder, as Bukharin’s view:

It is a matter of making large capital investments in agriculture. . . . Arisein the
individual peasant sector, especially that devoted to grain, a limiting of the
kulak sector, the construction of the sovkhozes and kolkhozes, in combination
with a correct price policy, and alon ng 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 the private sector; and (in 1929) he and the Right were to have severe
qualms about the methods of crash collectivization which Stalin enforced.
But what seems more important is that the ‘Rights’ never for a moment
suggested the only real alternative of true private-peasant modernization:
and that they ‘gave unstinting support’ to the decisions of the Fifteenth
Party Congress about a long-term collectivization programme (20% 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 Economist (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, when his main
political concern was to defeat the Right, were tortuous and ambiguous.
On the one hand, he was working to use his organizational powers to place
his own men in key posts in the party apparatus both centrally and
throughout the country. On the other, while winning over the now
leaderless left-inclined elements among the Party masses, he moved
slowly enough to carry with him as many as possible of the elements which
had been devoted to NEP, increasingly isolating the Right 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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economic and political autonomy. He was accused of national deviation
and removed with his supporters, the scandal being worse because he was
defended by the Communist Party of the Western Ukraine (then on
Polish territory) and had his case brought before the Executive
Committee of the Comintern. Stalin commented that Shumsky’s attitude
had attractions for the local intelligentsia, but amounted to ‘a struggle for
the alienation of Ukrainian cultural and social life from the common
Soviet cultural life, of a struggle against Moscow and Russians in general,
against Russian culture’’” — as, in a sense, was true.

The fall of Shumsky and the attack of ‘Shumskyism’ did not lead to a
reversion to full Russification, 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.

Mykola Skrypnyk, son of a Ukrainian railway employee, is in many 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 Kiev as 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 of
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 facto in charge of the
nationality question, ideology and culture. This involved a constant, but
initially successful, struggle.

Skrypnyk was frank about what he was up against. He spoke indignantly
at the Twelfth Party Congress about high-level Communists who
accepted Ukrainianization because it was the current policy, but made no
practical application 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 Ukrainian, and had replied
‘Why don’t you speak in an intelligible tongue?’’®

His associate, the Communist writer Mykola Khvylovy, wrote
forthrightly in 1926, in the Ukrainian Party’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 .. . Ina word6
the Union remains a Union, and the Ukraine is an independent state’.”
(An appeal, for purposes of political struggle, to the verbal forms of the
USSR Constitution, rather than to its allocation of the realities of power).
Similarly, 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 adorn 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 the Ukrainian SSR and the
Communist Party of the Ukraine is finished’.3

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 fast 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

82



Stalemate, 1921-7

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

Oown.
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PART II

To Crush the Peasantry

The harvest is past, the summer is
ended, and we are not saved.

Jeremiah






5
Collision Course, 1928-9

Je sors d’un mal pour tomber dans un pire.

Corneille

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 [ 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 million hectares, as against 210 million
before the revolution ~ though the number of holdmgs had grown from 16
million to 25 million.! And the (non-kulak) peasant who had produced
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.
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 inherently 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 reserve in the good
years as ‘negligence bordering on folly’; and adds that when ‘inept price
and fiscal policies produced the procurement crisis of 1927-8’, the
government’s ability to react intelligently 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 output 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 roubles 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 gross 1926-7 grain marketing, while the true figure was 16.2 million
tons...

Indeed, 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
questionnaires, responded: ‘We cannot understand half the questions.
We just put down the first thing that comes into our heads .. .’!*
Meanwhile the Central Statistical Office, the State Planning Commission
(Gosplan), the Commissariat of Inspection and the statistical departments
of the cooperative movement, ‘were producing widely conflicting figures
on identical problems, sometimes on matters of great importance, such as
procurements, sown areas, or the five year plans’."®

Stalin claimed, erroneously, that ‘the marketable grain in our country is
now half what it was before the war, although the gross output of grain has
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reached the prewar level’.!® He added — a swing to the Left in 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 farming 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
between 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 faulty administration of the grain purchase programme,
which encouraged the peasants to hoard grain if prices were too low. And
the decrease in ‘kulak’ numbers meant that those with much excess grain
were now fewer.!’?

In any case the deficitin 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;** while even at the time a Soviet
expert estimated the annual rate of growth of peasant productive capital as
5-5Y%%, a very reasonable rate.”> Moreover, as Trapeznikov notes,
peasant sales of industrial 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 expropriation 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 1919-21, they 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 supposedly guaranteed 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 than 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 longer to have adequate representatives in the village
Soviets. In some of the Ukrainian provinces their share fell to under 30%.
Moreover, such organs as the electoral committees, which in effect
determined the composition of these Soviets, often had 0n16y a bare
majority of peasants of any sort, as against officials and others.?

A law of 10 ]anuary 1928 changed the quorum rules for the v1llag2e
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 village
meeting; whereas labourers without a household gained that right; and
decisions of the meeting could be questloned by the village Soviet if
thought to be contrary to Soviet policy.?® This was the begmnmg of the
end of the independence of the commune, and at the same time a blow at
the middle peasant.

The 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 meeting had been made to accept a given figure, (though since it was
laid down that the commune must impose higher taxes on kulaks whatever
the villagers’ own view, the traditional freedoms of self-taxation no longer
applied). In fact, official documents 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 bordering 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, officials who listed all those definable as
kulaks, but still had not met their quotas, were told to ‘find the rest’.>! But,
since the kulaks, under any definition, did not in fact have surpluses
adequate to meet the procurement demands transmitted to local officials,
the latter in fact had no recourse but to make up the deficit from the stores
of the peasantry as a whole.

Indeed, a letter sent by Stalin to Party organizations admitted that the
kulak was not the major source of surplus grain, but was to be combated
rather as the economic leader of the peasantry ‘with the middle peasant
following behind’.>

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 was a shortfall in the
grain collection. ‘Well, the grain still had to be collected. So we fell once
again into extraordinary measures, administrative wilfulness, the violation
of revolutionary legality, going round to farms, making illegal 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 ‘legal’ weapon used against the peasantry was ‘Article 107’,
in force since 1926. It laid down prison terms and confiscation for persons
causing a deliberate rise in prices, or failing to offer their goods for sale. It
had 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%1** = 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 getting industrialization capital from
the peasant; while also covering his NEP flank:

The way matters 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 is more
or less underpaidin the prices for agricultural produce, in the second place. . .

It is something in the nature of a ‘tribute’, of a supertax, which we are
temporarily compelled to levy in order to maintain and develop our presentrate
of industrial development, in order to ensure an industry for the whole country,
further raise the well-being of the rural population and then abolish altogether
this additional tax, these ‘scissors’ between town and country ...
unfortunately, our industry and our country cannot a4t present dispense with this
additional tax on the peasantry. . .

But, Stalin 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
when this additional tax is being paid in a situation in which the living standards
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 into submission’.*® Atany rate new directives went out
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.

Soatthe 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 production began to show a decline by the autumn of
1928. Moreover, with the increase in population since 1914 taken into
account, %rain production per capita had gone down from 584 kg to
484.4 kg.

When 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 perfectl?' clear thatit was not ‘hoarding’ but low productlon that was
the essential.*! Bukharin spoke of ‘fairy tales’ of grain hoarding.**

*

Meanwhile, throughout the struggle for grain in the countryside, Stalin
used the situation to attack the Right. His line was that there were ‘certain
elements which are alien to the Party and blind to the class posmons inthe
villages’ and who wanted ‘to 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 determined on a course which would
produce risings which he would have to ‘drown in blood’.* And as early as
June 1928, Bukharin and Stalin were not on speaking terms. Yet the
appearances were preserved.

Bukharin complained that the average Central Committee member did
not understand the dispute. But he made little effort to explain it to them.
The Right combated Stalin in private while concealing the split in 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 fundamentally Right-
wing attitude’ came under general attack in Pravda.*

But it was Bukharin who now urged ‘the offensive against the