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Foreword

“Get word to someone. The modern prayer.”’' This desperate appeal to
a world outside, or to some future generation, haunts the contemporary
literature of genocide. Describing the Turkish massacres and deporta-
tions of Armenians from the Anatolian countryside in 1915, the Amer-
ican writer Michael J. Arlen underscores the particular pain and rage of
victims who believe that their suffering is unknown. The special horror,
for those in such conditions, is that their tormentors have destroyed all
traces of the crime. *‘If the Germans win the war, what will the world
know of us?’’" asks an Auschwitz inmate in a novel by the Ukrainian-
bom writer Tadeusz Borowski.? In the same camp, the Italian Jewish
writer Primo Levi recalled that the urge to communicate could become
the sole reason for living: *‘even in this place one can survive, and there-
fore one must want to survive, to tell the story, to bear witness.”"* Even
when all hope is lost, when those targeted for murder are helpless before
their murderers, the instinct to signal the human family remains alive.
On the wall of a latrine in a Soviet camp, according to Antoni Ekart,
could be found an admonition from the dead to those who were still
alive: ‘*‘May he be damned who, after regaining freedom, remains
silent.’ ™

Throughout this volume of documents, we hear the desperate ‘‘mod-
e prayer’” of victims of the famine that ravaged parts of the Soviet
Union in 1932-33. We are starving, workers in the Kolguginskii district
write to William Strang, the acting counsellor of the British embassy in
Moscow, reminding him that all the while the Soviets have exported food
to England. And then they add: *‘Do not forget to communicate this
message.”’ (27: 226-27)

The special contribution of the editors of this book, Marco Carynnyk,
Lubomyr Luciuk and Bohdan Kordan, is to have uncovered contem-
porary descriptions of the famine relayed to the West in British diplo-
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matic pouches. Largely ignored or suppressed at the time, and forgotten
since, these urgent messages now constitute one of the most important
sources we have of this colossal human tragedy. Much of the information
in these pages comes from the simple accounts of a variety of observers
— British diplomats and consular officials, of course, but also of relief
workers, trade officials, newspaper correspondents and the like. Much
also is the cri de coeur of the starved and outcast, who managed to
communicate their termble expenences directly to outsiders who must
have appeared to them as creatures from another planet.

These documents remind us of how communication occurs despite
extraordinary obstacles. We are insufficiently aware of how easy it could
be to penetrate the walls around Soviet society in the 1930s, once people
took the trouble to do so. The appeals from the ravaged areas could be
heard, if visitors bothered to listen. For someone like Andrew Caimns, a
Canadian wheat expert whose reports are among the most graphic and
extensive accounts of popular suffering, the *‘peasants’ stories’” had a
concrete human reality, grounded in his own careful investigation. Like
Arthur Young, a famous eighteenth-century fellow-traveller who visited
the French countryside on the eve of the Revolution, Cairns was deeply
suspicious of despotism and official optimism. And also like Young, he
had an engrained dislike of bureaucratic controls and excuses and the
collective management of agriculture. Cairns knew an agricultural déba-
cle when saw it, and had little patience for the Communist party’s san-
guine version of events.

How different from Caims’s evaluation are those better-known Soviet
idylls that came so frequently from the duped, the wilfully ignorant or
the true believers. What a contrast, for example, with the former French
prime minister Edovard Hermot, who travelled through Ukraine the year
after Cairns and found it a **burgeoning garden’’ of prospenty.® How
different is the Canadian’s careful, even pedantic, notation from that of
the callous diplomatic officers in London who feared that the damning
descriptions of Soviet reality would upset their courtship of Moscow or
impede the hoped-for Soviet accession to the League of Nations.
Emblematic of their attitude is the lapidary remark of the career diplomat
T. A. Shone, rejecting a desperate appeal by the European Federation
of Ukrainians Abroad: ‘‘No particulars of this organisation can be traced.
While the deplorable account which it gives of conditions in the Ukraine
is no doubt largely true, it is anti-Soviet in complexion and I presume
that we can only ignore its appeal.”’ (52: 321)

It is remarkable how the accounts in this collection, coming from such
different personalities and perspectives, agree on the essentials—hunger
and starvation on an immense scale, staggering bureaucratic callousness
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associated with the collectivization of agriculture, massive intemnal
deportations of people who are repeatedly referred to in Soviet admin-
istrative parlance as ‘‘useless mouths,”” and tremendous, deliberately
organized inequities in food distribution. The documents leave little
doubt that while ethnic Russians, favoured Communist party elements
and the regions immediately to the north of Soviet Ukraine were not
affected notably by the shortages of food, the famine did have particular
impact on non-Russian territories, especially Ukraine, the North Cau-
casus and Kazakhstan, and that the principal victims were Ukrainians.
Among the particular contributions of this volume are detailed maps
charting the geography of the mortality from famine which confirm the
frequently repeated contemporary observation: Ukrainians suffered most
of all, with high death rates coinciding ironically with the fertile black
soil regions of the Ukrainian Soviet Republic.

Did the famine of 1932-33 constitute a genocidal attack upon Ukrain-
ians? Evidence presented by a good many horrified witnesses suggests
that 1t did. In their view, the famine occurred because the Soviet author-
ities ruthlessly collected grain for export, stripping bare one of the most
productive agricultural regions of the U.5.S.R., and allowing the local
inhabitants to starve, sometimes forcing them into Siberian exile or sim-
ply driving them into the wildemess to perish. Most of the observers
would probably have agreed with Otto Schiller, the German agricultural
attaché, who declared that “‘the famine is not so much the result of last
year’s failure of crops as of the brutal campaign of State Grain Collec-
tion.”* (36: 259) The Kremlin took pains to cover up these horrors, insist-
ing that all was well and refusing Western aid for the victims. Soviet
indifference seems to have been related to the fact that the stricken were
mostly Ukrainians. Diplomatic representatives certainly detected a ven-
omous detestation of Ukrainians among Communist party officials in
Moscow at the time and the linking of all expressions of Ukrainian
national sentiment with treasonous anti-Soviet activity. As Lord Chil-
ston, the British ambassador, put it in a letter to Bntish Foreign Secretary
Sir John Simon, the tendency was to denounce as counter-revolutionary
“*any evidence of particularism, either cultural, economic or political.”’
(64: 368)

Of course, uncertainties remain. A conclusive evaluation of motiva-
tions requires a closer look at the Soviet officials who presided over this
catastrophe, and must await the release of matenals in Soviet archives
—if that ever is to happen. In my view, formal classification of the famine
matters less at this point than an appreciation of the limitless cruelty and
anguish it entailed. Although we lack important information about the
perpetrators, those who suffered did their best to tell the story as they
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saw it, and the documents assembled in this volume show that their effort
was not in vain. Now the victims have a chance to be heard once again.
Like the visitors to the Soviet Union in the 1930s, we are asked to listen.

Michael R. Marrus

NOTES

1.

2

3
. Antoni Ekert, Vanished withourt a Trace, trans. Egerton Sykes and E. S. Virpsha (Lon-

Michael ). Arlen, Passage ro Ararar (New York, 1975), 132.

. Tadeusz Borowski, This Way for the as, Ladies and Gentlemen, trans. Barbara Vedder

(Harmondsworth, England, 1976), 132.
Primo Levi, Survival in Auschwirtz, trans. Stuart Woolf (New York, 1976), 36.

don, 1954), 12. Quoted in Terrence Des Pres, The Surviver (New York, 1976), 38.

. The first number refers to the document, the second to the page.
. “*J"ai traversé |'Ukraine. Eh bien! je vous affirme que je 1'ai vue tel un jardin en plein

rendement. On assure, me dites-vous, que cette contrée vit  cette heure une époque
attristée? Je ne peux parler de ce que je n'ai pas vu. Pourtant je me suis fait conduire
dans des endroits qu'on disait éprouvés. Or, je n’ai constaté que la prospérité....""
Interview with Herriot in La Nouvelliste, 14 September 1933. Quoted in Fred Kupfer-
man, Au pays des Soviets: le voyage francais en Union soviétiqgue 1917-1939 (Paris,
1979), 90.



Introduction

Choosing Not to See

London in late June 1932 was warm and unsettled. Seated comfort-
ably in his office in the pedimented Italian palazzo that overlooks White-
hall, Downing Street and the Horse Guards Parade, a first secretary in
the Northern Department of the Foreign Office pondered a dispatch that
had arrived on his desk. Andrew Cairns, a Canadian who had been trav-
elling in the Soviet Union for the Empire Marketing Board, was report-
ing distressful news. Many Kirghizes in the Central Asian republic of
Kazakhstan were fleeing east to China and north to Siberia in search of
food. **Many, many thousands™ — so many that the army could not bury
themn all — had died of hunger, and another million could be expected to
perish. At every station Cairns had seen hundreds of people, ‘‘all thin,
cold, rag-clad, hungry and many begging for bread.’’ Others were camp-
ing in the steppes and eating dead horses. At a bazaar a boy close to
death held up his shirt to display thighs only three or four inches thick.
As a Western traveller took a photograph of him, two tearful women
said, ‘‘That is what is going to happen to all of us. Will you give that
picture to the newspapers in America, so that they will send us food?"’
(5: 38, 42)

Laurence Collier uncapped his pen. The report had disturbed him. *‘I
have seldom read a more convincing document,’” he minuted. “*It is now
clear that collective agriculture in Russia is a failure and that there is no
prospect of Russian grain exports on any appreciable scale, for the next
few years at least.”" He paused for a moment, then wrote, ‘*As Tacitus’
Romans ‘made a solitude, and called it peace,’ so the Soviet Govt. have
‘made a famine, and called it communism.”"’ (5: 78)!

Cairns was describing a cataclysm whose beginnings can be traced to
1928, when Stalin abandoned Lenin’s New Economic Policy and began
a ‘‘revolution from above’’ that was far more devastating than the rev-
olutions of 1917 or the Civil War. Borrowing Trotskii’s idea of indus-
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trialization as the only way to develop a war industry and collectivization
of agriculture as a means of raising capital from the peasants, Stalin
liquidated, as the ugly euphemism has it, opposition to his scheme within
the party and declared a ruthless war against the peasants. A hundred
million were compelled, often at gun-point, to foresake their holdings
and join collective farms; six and a half million, labelled **kulaks™" or
“*kulak henchmen,”” were shot, exiled or absorbed into the rapidly
metastasizing Gulag. The most horrible fate befell Ukraine, the North
Caucasus and Kazakhstan, where some eight million people were starved
to death.? Anxious to crush the resistance that Ukrainians had shown to
Soviet rule first by armed rebellions and then by growing demands for
cultural and political autonomy, Stalin blockaded Ukraine to prevent
peasants from fleeing from the famine, blacklisted entire regions to keep
them from receiving consumer goods, forbade foreign relief and initiated
a massive campaign of misinformation.

Stalin’s heirs have not acknowledged his crime. Denouncing his pre-
decessor’s mistakes in his famous ‘‘secret speech’ in 1956, Nikita
Khrushchev argued that collectivization was one of Stalin’s '‘great
achievements'' and studiously avoided mentioning the killing of the
peasants.’ In the West, apologists for Stalin have denied that the famine
occurred or have blamed it on *‘peasant stubbomness.” ™ Even the New
York Times, in a dispatch from Moscow at the height of the famine,
claimed that there was **no actual starvation or deaths from starvation,’’
only "*widespread mortality from diseases due to malnutntion.”” *"Ths
amazing sophistry,”’ wrote Eugene Lyons, a correspondent in Moscow
at the time, *‘characterizes sufficiently the whole shabby episode of our
failure to report honestly the gruesome Russian famine of 1932-33."
Western historians, partly because they lack clear evidence ('‘pas de
documents, pas d histoire,’’ they were taught) and partly because of their
own unexamined assumptions (human suffering, they argue, is not a
histonical factor), have also glossed over the event.® The available doc-
umentation on the famine has lain untouched. Simple-minded reduc-
tionism and monocausal explanations have dominated the often acnd
debates. The deeper comprehension that would show how millions of
people died and why that bears on the world we live in has not been
attained. In an age when '‘genocide’’ and ‘‘holocaust’ have firmly
established themselves in the political lexicon, the famine of 1933 1s
poorly understood, and many people are only dimly aware that Stalin
(in Alec Nove’s phrase) did *‘a most dreadful thing'” to the *‘kulaks,”’
while a vocal minority continues to dispute or deny the fact of the famine.
"It 1s as if,”" a histonian has wntten, "*Hitler had won the war and the
world remembered only Theresienstadt, the ‘model camp’ where the
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Nazis showed foreign observers what purported to be a well-regulated
and humanely administered autonomous Jewish community, while the
atrocities of Auschwitz and Treblinka remained closely guarded
secrets.””’

Yet extensive documentation can be found, sometimes in the most
unexpected places. One rich source is the British archives. In the 1930s,
by virtue of its experienced foreign service, its importance in world
affairs and the fact that it was the first European power to establish
diplomatic relations with Moscow after the revolution, London knew
more, with the possible exception of Berlin, about the situation in the
Soviet Union than any other Western government.® In 1932 and 1933,
the British embassy in Moscow regularly forwarded to the Foreign Office
dispatches in which it drew on information from diplomats, correspon-
dents, British subjects in the Soviet Union and Soviet citizens to report
what was happening in the famine regions. In the course of research in
the Foreign Office archives at the Public Record Office in London we
uncovered some of this evidence, which sheds new light on the causes,
course and consequences of the famine of 1932-33. The documents we
are printing here, it must be understood, are not a history of the famine
wie es eigentlich gewesen ist, but the famine as reported by a small group
of upper-class Englishmen who saw some things very clearly and others
only imperfectly. Nor is our collection comprehensive — the files in the
archives are often incomplete and unsatisfactory, and many more doc-
uments remain to be located — but we do believe that it gives a fair idea
of what the Foreign Office knew about the famine and how it responded
when political and relief organizations in the West requested aid for the
stricken population.®

What did London know about the famine?

Cairns’s report was not a complete surpnise for Collier. Astute observ-
ers had begun to notice signs of hunger even before Stalin announced
the first of his celebrated five-year plans. Paul Scheffer, the Moscow
correspondent of the Berliner Tageblait, whose articles were read with
appreciation at the Foreign Office and who has been called the finest
journalist ever to work in the Soviet Union,'® reported in May 1928 that
there had been bread riots in Ukraine, the Don region and along the
Volga. In June 1929 he warned that the food shortage was growing daily.
And by early 1930 he was anticipating catastrophe. ‘*The days of famine
are already sounding their approach,”” he wrote. **The present disor-
ganization will not show its full effects till the coming harvest. It is still
five months till that time, months in which hunger can only increase.’'"
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Ewald Ammende, a Baltic German who had been involved in the efforts
to relieve the famine that came in the wake of the Civil " War, made a
similar forecast. **The approach of a serious food shortage in Russia
can be predicted with almost mathematical accuracy,”’ he wrote in Jan-
wary 1930. **For this reason by next spring, in case deliveries from the
outside do not take place, great privation and loss of human life can
again take place.”’'? The Slavonic Review also foretold famine. Supplies
of seed, machinery and horses were deplorable. Organization of labour
was unsatisfactory. Agncultural plans were not being made. The land
belonging to the collectives would be badly tilled, and much of it would
not be sown because of the shortage of machinery and seeds. ‘*Thus,
failure of crops is almost inevitable and a new famine, more devastating
than that of 1921-22."""

Sir Esmond Ovey, the British ambassador to Moscow, agreed. In Jan-
uary 1930 he reported that the peasants and small propnetors were
“hardly treated'’ and were being, when recalcitrant, ‘‘bullied out of
existence.”” Famine was likely, and the government would not be
“*deflected by the death of even hundreds of thousands of peasants in a
given district.""'* In March 1932 Ovey found that his apprehension had
been justified. **There are stories going about Moscow,'" he wrote to Sir
John Simon, the Bntish foreign secretary,

that traffic between the Ukraine and the consuming regions lying to
the north of it is closely controlled, no one being allowed to bring
more than 1,000 roubles out from the Ukraine, and all grain in the
possession of private persons entering the Ukraine being confiscated.
The Ukraine is, normally, the granary which feeds these consuming
areas, but the granary, it is said, has been stnpped very bare and some
of the population in both town and country in the Ukraine is short of
food. The peasants and others have therefore taken to coming to the
more plentifully supplied industrial areas to buy back some of their
own grain, and it 1s this that the control system is designed to prevent,
lest industrial areas should be denuded and the urban workers, the
proletariat par excellence, should go short. (1: 3-4)

Five weeks later, William Strang, the counsellor of the Bntish
embassy, informed Simon that the cnisis was growing more acute.'* Mos-
cow had expenenced little hardship, but visitors to Ukraine were report-
ing that bread rations had been reduced, workers and government
employees had to spend most of their wages on bread and the peasants
had been left ‘‘in a state approaching famine after successive grain col-
lections, whether for the needs of the towns, or for the war reserve, or
for export, or for seed purposes in other areas.’” (2: 5) On 20 May, after
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a ten-day tnip to Ukraine, Ovey advised the Foreign Office that the people
were ‘‘quiet — numb perhaps with apprehension’” and that there was
‘‘considerable shortage of food in Western Ukraine, shortage in the East-
ern portion and probably definite want in the Volga area.”" (3: 18) And
in early June J. D. Greenway, in summarizing reports received in the
Foreign Office, noted that *‘in large districts of Russia, notably the
Ukraine, conditions have become so much worse as to approach a state
of famine.’’ (4. 25)'¢

The most vivid and detailed dispatches about the famine came not
from the embassy, but from Andrew Caimns, the Canadian wheat expert
who had first visited the Soviet Union in 1930 for the Canadian Wheat
Pools and then in the spring of 1932 was assigned by the Empire Market-
ing Board in London to assess the significance of Soviet agriculture for
the world wheat market.!” The Foreign Office esteemed Caims’'s mem-
oranda and thought that his ‘‘hair-raising revelations’’ deserved to be
brought to the attention of government departments and the delegates to
the Imperial Economic Conference in Ottawa. (5: 77-78)'®

In Ukraine and the North Caucasus, Caimns reported, every railway
station had a crowd of *‘rag-clad hungry peasants, some begging for
bread, many waiting, mostly in vain, for tickets, many climbing on to
the steps or joining the crowds on the roof of each car, all filthy and
miserable and not a trace of a smile anywhere."’ At the station in Kiev
many people were begging for bread. When he went for a walk in the
city, a woman at a bazaar told him that there was no bread because the
government had collected so much grain for export. The collective farms
round Kiev were very bad, she said, and all the members were hungry.
She had left her village because she could not get food and people were
dying. Now she had a job in Kiev, but with her small salary she was
always hungry. Other women said that they had not joined, or had left,
the collective farms because they and their children were hungry. On the
way back to his hotel Caims discovered a man dying in the street: ‘‘He
was apparently insane as he was going through all the motions of eating
and rubbing his stomach with apparent satisfaction. A crowd had gath-
ered, and some people, thinking that the man was begging, dropped a
few coins, but he was quite unconscious and soon stopped moving.”
Outside a food shop, where swarms of people were buying and selling
bits of bread, rotten vegetables and fish scales, Cairns asked why things
were so dear. The people pulled in their cheeks, pretended to vomut,
drew their fingers across their throats and said, **There’s nothing to eat.
Nothing at all.”” On another walk Caimns stopped to give coins to three
small girls who were nearly dead with hunger, and a crowd told him that
there were many such children throughout the country. (10: 105-109)
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From Kiev Caims travelled to Dnipropetrovsk, in southern Ukraine,
and to the North Caucasus. At every station hordes of *‘miserable, hun-
gry people’” were fleeing from the famine. In Dnipropetrovsk one eve-
ning he spotted six militiamen with drawn revolvers herding thirty-five
men and women down the street, and the following moming he observed
militiamen escorting forty tattered and hungry children. Here in the heart
of Ukraine, where much grain had been confiscated the previous year
for export, wheat meal was selling at twenty to twenty-five times its
international value, and workers could not buy nearly enough bread to
feed themselves. At the depot in Salsk in the North Caucasus, people
were begging for bread, and women were sitting in the filth looking at
their starving children. In Rostov Caims saw a film about the resolution
of the problem of homeless children in the Soviet Union. As he came
out of the theatre, three children approached him to ask for money to
buy bread. (10: 120-52)

In August 1932 the Soviet government issued a law that imposed the
death penalty for the pilfering of *‘socialist property.”” Stealing an ear
of wheat from a field was now a capital offense. Two weeks later spec-
ulation in collective-farm trade was made punishable by five to ten years’
imprisonment. Strang explained the two laws to London: ‘‘the chief
object of the first decree is to put an end to the practice of peasants...
who, because they are hungry or afraid for the future, or both, are taking
grain produced either by themselves or others and consuming or hiding
it."" Both decrees, he wrote, were *‘dictated by anxiety for the success
of the coming grain-collection campaign, which is threatened... by the
consuming hunger of the peasants... and their determination not to go
hungry again next winter.”’ (14: 195) A few days later E. A. Walker, the
first secretary of the embassy, gave a further explanation of the decree
against pilferage. Although the law was ostensibly directed against theft
in general, it was being applied only to the theft of food in the country-
side, and the Soviet press had listed numerous cases of *'kulaks’’ stealing
grain, especially in the Vinnytsia district of Ukraine, where conditions
were ‘‘unusually unsatisfactory even for the Soviet Union.”” **Where the
need and distress is as great as it 1s in the U.S.S.R. at the present time,”’
concluded Walker, **a bushel of wheat is indeed precious and doubtless
for that reason the unfortunate population will risk imprisonment or even
the death penalty and go to any lengths to get something which can make
its life a little less unpleasant, or indeed for that matter physically pos-
sible.”” (15: 198, 200)

By the early spring of 1933 the hunger of the previous year had turned
into mass starvation. What little food had escaped confiscation was eaten,
and the next crop was still months away. Corpses lined country roads.
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Ukrainian Canadians who had returned to Ukraine only to find them-
selves in the midst of a famine appealed as British subjects to the embassy
for help. One Ukrainian Canadian complained that he had been deku-
lakized n 1932 his house had been taken, and he and his family were
living under the open sky. Forwarding extracts from the letters to Lon-
don, Strang commented that he was receiving more of them than at any
time since the mission had been established and that he was reporting
“only a small proportion of the more sane and succinct’’ letters. (25:
221) Another Ukrainian wrote that the régime had reduced working peo-
ple to *‘starvation, barbarity and even cannibalism.’” **England, save us
who are dying of hunger,”” he pleaded. (26: 224)

In May 1933, at the very height of the famine, Strang apprised the
Foreign Office that the number of unsolicited letters from Soviet citizens
was increasing as the cnsis became more acute. One anonymous letter
opened with an appeal to the ambassador to ask the British government
to save the starving people in the USSR, who were living on “*all kinds
of rotten stuff, carmon, marmots and cannibalism,”’ and concluded by
declaring that **we are perishing and you are being appealed to by thou-
sands of hungry peasants and workers."" (27: 227) Another letter revealed
that millions of people had starved to death in Ukraine and that the sur-
vivors were eating carrion, horses that had died from glanders and human
corpses. (29: 238)

Some Soviet citizens even visited the embassy fo offer information.
One caller presented a portfolio of documents that related to *"the wide-
spread famine which affected certain districts from which he had just
returned, and regarding which the world was in utter ignorance.’’ The
embassy told him that it had no need for further information and dis-
missed him. (28: 232-33) Whitehall, however, was keen to have more
information, and Sir Robert Vansittart, the permanent under-secretary
of state for foreign affairs, issued orders to reprimand the embassy for
discouraging informants. On 4 September 1933, R. G. Howe, a first
secretary in the Northern Department, drew the embassy’s attention to
reports of famine that had appeared in British newspapers. Although the
Foreign Office understood that the existence of famine conditions did
not necessarily imply a bad harvest, it did believe that the harvest had
been much smaller than the Soviet authorities had anticipated and that
it had been worst in Ukraine. Howe knew that it was difficult for the
embassy to furnish information from sources other than official Soviet
reports, but the Foreign Office would be glad to have *‘anything giving
the other side of the picture that you can get.”’ Vansittart had asked why
the two visitors were turned away and pointed out that it was *‘the legit-
imate business of the Embassy to learn all it can, when information is
volunteered; any risk involved is, after all, run by the informant....”
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We shall therefore be glad if you (and His Majesty’s Consulates) will
make the most of every opportunity for supplementing official reports
as to conditions in the Soviet Union; and we need hardly add that we
should welcome your own comments or estimate of the true state of
affairs — whether in the matter of the harvest, famine, industrial con-
ditions, or whatever it may be.... (43: 285-86)

The sentence is revealing. Even when it sought information about the
famine, the Foreign Office did not think that it was of exceptional sig-
nificance. The size of the harvest was more important than the fact that
people were dying. The embassy’s job was to report not the famine itself,
but its implications for Anglo-Soviet trade.

Until June 1933 each Soviet republic had its own public prosecutor’s
office. On 20 June the government 15sued a decree establishing a Pro-
curator's Department of the USSR. Two days later [zvestiia explained
that the purpose of the new office was “‘the strengthening of Socialist
legality and the safeguarding of public property from anti-social ele-
ments.”” The new decree, Strang reported to Simon, was “‘merely the
latest of a long series of recent enactments designed to strengthen the
hold of the ruling Communist class upon the countryside, an object to
which the major energies of the party are at present devoted.... It also
has the more immediate object of ensuning... that the harvesting and
threshing of this year’s crop and the delivery of due quotas to the State
shall not be accompanied by the losses which, added to the inadequacy
of the crop, made it necessary last year to denude large areas of the
country of food to the point of semi-famine in order to provide what is
little more than a pittance for the bulk of the population of the towns.™
(31: 243-44)

In July 1933 Strang sent Simon a dispatch entirely about the famine:

It is hardly necessary to confirm the notorious fact that on the eve of
the harvest conditions of semi-famine still continue to obtain over
large areas of the Soviet Union. Unauthorised estimates of the number
of people who have died, either directly or indirectly, from malnutri-
tion in the past year vary up to as much as the fantastic figure of 10
million. It is, I think, quite impossible to guess what the figure may
be. I am told by a member of the German Embassy that in the German
Agricultural Concession in the North Caucasus, five men have been
employed in gathering and burying the corpses of peasants who have
come in from outside this oasis of plenty in search of food and have
died. One of the erectors employed by Metropolitan-Vickers in the
Ukraine says that people died of starvation in the block of apartments
in which he lived, one of them outside his door. He says that he refused
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to believe the stories he heard of conditions in the villages outside and
walked out to see for himself; he found, as he had been told, that some
villages were completely deserted, the population having died or fled,
and that corpses were lying about the houses and streets. (35: 255)

What is of interest here is not so much the report itself - it confirms
the embassy’s numerous other accounts — as the interpretation London
placed upon it. ‘It is clear that real famine exists in many country dis-
tricts,”” minuted R. L. Speaight, a third secretary in the Northern Depart-
ment, ““and that the Soviet Govt. are not particularly concerned about
it.”” (35: 257)

The hundreds of thousands of peasants who were ‘‘dekulakized’’ -
stripped of their belongings and deported to remote regions — often ended
up at labour camps and construction sites. In August 1933, the British
consul in Moscow reported on the White Sea Canal Works, where many
kulaks were worked to death. The memorandum provided a shocking
description of their diet: a spoonful of cold porridge for breakfast and
then, after ten hours’ labour, bread, weak fish soup and a little porridge.
Speaight, however, was not shocked. *‘I have seen accounts of worse
conditions than these in other labour camps,’” he remarked. ‘‘So far as
food is concerned these people seem to be better off f] than the peasants
in the Ukraine and Northern Caucasus.’’ (38: 271-72)

A month later Edward Coote, the first secretary of the Moscow
embassy, disclosed that an *‘All-Union Committee of Migration™’ had
been established to utilize **sparsely inhabited areas.”’ The reference to
sparsely inhabited areas should not be taken to mean that new areas were
to be cultivated, he explained. Many regions where there had been no
famine were over-populated and could shed some of their surplus mem-
bers, and the new decree was *“a sinister admission’” of famine mortality.
““There is no doubt that many villages are entirely depopulated,”’ Coote
wrote, ‘‘and I have heard from other travellers that it is not uncommon
to find villages with a black flag flying at each end of the central street,
signifying that none of the population are left as the result of starvation
and flight.... It may be expected that these will be selected as the
‘sparsely inhabited, but fertile areas’ to which the Government’s migra-
tion programme will apply.”’ (45: 291)

In September 1933, William Henry Chamberlin, the Moscow corre-
spondent of the Manchester Guardian and the Christian Science Mon-
itor, was allowed to visit Ukraine and the North Caucasus. Strang’s
summary was unambiguous: ‘“Mr. Chamberlin says that there is no doubt
at all that famine was general in the Ukraine this last year. This fact was
confirmed to him at station after station on his journey through the coun-
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try. Nor is there any doubt that the North Caucasus is a semi-devastated
region which would almost have to be recolonised.”” The Foreign Office
was no less emphatic. *“This is, to my mind, the most reliable summing
up of the situation in the U.S.S.R. as regards the famine & as regards
this year’s harvest that we have received,”” Howe wrote. '*On both these
points it fits in with our reports from other sources.’” (55: 336-37)"° And
at the end of the famine year, on the occasion of a speech by Pavel
Postyshev, Stalin’s lieutenant in Ukraine, on the party’s methods of
enforcing its collective-farm policy, Lord Chilston, who had replaced
Sir Esmond as the British ambassador to Moscow in the autumn of
1933 ,% gave London to understand that Soviet measures had been “*both
thorough and ruthless, and the famine conditions prevalent in the Ukraine
throughout the year must, to a great extent, be put down to the methods
of coercion employed by the Bolsheviks in achieving the results which
they claim."” (59: 353)

The effects of the famine, as the last two documents in this book
suggest, were visible long after the mass mortality had ended. Charles
Hawker, an Australian politician who visited the Soviet Union in the
summer of 1935, was struck by the number of ruined houses and deserted
villages that he saw when he flew over Ukraine and the North Caucasus
— evidence, as Chilston put it, of the famine and accompanying epidem-
ics in these regions in 1932-33. (B4: 447-48) Equally ominous was the
finding of Colonel Eric Skaife, the British military attaché in Moscow,
who went to Ukraine in October 1935 to observe Red Army manoeuvres.
All was not well in Ukraine, he concluded. Food and clothing stores in
Dnipropetrovsk were guarded by civilians armed with rifles, and the
standard of clothing and bodily condition was distinctly lower than in
Moscow. (85: 450-51)

What did London know about why the famine happened?

As important as the fact of the famine itself was the question of its
causes. Why had the famine occurred? The embassy’s economic reports,
which were based on a careful reading of Soviet newspapers and tech-
nical publications as well as on the occasional trip outside Moscow, were
thorough and reliable. Its political reportage was less sure, and the
embassy never fully grasped the Soviet government’s rationale for push-
ing through its economic and agricultural policies: collectivization was
both an economic policy and a way to extend the direct control of the
state over the largest number of people within the shortest time.?' The
embassy did not fully appreciate, as R. W. Seton-Watson did, that in
Ukraine **famine killed two birds with one stone: it weakened what was
left of the most democratically minded peasantry in all the former
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Empire, and it weakened the Ukrainian separatist national movement,
which was not confined to the inarticulate masses, but was permeating
even the ranks of the Communist bureaucracy of Kiev.''2

Yet as the evidence accumulated the idea that the famine was the result
of Soviet policies, that it had been engineered to attain certain goals,
prevailed, and both the embassy and the Foreign Office came to under-
stand that it was the systematic and cumulative damage wrought by the
confiscation of the annual crop that brought about the famine. In the
mid-twenties the peasants had surrendered less than a fifth of their har-
vest to the state. In 1929-33 the state's share jumped to 30 per cent for
the USSR as a whole and 40.4 for Ukraine.* A memorandum about the
North Caucasus in the spring of 1933 by Otto Schiller, the German agri-
cultural attaché in Moscow who travelled throughout the Soviet Union
in 1932 and 1933 and who often shared his information with his British
colleagues,?® conveyed the point clearly. *“The famine is not so much
the result of last year's failure of crops as of the brutal campaign of State
Grain Collection,”” he wrote. ““Therefore even such localities as the
Northern districts of North Caucasia in which the crops were quite sat-
isfactory, did not escape....”” (36: 259) The condition of the country,
Strang observed in July 1933, *‘causes the authorities some preoccu-
pation, but little apprehension or alarm. The suffering and death inflicted
upon the population are regarded as the normal casualties of a nation-
wide operation in class warfare (a class war to end classes) in which the
authorities are confident that victory will be theirs.”” (35: 257)

Where did the confiscated grain go? A dispatch from Strang in May
1932 offered an insight: **the Ukrainian peasants have been left in a state
approaching famine after successive grain collections, whether for the
needs of the towns, or for the war reserve, or for export, or for seed
purposes in other areas.”’ (2: 5) The provisioning of the cities, Strang
pointed out in another dispatch, was ‘‘all that really matters in Com-
munist eyes.”’ At the opening of the final year of the Five-Year Plan, he
wrote, ‘‘masses of the population outside the largest towns and industnial
areas have not enough to eat.”’* And in October 1932 Strang observed
that *‘there are millions of people in Russia, peasants, whom it is fairly
safe to leave in want. But the industrial proletariat, about 10 per cent.
of the population, must at all costs be fed if the revolution is to be safe-
guarded.’’ (17: 204) Much of the grain was also being stockpiled to feed
the Red Army if war broke out. Karl Radek told Brnitish diplomats in
Geneva in April 1932 that the Soviet Union had spent “*milliards’” of
roubles on defense in the previous year, and enough grain had been
stored to supply the army for a year. All this, he said, accounted for the
current ‘‘food shortage and general tightening of conditions.’"*
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An even larger portion of the confiscated grain was exported. The
Great Depression made grain, like all other Soviet export commodities,
drop sharply in price. Soviet foreign trade collapsed: prices of Soviet
exports dropped over 50 per cent from 1929 to 1932; the price of Soviet
imports, however, dropped only 32 per cent.?” The Soviet govenment
responded by exporting even more grain. From under 200,000 tons in
1928 exports increased to nearly 5 million tons in 1931.?® The success
of the five-year plan, as Ovey explained to Arthur Henderson, the British
foreign secretary, depended on exports. Pursuing its *‘gigantic plan of
industrial and commercial and agricultural reorganisation’’ and seeking
to raise funds for the purchase of machinery, the government was making
“‘most extraordinary efforts’’ to export everything it could lay its hands
on, ‘‘without causing such local want as to lead to a revolution.”’* The
pressure to procure more grain for export continued throughout 1932
and led directly to the great famine in 1933. Summarizing the results of
the Third All-Ukrainian Party Conference in July 1932, Ovey reported
that although there was ‘‘a severe food shortage,” Viacheslav Molotov
and Lazar Kaganovich were demanding that Ukraine increase its grain
yield by 150 per cent. (6: 80) A report on Soviet agriculture prepared
by the Empire Marketing Board concluded that the fulfilment of the five-
year plan for agriculture had been *‘far from satisfactory and that 1f the
standard of domestic consumption in Russia were permitted to rise even
to a moderate extent, it would be necessary to reduce the exports of
foodstuffs and raw materials. On the other hand the difficulties of meet-
ing their short-term indebtedness abroad in the present depressed state
of world markets may prove so pressing that the Soviet Government may
well be compelled to continue their exports of agricultural products on
at least as high a scale as in recent years.”’*® Other dispatches made the
same point. Schiller told Caims in the summer of 1932 that the outlook
for exports was “‘very bad,”’ but that the government would again export
grain. '‘The amount would depend entirely on how far the Government
dare go in making peasants still more angry. He agreed with me that we
would hear of unprecedented difficulties this autumn and winter regard-
ing grain collections.”” (10: 135) In August 1933 Strang reported to
Simon that although the harvest was far from satisfactory, especially in
Ukraine, the Soviet government had increased the quotas of grain to be
delivered by Ukrainian state farms (42: 279-80), and in another dispatch
he wrote that the Soviet authorities hoped to export three million tons
of grain from the 1933 crop as compared with two million tons from the
1932 harvest.”

Thus these documents leave no doubt that Whitehall appreciated the
geographic extent of the famine. Although it often used such danger-
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ously vague phrases as “‘large areas of the Soviet Union’” or *‘the south
of Russia,”” the Foreign Office was aware that the famine was centred
in Ukraine. And although it sometimes revealed a confusion about the
causes of the famine, the Foreign Office also understood that the famine
was man-made — the result of a policy of grain confiscation — and there-
fore entirely preventable. **The starvation of the population in certain
districts (e.g. the Cossacks) has been something like a deliberate pol-
icy,”’ Shone observed in a minute. (49: 308) J. M. K. Vyvyan made a
similar point when he wrote that “‘grain has been collected for export
from the Soviet Union when starvation existed in grain producing areas.”
(74: 419) And Collier wrote in June 1935 that ‘‘the Soviet Government's
policy of ruthless agricultural collectivisation created famine conditions

in many parts of the Soviet Union, particularly in the Ukraine and the
North Caucasus.”” (83: 443)»2

What did London know about how Moscow responded to the famine?

Whatever the motives that prompted him to confiscate the farmers’
grain, Stalin responded to the resulting calamity with obduracy, silence
and slander. He took no appreciable relief measures. Ovey reported that
seed grain had been issued for Ukraine and the Kuban in February 1933,
but Konstantin Umanskii, the Soviet press censor, admitted to Walter
Duranty that the grain was not for the peasants. (21: 214; 24: 217) Stalin
also rejected foreign aid (35: 255; 44: 287), prevented others from esti-
mating the numbers of people who died from starvation (70: 395) and
issued standing orders to his propagandists to keep references to star-
vation out of the press and to persuade the population that life in other
countries was no improvement over theirs.

The silence within the Soviet Union was accompanied by a concerted
campaign to suppress information in the West.** One of the key players
in the cover-up was Walter Duranty, the influential Moscow correspond-
ent of the New York Times. Although other journalists had noticed food
shortages as early as 1928 and Western newspapers reported starvation
throughout 1932, Duranty gave no indication of the situation until late
in the year. On 31 October, he visited Strang to share his new-found
concern. Duranty ‘‘has at last awakened to the agricultural situation,’
Strang informed London. “*Large areas are almost depopulated and are
going out of cultivation or are at best undercultivated and choked with
weeds. In addition to all this, the deportation of the kulaks has swept
the countryside of the most enterprising, skilled and industnious part of
the population.... The food situation is bad enough even now, when fruit
and vegetables are still to be had, but what of the late winter and early
spring?”’ (17: 202-3)
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Duranty expressed these apprehensions in a lengthy report, which
appeared as a six-part series on the '‘serious food shortage in Soviet
Russia."" He manipulated the official palaver so skilfully that it was pos-
sible to interpret his articles in several ways. The headline on one article
was ‘‘Food Shortage Laid to Soviet Peasants,”’ and the article could
indeed be read that way, but closer scrutiny shows that Duranty was
hinting at government responsibility as well. The food shortage, he
wrote, ‘*‘must be regarded as a result of peasant resistance to rural social-
ization, or, perhaps, more accurately, as a result of the measures taken
to overcome that resistance. The measures have proved effective and the
resistance has been overcome — the operation was successful but it left
the patient low.”” Duranty then pointed a finger at important causes of
the famine: exports and stockpiles of food for the army. The Kremlin
had thought that there would be shortage for two or three years but that
the gains to be denived from its plans would outweigh the losses. Two
factors upset the calculations: the fall of world prices, which forced the
Soviet Union to increase exports of foodstuffs, and the threat of war
with Japan. As a result, “‘the food supply became involved in a vicious
circle, each difficulty breeding others.”’** The New York Times found
Duranty’s report important enough to make it the subject of editonals
on two consecutive days. Although they praised Duranty for reporting
the food shortage with ‘‘unprecedented detail and vigor,”’ the editors
referred bluntly to the “*‘menace of famine’” where Duranty had spoken
only of a food shortage. *“The present food situation,’’ they wrote, *‘is
mainly the direct result of the Five-Year Plan and of the methods
employed in putting it through. ... The ‘successful’ collectivization cam-
paign is of course a ghastly failure. [t has brought Russia to the edge of
famine.’’%

These harsh words invoked the immediate wrath of Moscow. Strang
described the lowering of the axe in a confidential letter to Collier in
December 1932. Duranty, who had been *‘waking up to the truth for
some time'’ but had not yet ‘‘let the great American public into the
secret,”’ had circumvented the censor by sending an article *‘by safe
hand’’ to Paris from where it was telegraphed to New York. Shortly after
he was visited by high-ranking officials who *‘reproached him with
unfaithfulness™:

How could he, who had been so fair for ten years, choose this moment
to stab them in the back, when critical negotiations were taking place
and when the prospects of recognition by the U.S.A. was brightening?
What did he mean by it, and did he not realise that the consequences
for himself might be serious. Let him take this waming. (19: 209-10)



XEXI

The threat succeeded: for the remainder of his tour of duty in Moscow
— and for many years after - Duranty sent out *‘party-line editorials
disguised as news stories’’ and not only suppressed the information about
the famine that he himself obtained, but also ridiculed those foreigners
who had managed to get their reports past the Soviet censors.*®

Until early 1933, when the full force of the famine struck Ukraine
and the North Caucasus, foreign correspondents were able to travel there
as they chose, although, as Cairmns pointed out (5: 29), the censor did
not always allow them to cable their findings to their papers. But when
Malcolm Muggendge ventured into the famine regions and then got his
report past the censor by sending it out in a diplomatic bag, the Soviet
authorities began to discourage journalists from leaving Moscow. Ovey
reported the restriction to London on 5 March. A English visitor to the
Kuban had descnbed conditions ‘‘as appalling and as resembling an
armed camp in a desert — no work no grain no cattle no draught horses,
only idle peasants or soldiers.”” Muggendge had been *‘strongly dis-
suaded’” from wvisiting Ukraine, where conditions were just as bad
although the apathy was greater. And all correspondents had been
“*advised’” by the Commissanat for Foreign Affairs to remain in Mos-
cow. (22: 215) Eight days later Ovey informed Simon that the authonties
were so alarmed at Western press reports that they had ‘‘strongly
advised'’ foreign correspondents not to leave Moscow and had removed
some *‘too curious visitors ' from cities where conditions were *‘partic-
ularly bad.”” (24: 218)

Although the travel ban remained in effect all spring and summer,
Western newspapers accepted it without protest and their reporters in
Moscow did not report the restriction on their journalistic freedom for
over six months. Only on 21 August did William Henry Chamberlin
announce in the Guardian that he and his colleagues had been ordered
not to leave the capital without submitting a detailed itinerary and obtain-
ing authonization from the Commissanat for Foreign Affairs.

Your correspondent received personal evidence that this rule 1s no
empty formality when he was refused permission today to visit coun-
try districts in Ukrainia and North Caucasus regions, which he visited
several times in previous years without objection from the central or
local authorities. This is not an isolated case of restriction, as your
correspondent knows of an instance that occurred some time ago when
two American correspondents were forbidden to visit Ukrainia... and
several correspondents of various nationalities were wamed not to
leave Moscow without special permission.”’
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The Manchester Guardian, usually regarded by Moscow as one of its
staunchest supporters, was prompted to observe editonally that although
the grain harvest was *‘exceptionally good,”’ foreign correspondents who
wanted to look at it in Ukraine and the North Caucasus were being refused
permission. '*Whence this modesty? Since the achievements of the State
and collective farms have been so great, why should they be refused
their due publicity in the foreign press?... If now the Soviet Government
refuses permission to responsible foreign correspondents who wish to
visit the grain areas and report on the harvesting it must not be surprised
if foreign opinion draws unfavourable inferences.”’*®

The Soviet authorities swiftly responded to the cniticism: in September
1933, when the new harvest was being brought in and the famine was
beginning to taper off because the farmers were finally allowed to keep
some of their crops, Moscow lifted the travel restrictions. Duranty, who
could be expected to take the edge off the remarks of his more critical
colleagues, and Stanley Richardson, of the Associated Press, were the
first to be allowed to visit Ukraine and the North Caucasus. (49: 307)
Strang summarized Duranty’s findings for Simon on 25 September:

According to Mr. Duranty, the population of the North Caucasus and
the Lower Volga has decreased in the past year by 3 million, and the
population of the Ukraine by 4-5 million....

From Rostov Mr. Duranty went to Kharkov, and on the way he
noticed that large quantities of grain were in evidence at the railway
stations, of which a large proportion was lying in the open air. Con-
ditions in Kharkov were worse than in Rostov. There was less to eat,
and the people had evidently been on very short commons. There was
a dearth of cattle and poultry. Supervision over visitors was also stricter
in Kharkov. During the year the death rate in Kharkov was, he thought,
not more than 10 per cent. above the normal. Numerous peasants,
however, who had come into the towns had died off like flies....

The Ukraine had been bled white. The population was exhausted,
and if the peasants were ‘‘double-crossed’’ by the Government again
no one could say what would happen...

At Kharkov Mr. Duranty saw the Polish consul, who told him the
following story: A Communist friend employed in the Control Com-
mission was surprised at not getting reports from a certain locality.
He went out to see for himself, and on arrival he found the village
completely deserted. Most of the houses were standing empty, while
others contained only corpses....

Mr. Duranty thinks it quite possible that as many as 10 million
people may have died directly or indirectly from lack of food in the
Soviet Union duning the past year.
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The report was printed for distribution to the King, the Cabinet and
the Dominions, and Vansittart minuted that the estimate of ten million
dead was ““horrifying,”” particularly because it came from Duranty. (50:
310-13) The figure of ten million that Duranty had given to Strang did
not appear in any of his books or articles.?

Another important actor in the Soviet cover-up was Edouard Herriot,
chairman of the foreign affairs committee of the French Chamber of
Deputies and one-time prime minister, who made a well-publicized two
weeks’ tour of the Soviet Union in late August and early September
1933. Arriving by ship in Odessa, he travelled to Kiev and Kharkiv in
Ukraine and Rostov in the North Caucasus. At every stop he visited
scientific institutes, museums, factories, cathedrals, orphanages and col-
lective farms, where lunches prepared from the local produce were invar-
1ably served. He was, of course, being shown Potemkin villages, and
many Ukrainians would describe later how the streets of their cities were
cleared of famine victims, whether dead or alive; priests who had been
arrested duning an anti-religious campaign were dragged out of prison
to serve Mass; children in orphanages were served meals of chicken and
rice that were taken away immediately after Herriot's party had left; and
actors were issued folk costumes to play the part of contented collective
farmers. From the Soviet point of view, the trip was an unqualified suc-
cess. Photographed and filmed at every stage of his trip, Herriot waxed
enthusiastic to the reporters who were following him about the collec-
tivization of agriculture and, without bothering to reveal that the purpose
of his mission was to persuade Moscow to buy industrial goods from
France rather than from Germany, denounced all talk of famine as Nazi
propaganda. Everything he had seen in the USSR was ‘‘splendid,”
Pravda was able to quote him as saying. ‘‘He categorically refuted the
lie of the bourgeois press about famine in the Soviet Union.”"*

The British were not taken in. ‘‘The red carpet which the Soviet Gov-
ernment spread before the feet of its distinguished guests has now become
proverbial,”’ Coote confided to London, **and on this occasion the Soviet
authorities were at pains to see that the carpet was of extra width, of
splendid texture, of the deepest pile and most carefully brushed.”” In
Ukraine, Coote went on, ‘‘undesirable elements’” had been removed
from the streets and railway stations, and clothes and food rations were
issued to the townspeople. The Foreign Office concurred. Herriot seemed
“*surprisingly gullible’" and even informed journalists that the reports of
famine in Ukraine were ‘‘gross libels,”’ though this could be explained
by *‘the methods of deception practised on him.”’ (47: 301-2) And when
Herriot capped his trip with a series of articles lauding Soviet achieve-
ments, Shone noted that ‘‘Herriot ridicules the stories which have been
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current that the Soviet authonties only allowed him to see what was good
during his recent visit to Russia; and says that they, like the stories about
famine in the Soviet Union, are part of Hitler's propaganda for the estab-
lishment of an independent Ukraine."" The articles, Collier remarked,
threw ‘‘more light on the mind of M. Herriot than on the situation in
Russia!”’ (61: 357) '

On the whole, however, the cover-up was remarkably successful.
Anyone talking about the famine abroad was branded as a Nazi sym-
pathizer or a tsanst reactionary. As an embassy dispatch put it, **Soviet
organizations can now do anything they like in or outside of the Soviet
Union, as the majornity of educated and responsible opinion in Europe
and Amenca is simply incredulous of any cnticism of the Soviet Union,
Soviet decency or good faith.""*' The success was due, in no small mea-
sure, to London’s willingness to abet Moscow.

How did London respond to the famine?

Although many observers of the Soviet Union, as we have seen, were
predicting starvation by 1930, a relief campaign got under way only in
the summer of 1933, when the famine was almost over. On 24 August,
L. B. Golden, the general secretary of the Save the Children Fund, turned
to the Foreign Office for advice. He had been receiving reports about
the famine from both the press and private letters. Yet the Soviet embassy
in London had assured him that the harvest was a “‘bumper one.”’ The
fund had no intention of embarrassing the British government by issuing
an appeal for donations after the Soviet government had denied the exist-
ence of famine, but Golden thought that Moscow might be forced to
acknowledge it during the coming winter and asked for an opportunity
to discuss the matter with someone familiar with the question. The For-
eign Office urged the fund to remain silent. **The line to take,”” Shone
recommended, ‘‘is that, while information available here tends to con-
firm that famine conditions exist in some parts of Russia, there can be
no question of issuing an appeal unless & until the Soviet authorities
admit that conditions merit such assistance.”’ (44: 288) No such admis-
sion ever came. [nstead, at the end of the year Soviet President Mikhail
Kalinin attacked the organizations that had tried to provide relief. *‘Polit-
ical impostors ask contributions for the ‘starving’ of Ukraine,”’ he orated.
“‘Only degraded disintegrating classes can produce such cynical
elements.’ 42

The first of the numerous appeals that the Foreign Office was to receive
came from the European Federation of Ukrainians Abroad, in Brussels,
which in September 1933 asked London to urge the Soviet government
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to permit a relief operation.** The plea was not answered. ‘*“While the
deplorable account which it gives of conditions in Ukraine is no doubt
largely true,”” Shone minuted, *‘it is anti-Soviet in complexion and I
presume that we can only ignore its appeal.”” Howe concurred. **As long
as the Soviet Govt. continue to deny the existence of famine conditions
in the Ukraine & N. Caucasus they will certainly refuse to accept any
representation of the kind suggested by this Organisation."" (52: 321)

In July 1933, Ukrainians in Western Ukraine, which was then a part
of Poland, formed a committee to organize relief for Soviet Ukraine.*
In September the committee sent delegates to Geneva to lobby the League
of Nations, the highest international body in the inter-war period, to
place the famine on its agenda. Ukrainians in Canada and the United
States, the delegates announced, were ready to donate food to their starv-
ing brothers, if the League would make it possible to distribute the food
under international supervision. The chances of getting the League to
place the famine on the agenda were slim: the League’s charter forbade
It to discuss i1ssues that concerned non-members or to become involved
in the ‘‘internal affairs’’ of any state. And, indeed, the Council of the
League at first refused to consider the appeal. Fortunately for the Ukrain-
ians, the president of the Council was the Norwegian diplomat Johan
Mowinckel. As the representative of a small country that was not
involved in the great-power game and was proud of the tradition of
humanitarian aid established by Fritjof Nansen, who had organized the
League’s relief campaign for Russia during the famine of 1921, Mow-
inckel circumvented the procedural restrictions by submitting the
Ukrainian appeal not to a full meeting of the Council but to what was
described, with fastidious delicacy, as a private consultation between
members of the Council. After a long and heated discussion — some
members were reluctant to turn down a humanitarian proposal — the
Council decided to tell the petitioners that the only course open to them
was an appeal to the International Red Cross. The advice was of no
practical use. The Red Cross promptly asked Moscow whether it would
allow a relief operation in Ukraine, and Moscow replied, with equal
alacrity, that no relief was needed because there was no famine. When
the British delegation to Geneva, which had not supported the petition
in the Council, forwarded to London the papers that Mowinckel had
circulated, the Foreign Office concluded that “*in the circumstances, no
other action at Geneva was possible, & none seems possible here.”’ (53:
328)

Having failed to persuade the League of Nations to take action,
Ukrainians began to search for allies among influential Britons. In Sep-
tember and October 1933 representatives of the Save the Children Fund,
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the Federation of Jewish Relief Organizations and the Society of Friends,
as well as several Ukrainians who had been in Geneva, met in London
to discuss how they might organize relief. On 27 October, a delegation
consisting of Ethel Christie and Alice Nike, both experienced Quaker
relief workers, and Colonel Cecil Malone, a prominent Labour MP, vis-
ited Collier in the hope of enlisting the Bntish government’s help in
persuading Moscow to allow a relief mission to enter Ukraine. Collier
dismissed their plea as the importunings of ignorant and impractical do-
gooders. He argued that the Soviet government was now prepared to
admit that '‘something like a famine’’ had existed in Ukraine until a
month or two before, but was claiming that it was capable of dealing
with the situation. Moreover, the Soviet government would not allow
any foreign organization to conduct relief in the USSR. But the chief
obstruction was the Ukrainian involvement with the scheme. **Anything
to do with Ukrainian nationalism at the present moment was like a red
rag to a bull to the Soviet authorities,’’ said Collier, and the involvement
of several prominent Ukrainians, among them the director of the Ukrain-
1an Bureau, in the scheme *“would 1n itself be enough to damn it from
their point of view. In these circumstances | could not hold out any hope
that H.M.G. would interest themselves in the scheme in any way."
(54: 329)%

Ukrainian Canadians were not far behind their European compatriots
in the effort to draw attention to the famine. In October 1933, the Ukrain-
ian National Council in Canada, which had just been formed in Win-
nipeg, turned to Prime Minister MacDonald. Thousands of letters were
reaching Canada from Ukraine, the council wrote. The systematic star-
vation of the population was caused not by crop failure, but by the policy
of confiscating grain. Could MacDonald arrange *‘an immediate neutral
investigation of the famine situation in Ukraine, with a view to organ-
izing international relief’"7® After a pro forma consultation with the
Dominions Office, the Foreign Office instructed the British high com-
missioner in Ottawa to dismiss the appeal. In February 1934, many
months after the worst of the famine was over, the high commissioner
replied to the Ukrainian National Council by repeating almost word for
word the text drafted in London: *‘His Majesty’s Government in the
United Kingdom are unable to undertake any action with a view to inves-
tigating conditions in ternitories under the control of the Soviet Govern-
ment, or to organizing relief for the inhabitants in the absence of any
indication that such action would be acceptable to the Soviet Govern-
ment.”” (56: 339-47)

In Britain, undaunted by the government's coolness, the Federation
of Jewish Relief Organizations, the Society of Friends and the Save the
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Children Fund agreed in December 1933 to establish a joint relief com-
mittee. To be known as the *‘United British Appeal,”’ the committee
would raise money to purchase food for the starving through Torgsin,
the Soviet shops in which food was available, even at the height of the
famine, to those who could pay with hard currency or gold. Forwarding
the committee’s draft constitution to the Foreign Office, Malone asked
about Whitehall’s opinion of the Ukrainian Bureau in London, with
which the committee planned to co-operate. The government again dis-
couraged relief. The chief activity of the bureau, Collier complained,
was the issue of bulletins in which it protested against the treatment of
Ukrainians in Poland and the Soviet Union. In view of the bureau's
attitude towards two governments with which Britain was in ‘‘normal
relations,”” the Foreign Office did *‘not have much to do with it.”
(58: 351)

In the summer of 1933, as the famine in Ukraine and the North Cau-
casus was abating, Ewald Ammende began his own campaign to aid the
victims of the famine. In letters to newspapers he urged the formation
of an intemational relief committee. Shortly after, an *‘Interconfessional
and Intemational Relief Committee for the Famine Areas in the Soviet
Union’’ was established. Ammende, who had done much to rouse public
opinion to the famine of 1921, became the committee’s secretary gen-
eral.*’ He soon tned to take his campaign to Germany. The Nazi gov-
ernment, he later told the Foreign Office, had discouraged him because
it did not want its relations with the Soviet Union worsened. (68: 388)
Was German-Soviet antagonism at this time as serious as it is sometimes
made out to be? Did the Wilhelmsstrae want good relations because
Moscow had borrowed vast amounts to finance industrnialization? Or did
Berlin support Ammende for the purpose of anti-Soviet propaganda, as
one of these documents suggests? (65: 374)

In May 1934, together with Fritz Dittloff, the former manager of the
German concession Drusag in the North Caucasus,* Ammende extended
his relief campaign to Britain. On 16 May, Ammende and Dittloff visited
Collier at the Foreign Office. Ammende explained that his mission in
England was to arouse public opinion so that pressure could be put on
the Soviet government to alleviate the famine by allowing relief or taking
its own measures. He had already interviewed prominent people who
had ‘‘shown themselves sympathetic but had been anxious to make sure
that he was not contemplating a political movement against the Soviet
Government.”” Ammende had assured them that he had no such inten-
tion. Indeed, when the Duchess of Atholl (who had arranged the nter-
view at the Foreign Office) had suggested a boycott of Soviet grain,
Ammende had rejected the idea because it would introduce ““political
prejudice’’ into the case.
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Dittloff, when it was his turn to speak, described the situation in
Ukraine and the North Caucasus: the government was deporting villagers
to Siberia or was driving them into the wildermess to starve. This
“‘wholesale deportation and expulsion,”” which was being used for both
economic and political reasons, had diminished the population of the
North Caucasus in two years by two million persons. The reduction in
the population of Ukraine must have been proportionate. Ammende then
said that he had come to lay the facts before the Bnitish government and
to determine whether it objected to his campaign. Whitehall did not
presume to encourage or discourage any purely humanitarian movement,
Collier replied. Being, ‘‘rightly or wrongly, in normal relations with the
Soviet government,”’ it would not help Ammende. On the other hand,
it would not prevent him from holding public meetings or publishing
articles. In conclusion Ammende asked whether Britain, as a member
of the League of Nations Council, could make its vote for admission of
the Soviet Union to the League ‘‘conditional on some assurances on
matters of humanitarian concern, such as famine relief.”” Collier deftly
brushed the question away. It had no actuality at present, he explained.
If a member of the Council did propose to admit the Soviet Union, it
would probably be France, and the question should therefore be posed
to the Quai d'Orsay. Ammende replied diplomatically that this was the
answer that he had expected, and he and Dittloff left, **apparently much
relieved that no obstacles were to be placed in the way of their cam-
paign.’’ (68: 387-89)

Collier was not entirely straightforward when he assured Ammende
of his government’s neutrality on the question of a relief campaign. In
private interviews with charitable organizations and such dignitaries as
the Archbishop of Canterbury and the Reverend J. H. Rushbrooke, the
general secretary of the Baptist World Alliance, the Foreign Office had
repeatedly advised them not to take part in Ammende’s campaign. Just
a day before his meeting with Ammende, Collier had had a visit from
Ethel Christie, the treasurer of the Russian Assistance Fund, as the
reconstituted United Bntish Appeal was now known. Mrs. Christie
explained that she had been sending parcels through Torgsin to people
in Ukraine whose names she knew. Now Ammende and other persons
who were interested both in famine relief and in propaganda to enlighten
the public about conditions in the Soviet Union were urging her to join
with them in a senies of public meetings. Mrs. Christie felt uneasy when
she saw how little people knew about the true state of affairs and had
come to ask for advice on what to say to Ammende. Collier made it
clear that she should shun publicity. As a government official, he min-
uted, he had told her that he could not encourage propaganda against a
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government with which Britain maintained ‘‘normal relations.”” He
could, however, explain the situation as he saw it:

...her course of action depended upon which of two alternative objects
she wished to aim at - either to relieve individual suffering or to arouse
public opinion here to a realisation of the general conditions which
had produced that suffering ~ for in present circumstances the two
objects were unfortunately incompatible. As far as I could see, there
was no likelihood that any amount of agitation in this country would

alter the present agricultural policy of the Soviet Government which
had brought about these famine conditions, while there was every

likelihood that such agitation would cause the Soviet Government to
interfere with her present relief work. (67: 385)

Food parcels to people in the Soviet Union through the Torgsins were
acceptable, Collier was saying. Publicity, which would antagonize the
Soviet government and endanger Soviet trade with Bntain, was not.
Whitehall practiced the same policy of silence when the question of the
famine was raised in the House of Commons. On 2 July 1934, Sir Wald-
ron Smithers asked whether the foreign secretary had any information
about the economic situation in the Soviet Union and the extent of the
famine in the past year. Collier set about furnishing a reply that would
give away as little as possible:

The truth of the matter is, of course, that we have a certain amount
of information about famine conditions in the south of Russia similar
to what has appeared in the press, and that there 15 no obligation on
us not to make it public. We do not want to make it public, however,
because the Soviet Government would resent it and our relations with

them would be prejudiced.... We cannot give this explanation in pub-
lic. (71: 397)

Simon went into the House armed with a suitably disingenuous reply:
I have no recent information on the subject suitable for answering this
question beyond what has already appeared in the Press.'*?

Shortly after, drawing on information provided by Muggeridge and
Ammende, Lord Chamwood gave notice that he would be raising the
matter in the House of Lords. According to information circulated 1n
England, he wrote, Moscow had caused widespread starvation in the
grain-producing areas. Did the British government have information to
confute this allegation? The reply that the Foreign Office prepared for
use in Parliament substituted prolixity, as Anthony Eden described the
politics of the day,* for conviction:
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1. It is not His Majesty’s Government’s business to enter into contro-
versy on the subject of the internal affairs of foreign countries; their
information is not collected for this purpose and there are, therefore,
no papers suitable for laying which bear on Lord Chamwood’s argu-
ments on the subject of living conditions and food supplies in the
Soviet Union.

2. His Majesty’s Government are familiar with the information pub-
lished about food supplies and conditions in the agncultural districts
of the Soviet Union which have doubtless given rise to Lord Chamn-
wood’s question.... His Majesty’s Government have no material for
contradicting this information except what has been published through
Soviet official sources which is generally available and upon which
people can form their own opinions.

3. If it is unavoidable to enter into the substance of Lord Chamwood’s
allegations, it might be pointed out that apart from facts, Lord Chamn-
wood has made judgments of cause and effect. His Majesty’s Gov-
emment have no reasons to defend Soviet economic policy, which,
as a policy of control and planning, is presumably more responsible
than any other Government’s policy for conditions in the country in
which it is practised, whatever people’s judgments of those conditions
may be. But there is no information to support Lord Chamwood’s
apparent suggestion that the Soviet Government have pursued a policy
of deliberate impoverishment of agricultural districts of their country,
whether or not their policy is considered to have had that effect.

4. The diversion of supplies from the countryside for whatever pur-
pose naturally leaves less available for the producers, but His Maj-
esty’s Government have no information to bear out the arguments of
Lord Charnwood in which he emphasised the effect of particular
measures in this respect. (74: 420-21)

In a covering note, J. M. K. Vyvyan, the author of these exquisitely

worded equivocations, explained that Charnwood had put the govern-
ment in the position of *“either defending the internal policy of the Soviet
Government, which we have no reason for doing, or making unfavour-
able statements about conditions in the Soviet Union, which are also
open to objection, however richly they are deserved.’’ Yes, Soviet policy
had had a *‘deplorable effect’’ in the agricultural regions of the Soviet
Union and grain had been exported when starvation existed. Neverthe-
less, Vyvyan concluded, it was preferable *‘to deal with the facts behind
Lord Charnwood's arguments as little as possible.”’ (74: 418-19) The
subsequent debate in the House of Lords, which took place on 25 July
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1934, was fruitless. The Archbishop of Canterbury and the Earl of Den-
bigh supported Chamwood, but government members tried to block the
discussion first on points of parliamentary procedure (the undesirability
of discussing the internal affairs of another country), and then on the
grounds that those who wanted to talk about the famine in Ukraine were
not noticeably eager to examine oppression in Germany or poverty in
England. The greatest obstacle, however, was the government’s 1nsis-
tence, enunciated by Lord Stanhope, the parliamentary under-secretary
of state for foreign affairs, that it had no information about the famine
beyond what had been published. Little could be gained by questioning
Whitehall’s foreign policy, and Charnwood withdrew his motion.*

Whitehall was less reluctant to deal with the facts about the famine
when Brtish imperial interests were at stake. In June 1932 the Foreign
Office provided information about the impending famine to the British
ambassador in Afghanistan. (4: 27) Two years later, at the same time as
the government was denying in Parliament that it had any information
about the famine, C. C. Garbett, a British civil servant in India, was
complaining to Vansittart that Communists were subverting the peasants
of the Punjab. Did London have any figures about the famine — how
many people had perished, how many homeless children there were,
what the cost of food was — that could be used to counter this subversion?
In reply, the Foreign Office forwarded ten of the most revealing dis-
patches that it had received from Moscow, among them the accounts of
Duranty’s and Chamberlin's visits to Ukraine and the North Caucasus.
Collier explained that the statistics Garbett sought were not available —
the Soviets had not published any figures on famine mortality, and they
put obstacles in the way of people who tried to compile such figures —
but the dispatches threw *‘a lurid light’’ on living conditions and pro-
vided estimates of the number of people who had perished in 1933. Two
months later, Garbett thanked Collier for the dispatches, which had sup-
plied exactly what he had needed. ‘*Now, thanks to you, I have the facts
and greater confidence in our own counter-measures,”’ Garbett wrote.
The documents, he continued, would be treated with the secrecy Collier
desired: **[ am not keeping any copy of this letter — merely the reference
— and the shorthand notes will be burnt.”" (70: 393-96)

The dyspeptic efforts to provide at least a modicum of relief dragged
on for another year. In late August 1934, the Duchess of Atholl, the most
persistent British lobbyist for the famine victims,* forwarded to the For-
eign Office a memorandum by Dittloff, as well statements by the Arch-
bishop of Canterbury and the Reverend Rushbrooke, and again asked
whether British consent to the Soviet Union’s entry into the League of
Nations could be made conditional on the cessation of food exports and



xlii

the permission of famine relief, particularly since, as the Duchess
argued, the Soviet government might now be more willing to admit the
famine than it had been a year or two ago. Simon’s reply was polite but
firm. He could not confirm the Duchess’s view that the Soviet Union
was more disposed to allow relief work, and he feared that Soviet mem-
bership in the League of Nations could not be linked to internal policy.
Any such attempt, he reasoned, ‘‘would result in the abandonment by
the Soviet Government of their candidature and the consequent sacrifice
of the intermational objects which we believe that Soviet membership
would serve, without any advantage being secured.’’ (75: 422-24)

James Alexander Lovat-Fraser, a Labour MP from Lichfield, raised
one last question about the famine in Parliament. Could the attention of
the League of Nations, he asked on 28 November 1934, be drawn to the
position of women in the Soviet Union, particularly in Ukraine and the
North Caucasus, where over three million were reported to have died of
starvation the previous winter? Speaight prepared a draft reply for Eden:
**The position is that membership of the League imposes upon the Soviet
Government no special obligation to organise effective measures to pre-
vent famine.... We have thus no locus standi for bringing this matter to
the notice of the League.”’ Eden’s reply in the House was in the same
spint: **His Majesty’s Government have no locus standi for bringing
such a matter to the notice of the League.'"*

Early in 1935, Ammende renewed his campaign in England. On 14
February, after a conference in London at which he talked to churchmen
about the threat of a new famine and the need to avoid a repetition of
the catastrophe of 1933, the Reverend Rushbrooke saw Simon to express
his fears about *‘the spread of famine actual and prospective’’ in Ukraine.
The discussion produced no results, and Simon merely promised to ask
Chilston for more information. Chilston had already argued that British
relief committees should cease their efforts because the continued Soviet
exports of grain proved that there was no famine. (76: 425) *‘[ think it
most improbable that a famine on the scale of 1933, or anything like it,
is to be expected,”’ Chilston wrote now. **The 1934 harvest was probably
about the same as that of 1933; and grain exports were 16% less than in
1933, in which year they were small enough.... As to the reaction of
the Soviet Government to any relief, I am still of the opinion... that they
might regard any offer as an insult to their intenal organisation. They
certainly, in any case, would not facilitate relief."” (80: 435)

A month later, when Eden, then Lord Privy Seal, was preparing to
visit Moscow to discuss European security, British churches again
approached the Foreign Office to explain the difficulties they encoun-
tered when they tried to send food and medication to the Soviet Union.
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The churches had drawn up a list of points for London to press in its
negotiations with Moscow — abolishing duties on parcels of food, med-
ication and warm clothing, for example — but Rushbrooke presented the
list almost apologetically. He was seeking information, not requesting
action, and he would be grateful if Eden simply mentioned the matter
to the British ambassador. Eden took the churches’ points to Moscow,
where his party was greeted by large crowds waving Soviet flags and
somewhat inaccurate versions of the Union Jack and where he became
the first Western statesman to gain an interview with Stalin, but he did
not discuss the points even with the ambassador, let alone Stalin. (81:
437-39) The communiqué issued to mark the talks spoke of Anglo-Soviet
relations in fulsome terms. There was no *‘conflict of interest’ between
Britain and the Soviet Union on any major issue. Both powers recog-
nized the advantage of maintaining the other’s “*prosperity and integ-
rity,” and the talks had created *‘a firm foundation... for the friendly
co—operation of the two countries in the general work for the collective
organization of peace and secunty.”’> With a senes of meticulously
worded generalizations and evasions Whitehall had killed the Bntish
relief campaign for Ukraine. *‘Other peoples may be and are rougher
and more cruel,'’ Edward Crankshaw has wntten. *'Other bureaucracies
are no less lacking heart; but the particular inhumanity of British offi-
cialdom seems to lie in the fact that it brings to its more disgraceful
behaviour that flavour of high-minded, distant, chilly holiness, which is
also a feature of Bnitish justice at its best.” '

Why did the Foreign Office, if it was receiving such detailed and
reliable reports about mass starvation, refuse to do anything? Several
reasons can be suggested for the British government’s silence. There
was, to begin with, what one historian calls “‘the nineteenth-century
tradition of mediation and non-involvement as the ideal attitude towards
other people’s affairs.”*% But such neutrality, if looked at more closely,
reveals partiality towards one side. Like diplomats everywhere, the For-
eign Office assumed that it should recognize any government that does
what a government is supposed to do. Since it enjoyed ‘‘normal rela-
tions’’ with the Soviet Union, the British government could not encour-
age those who were saying that that government was starving people to
death. The Foreign Office thus treated the Ukrainians in Galicia, Western
Europe and North America who tried to draw attention to the famine
and to argue the case for Ukrainian independence from the Soviet Union
and Poland with a distinct coolness — or even hostility.

Behind this lay another assumption, one derived from Anglo-Amer-
ican pragmatism: since the Soviet government wielded effective power,
since the Soviet experiment looked as if it would last, it was not only
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legal but worthy of respect. Chilston clearly shared this assumption
when, in reporting to Simon on the Seventeenth Party Congress (known
as ‘‘the Congress of Victors,'" at which Stalin celebrated his victory over
the peasants) in February 1934, he wrote that although he did not like
the self-glorification, cant and bombast that the Bolsheviks indulged in,
he was impressed by their achievements:

...the Soviet Government have reason to feel that the efforts which
they have made to impress the world have bome fruit, and that they
have reached a position from which they can demonstrate to all but
the wilfully blind that the new Russia has come to stay. The U.5.S.R.
seems to be succeeding better than most countries in their method of
carrying out a policy of self-sufficiency and of national secunty....
Of all the Governments of the world, the Soviet Government have the
most comprehensive grasp of their economic resources and possibil-
ities. They desire peace in which to consolidate their position, and
they wish that other countries, instead of concerning themselves with
the philosophic bases of bolshevism, would recognise that the Bol-
shevik economic system is going to last and accept Communist Russia
as a fact.¥’

The Soviet Union, Whitehall had begun to think, might even be a
partner against the country that it saw as the real threat to Britain — Nazi
Germany. In 1932 C. H. Bateman was genuinely shocked by Caims's
account of starvation in Western Sibena, Kazakhstan and the Volga
region. It would be *‘‘an act of humanity,”’ he wrote, *‘for the Empire at
least to make up its mind to exclude Russian wheat from its markets
until we can be satisfied that the conditions in Russia are such that it
would be impossible for Mr. Caimns to paint another picture such as
this.”" (5: 77) In early 1933, by contrast, the embassy’s reports of even
more fearful conditions left the Foreign Office cold, and in late 1933,
when the Western relief campaign got underway, the Foreign Office
viewed pleas for help as a political embarrassment and refused to take
action or even to confirm that it had evidence of famine conditions. The
change of attitude was brought about by Hitler’s accession to power in
January 1933. From then on the great question confronting British states-
men was what relations they ought to seek with Germany and the Soviet
Union or, to put the question in ideological terms, how to deal with
fascism and communism. For Whitehall, the choice in 1933 was clear.
Hitler spoke of expansion and conquest; Stalin of peace and co-opera-
tion. Berlin threatened the world; Moscow menaced only its own peasant
masses. Germany was just across the channel; the Soviet Union lay at
the far end of the continent. **When you think of the defence of England
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you no longer think of the chalk cliffs of Dover,”’ Stanley Baldwin said
in the House of Commons. ‘*You think of the Rhine. That is where our
frontier lies."'>®

Two of the most active advocates of better relations with the Soviet
Union were Vansittart and Collier. Until the spring of 1933 Vansittart’s
feelings for the régime in Moscow were dislike for its anti-British prop-
aganda and contempt for the disparity between lofty Soviet pretensions
and sordid Soviet deeds. The Metropolitan-Vickers trial had briefly
renewed diplomatic tension between Moscow and London, but as soon
as the Bnush prisoners were released, Vansittart and Collier began to
craft a campaign to support French plans to bring the Soviet Union into
the League of Nations and to make of it an ally against Germany. By
July 1933 Vansittart had made up his mind that Nazism was more dan-

gerous for Britain than Communism. *‘It does not help us,”” he wrote to
Simon,

to compare the internal excesses of Hitlerism with those of Bolshe-
vism: the latter of course are vastly greater at present. But that is beside
the point. We cannot take the same detached and highbrow view of
Hitlerism as we can of Bolshevism or Fascism, precisely because these
are not really and vitally dangerous to us, and Hitlerism is exceedingly
dangerous. Fascism has never presented the least danger to this coun-
try, and Russia has been too incompetent a country to be really dan-
gerous, even under Bolshevism. But Germany is an exceedingly com-
petent country, and she is visibly being prepared to external
aggression. I do not think that anything but evil and danger for the
rest of the world can come out of Hitlerism, whichever way the dice
fall in Germany.>*

Collier had a similar view. *‘l believe that it is important for us and
for France,’” he wrote in January 1936, *‘to cultivate good relations with
the Soviet Government in view both of the German menace in Europe
and of the Japanese menace in the Far East; and I do not believe that it
is either possible or desirable to attempt to reverse our present policy by
coming to an understanding with Germany at the expense of Russia.”"®

And so the famine was caught in the cross—fire of the great battle
between fascism and communism and never managed to rouse the public
to action or to become established in the minds of men as a historical
event.®!

Yet the diplomatic concerns, pressing though they were for the makers
of British foreign policy, also served a classic ideological function — they
were screening other interests and motives. For the most important rea-
son for the British government’s silence was economic: it saw the Soviet
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Union as a profitable market for the exports of its beleaguered industries
and as a source of cheap food with which to feed its disgruntled popu-
lace. Paul Scheffer described the British desire for Soviet markets in
July 1926. The Foreign Office, the Bank of England, the City, and allied
die-hards all believed that England and Europe would not be able to
emerge from their difficulties unless the Soviet Union again became a
“*natural market’’ that Europe could exploit. “‘A lavish opening of Rus-
sian business,”” wrote Scheffer, ‘‘is an absolute and unavoidable neces-
sity for Europe — the fact is becoming more and more apparent every
day.'"®?

The steady growth of Anglo-Soviet trade in the mid-1920s was inter-
rupted by the Conservatives’ break in official relations with Moscow in
May 1927. The Soviet Union responded by minimizing purchases in
Britain: of total Soviet orders for machinery and metal products placed
abroad from 1926 to 1936 (72 per cent of all Soviet imports in that
period), the United States received 34.1 per cent, Germany 19.1 per cent
and Britain only 4.4 per cent. Under competitive conditions, each coun-
try would have received about 20 per cent of the total. At the same time
the Soviets maintained their sales to Bnitain at as high a level as possible,
thereby shifting the balance of Anglo-Soviet trade in their favour. It was
for this reason that Ovey wrote in a letter to Henderson in March 1930
that the encouraging of British exports to the Soviet Union was a **press-
ing matter.”” Britain's policy, he gathered, was ‘‘to maintain correct and
frnendly relations with the Soviet Government, with a view to encour-
aging trade as much as possible.’” Ovey then discussed ways of increas-
ing exports to the Soviet Union. **That we buy commodities from Rus-
sia,”” he wrote, ‘‘arises principally from the fact that it is the cheapest
market.”’ The Soviet ability to buy from Britain depended on its ability
to sell to Britain. **The more Russia sells to us the more she should be
sympathetically inclined ceteris paribus to buy from us,”’ Ovey
concluded.®’

What the Soviet Union was selling to Britain, of course, was grain.
Of the average annual exports of 142 million bushels of wheat from
Russia in 1908-12, only 27.7 million had gone to Britain. In 1931-32,
51.4 million bushels of the total wheat exports of 65.7 million bushels
went to Britain. In 1930-31 and 1932-33, Britain imported 40 per cent
of her wheat from the USSR as compared with less than 20 per cent in
pre-war days. To put it a different way, in 1926 Britain’s imports of
Soviet wheat amounted to only £1,493,728. By 1930 the value had
increased to £5,751,955, and wheat was the single largest item imported
from the Soviet Union.* In the first three or four months of the 193]
harvest season alone, Caims pointed out, the Soviet Union sold to Britain
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about half of all the wheat she exported. (10: 122) Between 1929 and
1933 the Bntish market absorbed an average of 25 per cent (by value)
of annual Soviet exports and 40 per cent of Soviet grain.*

The British government’s wish to assure continuing exports of Soviet
wheat was not motivated solely by a desire to keep the MacDonald gov-
emment in office by feeding the people in the breadlines and making
Manchester manufacturers happy. Moscow had borrowed a great deal of
money in the West, especially in Germany, to finance its industrializa-
tion, and it could repay its loans only by selling grain. The Soviets were
financing their programme of industrialization with short-term loans
which they paid off by exporting wheat. Between 1926 and 1930 Britain
lent between thirty and forty million pounds to Germany. The Germans
kept a percentage for themselves and passed the credits on to the Soviet
Union, which used them to purchase goods, principally heavy machin-
ery, in Germany. Britain was thus financing Germany’s export trade with
the Soviet Union.*® A serious public campaign to alleviate the famine
by returming the grain to those who needed it most would, therefore,
have brought about a reduction of Soviet grain exports, and that, in turn,
would have upset the international banking system, in which London
had such a great stake.®

These documents, then, support the thesis that Britain kept quiet about
the famine for several reasons. There was the indifference that is the
usual response to a catastrophe in a remote and little known land. There
was the misleading and sometimes simply mendacious reporting that
confused the public and prevented the few who were genuinely con-
cermed from mounting an effective campaign. There was the effect of
MNazi propaganda, which cited the famine as an example of the ‘'Bol-
shevik menace’’ and thus discredited Ukrainian aspirations for inde-
pendence for decades to come. Above all, there was a desire not to
disrupt trade with the Soviet Union. Cheap wheat was more important
than human life. It was a decade, Vansittart observed in his memoirs,
when it was fashionable to do nothing.*® Humanitarian duty was irrel-
evant. Starved by their rulers, the Ukrainians nonetheless had no claim
upon British compassion. The Soviet authorities had done all they could
to conceal the facts. The Brntish had chosen, with equal determination,
not to see what they did not want to see.*

*The Foreign Office referred — interchangeably and often misleadingly
— to famine in **Ukraine,”” **South Russia,’”” **Russia’" and the **Soviet
Union.”" The political geography of the famine of 1932-1933 is still
poorly understood. And little progress has been made in determining
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how many victims the famine claimed. Estimates by observers — the
reader will find some of them in these documents — range from one to
ten million (and in one case even fifteen million) victims. The range of
present-day calculations is only slightly narrower, although many schol-
ars speak of a figure between five and eight million. The difficulty, of
course, lies in the absence of reliable data. The first Soviet census, held
in 1926, gave a detailed picture of the population before collectivization,
famine and purges began to take their toll. But the results of the next
census, held in 1937, never appeared in print, apparently because they
would have revealed a population of 158 million, about 10 per cent less
than could have been expected given a normal rate of increase.”™ A new
census, taken in 1939, was published in the form of less than ten pages
of tables.™

We therefore drew on the Soviet census of 1959 — the first full census
after the famine — to estimate the intensity of population losses in Ukraine
and adjacent regions.™ Following Sergei Maksudov, we restricted our
calculations to the rural female cohort because of its *‘quasi-stable™
nature, thus avoiding the problems of the volatile mortality rate among
men and the greater geographic mobility of rural men and urban men
and women.” By comparing the number of rural women borm between
1929 and 1933 with the number born between 1934 and 1938 we were
able to calculate rates of decline, which include mortality, especially that
of infants and foetuses not carned to term or aborted, and failure to
conceive because of prevailing conditions. Having calculated a mean for
the western Ukrainian regions annexed in 1939 and for the RSFSR
regions adjacent to Ukraine, we standardized the rates of decline for the
regions located within Soviet Ukraine before 1939. We then arranged
these rates of decline according to rank, grouped them in the table below
to show both the regional intensities and their territorial character and
then plotted the data on the map headed ‘‘Geography of the 1932-33
Famine."" Of the other two maps, ‘‘Ukraine in Europe’’ shows the
Ukrainian SSR at the time of the famine. **The Chernozem Belt’’ indi-
cates the region of fertile black earth that runs through central Ukraine,
the North Caucasus and the Volga region.

The conclusions that can be drawn from the table and maps are clear.
First, no region of Ukraine within the pre-1939 borders entirely escaped
the famine. Even the Proskuriv/Khmelnytskyi region, the only area
within Soviet Ukraine before 1939 that shows a zero rate of decline, had
famine losses, although they did not affect the comparative size of the
generations.”™ Second, Moldavia, Belorussia and the Russian regions
immediately to the north of Ukraine did not experience significant rates
of decline, although their climate, soil and agriculture are similar to those
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in adjacent regions of Ukraine. Third, declines were greatest in central
Ukraine and the North Caucasus, where there were extensive Ukrainian
settlements.” Fourth, the areas of greatest decline coincide with the fer-
tile chernozem belt. The famine was less severe in the podzolized soil
regions of the forest steppe, the intrazonal regions and the chestnut soil
regions along the Black Sea.™ This suggests that the famine was the
result of a decision to extract from the most fertile regions of Ukraine
and the North Caucasus the maximum amount of grain in order to finance
industrialization. The famine, in other words, was not a natural phe-

nomenon but a politically engineered cataclysm.

Rates of Decline in the Rural Female Cohort of 1929-1933

Region or Republic

Rate of Decline

25% or more Cherkasy 34.0
Dnipropetrovsk 33.1
Kiev 32.4
Kirovohrad 324
Voroshylovhrad/Luhansk 32.4
Krasnodar 32.1
Kharkiv 30.1
Zaporizhia 27.4
20-24.9% Poltava 24.5
Kherson 24.5
Stavropol 23.6
Mykolaiv 23.6
Crimea 21.7
Rostov 20.8
15-19.9% Saratov 19.8
Stalino/Donetsk 18.9
Odessa 17.0
Volgograd 16.9
Zhytomyr 16.0
Sumy 16.0
1-14.9% Vinnytsia 11.3
Chemivtsi 6.6
Chemihiv 4.7
Rivne 4.7
Belorussian S.S.R. 3.8
Belgorod 38



Stanyslaviv/Ivano-Frankivsk 2.8

Lipetsk 1.9
0% or less Proskuriv/iKhmelnytskyi 0
Moldavian S.S.R. 0
Lutsk 0
Lviv D
Tambov : 0
Kalmyk A.5.5.R. 0
Ternopil — 1.9
Kursk — 0.9
Orel —: 1.9
Voronezh - 4.7
Briansk - 7.5

* A word on the editing of this collection. The italicized titles appear
on the jackets attached to the documents by the Foreign Office. We have
reprinted most of the documents in their entirety, not making any changes
except to translate those that were written in French and to standardize
the punctuation. Titles of periodicals, for example, are printed in italics
rather than enclosed in quotation marks. In the case of the minutes,
however, we have printed only substantive remarks and deleted most
references to such administrative matters as the forwarding of documents
to particular officials or departments. We have indicated omissions by
suspension points in square brackets - [....] — to distinguish them from
the suspension points that occur in the original texts. Editorial interpo-
lations are printed in italics within square brackets. Illegible words are
indicated by [ illeg.]. Footnotes and marginalia appear as footnotes and
our own comments as notes on pp. 453-461. We have not corrected the
varied English spellings or systematized the erratic transliteration of
Ukrainian and Russian names. In the index, however, we have cross-
referenced vanants to spellings based on a standard transliteration. To
help the reader identify the numerous government officials, diplomats,
politicians and journalists whose names appear in the text, we have added
brief explanations to many of the entries in the index. The documents
are reprinted by permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery
Office. The originals may be consulted at the Public Record Office, Kew
Gardens, Surrey, England.

Constantine Zelenko drew some of the documents at the Public Record
Office to our attention. Mykhaylo Dobrianskyj, Yarko Koshiw of the
University of Glasgow, Taras Kuzio, Bohdan Nahaylo and Professor
Ron Vastokas of Trent University helped to obtain documents. Alex-



ander Babyonyshev (Sergei Maksudov) of Boston University allowed us
to draw on his research and vetted our maps, as did Professors Leszek
Kosinski of the University of Alberta and Paul Robert Magocsi of the
University of Toronto. Mrs. Andrew Cairns, Alan and Andrew Cairns,
Knowlton Nash and Mrs. Elena Sweeton supplied us with information
about Andrew Caimns. Marta Horban-Carynnyk of the University of
Toronto translated the documents that were written in French. The
Canada Council, the Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies, the Mul-
ticulturalism Directorate of the Secretary of State and the Ukrainian
Famine Research Committee supported Mr. Carynnyk’s research. The
Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada assisted
Dr. Luciuk with a post-doctoral fellowship. Ms. Alexandra Chyczij, Dr.
Oleh Romanyshyn and Dr. Walter Zaryckyj gave us encouragement.
Mykola Bartkiw, Bohdan Fedorak, Myroslaw and Mana Horban, Dr.
Askold Lozynskyj, Dr. Myroslaw Maleckyj, Walter Petryshyn and Ivan
Rawluk helped raise financial support, as did the Bahriany Foundation,
the Civil Liberties Commission of the Ukrainian Canadian Commuittee,
the Prometheus Foundation, the Ucrainica Research Institute, the
Ukrainian Canadian Club of Kingston, Ontario (which underwrote the
cost of preparing two of the maps in this book) and the Ukrainian Infor-
mation Center in New York. We are grateful to them all.

NOTES

I. Laurence (later Sir Laurence) Collier, bom in 1890, joined the Foreign Service in
1913, After a short assignment to Tokyo, he served in the Foreign Office, first in the
Far Eastern Department, then, from 1926, in the Northemn Department, which had
junisdiction over relations with the Soviet Union. In 1932 he became an advisor to the
Foreign Office and in 1933 was appointed head of the Northern Department, where
he had a decisive voice in the disposition of the appeals and petitions that were
addressed to the Foreign Office. His general training and long expenence with Soviet
affairs allowed him to speak with authonty on the USSR. A student of British foreign
policy in the 1930s has observed that *'if anyone in the Foreign Office at this period
deserves the accolade of ‘arch anti-appeaser,’ it is surely Laurence Collier. His minutes
brooked no compromise.... And there is a shining honesty and consistency in his
comments which bears favourable companson with most of his contemporanes.”’ Nor-
man Rose, Vansittar:: Study of a Diplomar (London: Heinemann, 1978), 114.

2. Robert Conquest, The Harvest of Sorrow: Soviet Collectivization and the Terror-Famine
{New York: Oxford University Press, 1986), 306. Conquest calculates that eleven mil-
lion peasants throughout the Soviet Union died in 1930-37, and another three and a
half million who were arrested at this time died later in labour camps. Of these fourteen
and a half million, six and half million died as a result of dekulakization, and one
million died in the Kazakhstan famine. In the 1932-33 famine, five million died in
Ukraine, one million in the North Caucasus and one million in other regions.



3. Bertram D. Wolfe, Khrushchev and Stalin’s Ghost: Text, Background and Meaning

of Khrushchev's Secret Report to the Twentieth Congress on the Night of February
24.25. 1956 (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1957), 91.

According to the Yugoslav Communist Anton Kolendié, however, Khrushchev
expressed a different view in private. In the struggle for power in the Kremlin imme-
diately after Stalin's death Lavrentii Beria had his secret service record conversations
in the offices of his associates in the Politbureau, including Khrushchev's. Talking
with the writer Mikhail Sholokhov in May 1953, Khrushchev said: *“There 15 much
that is true in your books, but nevertheless they do not tell the whele truth. We are
still far from knowing everything that happened at the time of collectivization. We
shall doubtless never know how many human lives were swallowed up in collectivi-
zalion. You have spoken only of Ukraine, and of individual cases. I myself know of
hundreds of thousands of cases and, | repeat, only in Ukraine. And here scholars are
proving mathematically, demographically, that close to twelve million victims died at
that time.... You ask me who is responsible? In the past we would say, you and I, the
‘kulaks.’ the ‘bourgeoisie,” ‘imperialism.” Today | can in all honesty say this to you
with regard to collectivization. First, Stalinist methods of collectivization have brought
us, beyond violence and terror, only misery and famine in the countryside. Second,
at the time, Stalin was already dictator of the Soviet Union.... Thus, if one must seek
out the one person responsible for the millions of deaths and for those years of horror,
it is to Stalin that one must turn.”” Anton Kolendié, Les derniers jours: De la mort de
Staline a celle de Beria (mars-décembre [953) (Panis: Fayard, 1982), 161-62.

Both during and after the Khrushchev era, Soviet scholars (who did manage to give
a more candid picture of collectivization and dekulakization in the liberal 1960s) con-
tinued to ignore the famine, only occasionally making cryptic remarks about “‘tem-
porary food shortages.”" A two-volume history of the Ukrainian peasantry, for exam-
ple, disposes of the famine in one sentence: ‘‘the decrease in the size of the rural
population was connected with the acute shortage of food in 1931, 1932 and the first
half of 1933, which was caused by crop failure and improper planning of grain pro-
curements.”’ 1. 1. Kompaniiets, ed., Istoriia selianstva Ukrainskoi RSR [History of
the peasantry of the Ukrainian 55R] (Kiev: Naukova dumka, 1967), 2: 175. The sit-
uation has not changed greatly since Mikhail Gorbachev introduced his policy of glas-
nost. R. W. Davies points out that although **quite frank references to the famine of
1932-3 and the repressions under Stalin from 1929 onwards now appear in the Soviet
press,’”” it is not clear how fully the doctrine of *'no blank pages'' is to be applied,
and *'no serious attempt has been made [to] investigate these tragedies in any detail,
or to assess the number of people affected.”” R. W. Davies, Sovier History in the
Gorbachev Revolution: The First Phase (Birmingham: Centre for Russian and East
European Studies, University of Birmingham, 1987), 57.

. A hagiographer of Maksim Litvinov discusses Stalin's accomplishments in the fol-

lowing terms: '"The collectivization of agriculture... has been a major and difficult
achievement, made more difficult and consequently more cruel by the stubbormnness
of certain sections of the peasantry. Yet when in the end collectivization succeeded,
it brought prosperity to the peasants. .. banished the ever-recurrent menace of famine. ..
and has firmly established one of the essennhal economic bases of the Soviet state.”’
Arthur Upham Pope, Maxim Lirvinoff (New York: L. B. Fischer, 1943), 266-67. The
passage is noteworthy because the assumptions in it — that the peasants manifested a
lemming-hke suicidal instinct and that collectivization was economically justified -
have been unthinkingly repeated in scores of textbooks.

5. Walter Duranty, **Russians Hungry, But Not Starving,”" New York Times, 31 March
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1933: 13, Eugene Lyons, Assignment in Utopia (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1937),
572.

. Other biases include the predisposition in favour of the victorious side in history and

the inclination to discount the wnitings of émigrés because they are full of resentment
against the régime that forced them to leave. But the most important one is the Rus-
socentnsm of many Sovietologists. The famine was centred in Ukraine, which is seen
as a hinterland, not relevant to the crucial processes taking place in the metropolis,
and the numerous memoirs and serious analyses of the famine. as distinct from col-
lectivization, are largely in Ukrainian, which few Sovietologists read. An exception
is Zhores A. Medvedev's Sovier Agriculture (New York: W. W. Norton, 1987), which
gives a fair though superficial summary.

. James Mace, introduction to Ewald Ammende, Human Life in Russia (Cleveland:

John T. Zubal, 1984), [iii].

. Twenty countries maintained missions in Moscow in the early 1930s: Afghanistan,

Austria, China, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Great
Britain, Greece, Italy, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Persia, Poland, Sweden and
Turkey. The United States, which established relations with the Soviet Union in
November 1933, opened an embassy in Moscow in March 1934, Until then, reports
about the internal Soviet situation, including many specifically about the famine, were
sent to the State Department by the **Russian Desk'” of the U.S. Legation in Riga,
Latvia, and by embassies and consulates in Berlin, Warsaw, Bucharest and other Euro-
pean capitals.

. The emphasis we are placing on the viewpoint of the Foreign Office and the profes-

sional diplomats leaves some aspects of Bnitish policy-making untouched. The views
of the prime ministers of the 1930s receive no attention. Research in the Cabinet papers
and in the records of the Department of Overseas Trade, the Dominions Office, the
Empire Marketing Board and the War Office would no doubt reveal more information
about the famine and the process by which Whitehall formulated its policies.

Alex De Jonge, Sralin and the Shaping of the Soviet Union (London: Collins, 1986),
160.

Paul Scheffer, Seven Years in Soviet Russia (London: Putnam, 1931; New York: Mac-
millan, 1932), 64, 83, 294,

Ewald Ammende, ‘‘Soll das RuPlanddeutschtum untergehen?'’ Revaler Bote,

2 January 1930.
“'Collectivisation of Agniculture,” Slavonic and East European Review B (March 1930):
T11.
E. L. Woodward and Rohan Butler, eds., Decuments on British Foreign Policy, 1919-
1939 Second series, vol. 7, 1929-34 (London: HMSO, 1958), 73.
William (later Lord) Strang took the post of counsellor of embassy in Moscow in the
spring of 1930. He left in the autumn of 1933 to become head of the League of Nations
section of the Foreign Office and chief adviser on League affairs. The American dip-
lomat George F. Kennan, who was posted to Moscow in the 1930s, calls Strang **one
of the ablest”’ of his Brtish counterparts. George F. Kennan, Memoirs 1925-1950
(Boston: Little, Brown, 1967), 165.

British parliamentarians were also aware of the growing food shortage in Ukraine.
Stanley Baldwin pointed out in the Commons on 4 November 1930 that the Soviet
government was exporting grain while the population was in “*a state of semi-star-
vation.”” Commander Bellairs asked the foreign secretary on 21 January 1931 whether
information about famine conditions could be included in a White Paper on labour in
the Soviet Union. The government replied that the White Paper was designed to deal
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only with labour legislation. The Duchess of Atholl spoke at length on Soviet grain
exports on 10 Movember 1931, Sir William Davison asked on 22 February 1932
whether the Department of Overseas Trade was aware of the shortage of wheat and
flour in Soviet Ukraine and whether this would be taken into account when credits for
the import of Ukrainian wheat and flour were granted. Major David John Colville,
the parliamentary secretary of the department, replied that he was not aware of any
shortage and that the department had no power to give guarantees for the importation
of foreign goods. The following day Rear-Admiral Sueter asked whether the Board
of Trade would give figures for the last three years for the value of exports and imports
from the USSR and whether figures were available to show what part of this trade
related to Ukraine. The Board of Trade replied that figures for Anglo-Soviet trade
could be found in published reports and that no separate figures for trade with Ukraine
were available. Parliamentary Debates (Commons), 5th ser., vol. 244 (1930), col.
807 vol. 247 (1931), col. 163; vol. 259 (1931), cols. B1-90; vol. 262 (1932), cols.

20 and 223.

. Born in Scotland in 1899, Caims emigrated to Canada as a boy and was educated at

the Universities of Alberta and Minnesota. He joined the Alberta Wheat Pool in 1926
and the Canadian Wheat Pools in Winnipeg in 1927. The high regard of the Foreign
Office for Caims’s expertise 1s evident from a minute in FO 371/17253 N 3035: "No
reliance can be placed on Soviet official statistics. Mr. Caim's reports on the agri-
cultural sitwation give the best & most accurate picture of the Soviet agricultural sit-
vation.”” He became director of the Grain Department of the Empire Marketing Board
in London in 1931, secretary of the International Wheat Advisory Committee in 1933,
secretary of the Intermational Beef Conference in London in 1937, director of statistics
and research for the British Ministry of Food in 1941 and secretary of the Intemnational
Wheat Council in 1943, He was director of food for UNRRA in 1944 and secrelary
general of the Intemnational Federation of Agricultural Producers from 1947 to 1952,
when he went into private business. He died in a plane crash in India in May 1958,
At the Ottawa conference in August 1932 Britain and Canada agreed to prohibit the
import of commodiues, particularly agricultural and forestry products, which had been
aided by state subsidies in the form of underpaid labour organized by a government.
Chamberlin gave a similar account in a book about his years in the Soviet Union.
**The famine area, so far as [ could observe and learn from reliable information,’" he
wrote, “‘included Ukraina, the North Caucasus, a number of districts in the middle
and lower Volga, and considerable sections of remote Kazakstan, in Central Asia.
MNorthern and Central Russia and Sibena suffered a good deal of hardship and under-
nourishmient, but not actual famine. The number of people who lived in famine areas
was in the neighborhood of sixty million; the excess of deaths over a normal mortality
rate can scarcely have been less than three or four million.”" William Henry Cham-
berlin, Russia's fron Age (Boston: Litile, Brown, 1934), 88.

Ovey was recalled to London in late March 1933, after the arrest of six engineers who
had been working for Metropolitan-Vickers in the Soviet Union made his position as
ambassador untenable. He left Strang as the chargé d’affaires. Throughout the spring
and summer of 1933, when the famine was at its height and relief efforts were getting
under way abroad, Britain had no ambassador in Moscow.

A specialist in British diplomacy has noted its *‘economic insight and political myopia™
in the 1930s. P. A. Reynolds, British Foreign Policy in the Inter-war Years (London:
Longman, 1954), 35.

R. W. Seton-Watson, Britain and the Dictators: A Survey of Post-War British Policy
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1939), 119-20.



v
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Press, 1984-), 5. v. *‘grain procurement.’” The state may have taken an even greater
percentage because harvest figures were distorted. Stalin announced at the Seventeenth
Party Congress in January 1934 that 89.8 million tons of grain had been produced in
1933. The State Statistical Commission has recently calculated that the true figure was
68.4 million tons, but in 1933 the government insisted on collecting the delivery plans
that it had set on the basis of the inflated figure. Mark Tolts, **Skolko zhe nas togda
bylo?" (How many of us were there then?), Ogonek, 19-26 December 1987: [10]-
[L1].

Johnnie von Herwarth, who was stationed at the German embassy in Moscow in the
1930s, recalled in his memoirs that Schiller was *“the finest observer of the agricultural
scene in any of the embassies. His reports were treated as the Bible; his analyses were
quoted and paraphrased by diplomats of many countries.... There is evidence to sug-
gest that the Soviets appreciated Schiller’s ability as much as we did. The Russians
have never hesitated to ask for the removal of any foreign diplomat whose past or
present behaviour did not meet with their approval; after the war, however, Otto Schiller
was permitted to return to the Moscow Embassy, where he served again for several
years as agncultural attaché. Perhaps the Russians realized he was a deeply knowl-
edgeable expert and that he was genuinely fond of them."” Johnnie von Herwarth with
S. Fredenick Starr, Against Two Evils: Memoirs of a Diplomar-Soldier during the Third
Reich (London: Collins, 1981), 77.

FO.371/16335 N 3060.

Woodward and Butler, eds., Documents on British Foreign Policy 10: 357.

G. L. Owen, "‘The Metro-Vickers Crisis: Anglo-Soviet Relations between Trade
Apreements, 1932-1934,"" Slavonic and Eastern European Review 49 (January 1971),
94.

De Jonge, Stalin and the Shaping of the Soviet Union, 287.

Woodward and Butler, eds., Documents on British Foreign Policy T: T1.
FO.371/16335 N 4693.

FO.371/16332 N 4396,

In a memorandum in which he compared the Nazi and Communist systems as they
affected Brtish foreign policy Collier argued that Soviet practice was virtually indis-
tinguishable from that of the fascist governments. His catalogue of the features of
Stalin's régime included the one-party dictatorship, the suppression of personal free-
dom, the exploitation of labour by the state, the emergence of social distinctions based
on influence and family, and the existence of a racial policy, as towards Ukraine and
Moldavia. Memorandum by Collier, 16 August 1938, in FO.371/22289, N 4071/97/
38. Cited in Donald Lammers, “*Fascism, Communism, and the Foreign Office, 1937-
39" Journal of Contemporary History 6 (1971): 75.

The brief reference to the famine in Vansittart's memoirs is also unambiguous:
**Population was reduced by the supply of short-lived slaves, and six millions of farm-
ers were killed off to increase production. ... The great man-made famine of 1933 was
followed by a silence that Stalin called happiness... The Kremlin took so much food
from the peasants that they destroyed their livestock. Between 1929 and 1933 the
number of horses in Russia dropped from 34 to 16 millions, cows from 68 to 38, sheep
and goats from 147 to 50, pigs from 20 to 12 millions. Consequently the people also
fell by millions, and Stalin could never admit the human cattle uselessly slaughtered.
He therefore had to fake the census. Statistics were adopted to the Leader’s whim.
When they were too low for his taste, he killed the authors.”" Sir Robert Gilbert Van-
sittart, The Mist Procession (London: Hutchinson, 1958), 457, 459.
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The voluminous literature on the Western Russophiles and fellow travellers who were
ready to ignore or justify the brutality of collectivization and the famine includes David
Caute, The Fellow Travellers: A Posiscript to the Enlightenment (London: Quartet
Books, 1977); Lewis 5. Feuer, “‘American Travelers to the Soviet Union 1917-32:
The Formation of a Component of New Deal Ideology,”’ American Quarterly 14 (Sum-
mer 1962): [119]-49; Peter G. Filene, Americans and the Soviet Experiment, 1917-
1933 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1967); Paul Hollander, Political Pilgrims:
Travels of Western Intellectuals to the Soviet Union, China, and Cuba (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1981); Eugene Lyons, The Red Decade. The Stalinist Pen-
erration of America (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1941); Sylvia R. Margulies, The
Pilgrimage to Russia: The Soviet Union and the Treatment of Foreigners, 1924-1937
{(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1968), Vladimir C. Nahimy, *'Western
Intellectuals and the Soviet Union: Pilgnims, Dupes or Dealers in ‘Noble Lies?"
Ukrainian Quarterly 39 (Summer 1983): [134]-55; and Frank A. Warren, Liberals
and Communism: The "Red Decade’” Revisited (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1966).

The Soviet manipulation of public opinion was not new. During the famine of the
1890s, the Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of Agnculture and the Central Statistical
Committee issued *'glowing " and ' grossly exaggerated'’ crop estimates. Nothing that
contradicted these reports reached the public, and attempts to describe the real state
of affairs were ngorously censored. “*An occasional Govemnor, or even an Ispravnik
[police superintendent], might admit to local partial crop failure, but to famine, never."’
The tsanst ministers’ motives? **Being in want of money - much money - they sought
to impress on money-lenders in Pans, Berlin, Vienna and London, Russia's enormous
agncultural wealth, up till now her main source of revenue.'' David Bannerman,
“Agncultural Distress in Russia,’’” Westminster Review 157 (March 1902): [283]-84.
“Food Shortage Laid to Soviet Peasants,”” New York Times, 26 November 1932: 9.
“*Soviet Food Scarcity,”' New York Times, 26 November 1932: 14,

Walter Laqueur, The Fate of the Revolution: Interpretations of Soviet History from
1917 1o the Present, rev. ed. (New York: Macmillan, 1987), 12. Strang offered a
tantalizing hint that Duranty downplayed the severity of the famine because he was
eager to have the United States recognize the Soviet Union. (17: 204)

“*Journalists in Russia,’” Manchester Guardian, 21 August 1933: 9. The official expla-
nation of the travel ban was that the presence of foreign correspondents would hinder
the harvest. **“What was even more amusing than this suggestion that a few itinerant
correspondents might seriously affect the fate of harvesting operations over almost one
sixth of the surface,”” Chamberlin observed, “*was that some foreigners were naive
enough to take it seriously.”” Russia's Iron Age, 149,

"“The Russian Harvest,'” Manchester Guardian, 22 August 1933: 8,

On Duranty’s reporting of the famine see James William Crowl, Angels in Stalin's
Paradise: Western Reporters in Soviet Russia, 1917 to 1937, A Case Study of Louis
Fischer and Walter Duranty (Washington, DC: University Press of America, 1982),
and Marco Carynnyk, ‘*Making the News Fit to Print: Walter Duranty, the New York
Times and the Ukrainian Famine of 1933, in Roman Serbyn and Bohdan Kraw-
chenko, eds., Famine in Ukraine 1932-1933 (Edmonton; Canadian Institute of Ukrain-
ian Studies, 1986), [67]-95. For further references to Duranty in the British docu-
ments, see FO.371/16336 N 4912 (in which J. D. Greenway wrote that **Duranty, an
expatriate Englishman of only mediocre capability, is for some unexplained reason
regarded with awe by the American public & by such a mixed bag of American public
men as Senator Borah, Paul Robeson & Governor Roosevelt. He is a trimmer & prob-
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ably not very honest and in his muddled way is genuinely pro-Soviet. He has done
much good work for the Russian [illeg.] in his recent tour in the States. The New
Yorker describes him as “our (i.¢. American) most respected envoy in Europe” ‘with
a faint air of skullduggery about him."""); and FO.371/17244 N 9179 (in which Shone
commented, on the occasion of Duranty’s interview with Stalin in December 1933,
that it is unusual for M. Stalin to give interviews 1o journalists, but Mr. Duranty
might be expected to get favourable treatment in this respect.”’). Two recent Durant-
esque regurgitations are Douglas Tottle, Fraud, Famine and Fascism: The Ukrainian
Genocide Myth from Hitler 1o Harvard (Toronto: Progress Books, [1987]), and Jeff
Coplon, *"In Search of a Soviet Holocaust: A 55-Year-Old Famine Feeds the Right,"
Village Voice, 12 January 1988: 28, 30-33.

***Vidennoe v SSSR prekrasno,’ zaiavliaet Emio"" (**Everything | have seen in the
USSR is splendid,”” declares Herriot), Pravda, 13 September 1933: 1.

FO.371 N 6514 6514 38. Cited in De Jonge, Stalin and the Shaping of the Soviet
Union, 291.

**Vstupitelnaia rech tov. M. I. Kalinina" (Comrade M. 1. Kalinin’s opening speech),
Pravda, 29 December 1933: 1.

The federation was established by the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists in 1930
in response to the Polish **pacification” of Western Ukraine. The federation founded
the Ukrainian Red Cross, which collected funds to aid the victims of the famine, and
in September 1933 distnbuted the memorandum that is reprinted here as document
52. See Dmytro Andnievskyi, “*Mizhnarodnia aktsiia OUN"" [The international activ-
ity of the OUN], in Orhanizatsiia ukrainskykh natsionalistiv 1929-1954 [The Orga-
nization of Ukrainian Nationalists 1929-1954] ([Paris): Persha Ukrainska Drukamia u
Frantsii, 1955), 148-49.

. The committee included Vasyl Mudryi, chairman, Milena Rudnyiska and Volodymyr

Doroshenko, vice-chairmen, Zenon Pelenskyi and Dr. Ivan Gyzha, secretaries,
Volodymyr Kuzmovych, Volodymyr Tselevych, Andri Zhuk, the Reverend luliian
Dzerovych, the Reverend Ivan Laba and O. Radlovskyi, members. Vasyl Mudryi,
Lyhholittia Ukrainy [Ukraine's troubled times] (Lviv: Ukrainskyi Hromadskyi Komitet
Riatunku Ukrainy, 1933), and Andrii Zhuk, Riarunkova akrsiia dlia Velykoi Ukrainy
[The relief campaign for Eastern Ukraine] (Lviv: Ukrainskyi Hromadskyi Komitet
Riatunku Ukrainy, 1933), contain much information about the famine and the com-
mittee's activities.

. The Ukrainian Bureau was founded in London in 1931 with funding from lakiv (Jacob)

Makohin, a Ukrainian who had emigrated to the United States at the turn of the century.
The director of the bureau was the historian and civil servant Viadimir Kaye-Kysi-
lewsky (Volodymyr Kysilevskyi). For a biographical sketch and a list of papers con-
ceming the bureau, see Myron Momryk, Kaye (Kysilewsky), Viadimir Julian, MG 31
D 69, Finding Aid No. 1409 (Ottawa: Public Archives Canada, 1982).

The Ukrainian National Council addressed identical letters to Edouard Daladier, pnme
minister of France, Franklin D. Roosevelt, president of the United States, Adolf Hitler,
prime minister of Germany, Benito Mussolini, prime minister of Italy, and R. B,
Bennett, prime minister of Canada. The British government received similar appeals
from Ukrainians in Ward, Manitoba and Oshawa, Thorold and Windsor, Ontario. See
FO.371/17247 N 7878, FO.371/17247 N 8997, FO.371/18320 N 1603 and FO.371/
18320 N 1761.

See Evald Amende, Europe and Soviet Russia. Riga: R. Ruef, 1921. Repninted in
Seeds of Conflict. Series 4. The Russian Revolution from the October Revolution to
the Moscow Trials, 1917-1936. Foreign Relations, vol. 2 (Nendeln: Kraus Repnint,
1975).
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The honorary chairman of the committee was Cardinal Archbishop Innitzer of
Vienna, and the members included Chief Rabbi Dr. D. Feuchtwang, the Very Reverend
P. Mesrop Habozian, from the Armenian Church Congregation, the Very Reverend
Dr. M. Homykewytsch, from the Ukrainian Catholic Church, the Reverend P. Jan-
covschi. from the Rumanian Orthodox Church, Professor Dr. F. Karlicky, from the
Czech Catholic community, the Very Reverend Dr. Karl Kiss, from the Hungarian
Pazmaneum, the Very Reverend Father Superior 5. Skwierawski, from the Polish
Catholic Church, the Reverend Dr. R. Stojakovic, from the Serbian Onental Church,
the Reverend Dr. Erich Stoekl, from the Evangelical Church, and Professor Dr. Aga-
thangelos Xiruchakis, from the Greek Oriental Church. Ammende was assisted in the
secretanat by R. Mitloehner.

Drusag — the name was an abbreviation of Deutsch-Russische Saatbau Aktiengesell-
schaft, or German-Russian Seed Joint-stock Company — had been founded in the mid-
1920s with German capital. It was one of about 150 concessions granted to foreign
capitalists by the Soviet government in the 1920s. Westerners who visited the conces-
sion during the famine — Andrew Cairns in the summer of 1932, Malcolm Muggendge
early in 1933 — described il as an oasis of plenty in a sea of starvation. The Soviet
government ordered its closing in 1934 because of the contrast between its productivity
and that of the Soviet state farm Gigant. For details, see Edward Coote’s dispatch in
FO.371/17253 N 6869 and George F. Kennan's report in National Archives, Record
Group 59, State Department Decimal File, 1930-1939, B61.51/2689.

Parliamentary Debates (Commons), 5th ser., vol. 291 (1934), col. 1548.

Parliamentary Debares (Lords), Sth ser., vol. 93 (1934), cols. 1097-1117.

The Duchess had cited the reports of Gareth Jones and Malcolm Muggendge about
the famine on 5 July 1933 and brought up the question of Soviet exports on | March
1934. Parliamentary Debates (Commons), 5th ser., vol. 280, cols. 425-28, and vol.
286, cols. 1325-28.

FO.371/18321 N 6656; Parliameniary Debates (Commons), 5th ser., vol. 295 (1935),
cols. 825-26.

Eden, Facing the Dictarors, 160-61.

Edward Crankshaw in a review of Nikolai Tolstoy's Victims of Yalta. Reprinted in
Putting up with the Russians, 1947-1984 (London: Macmillan, 1984), 253-54.

The Bntish government was indifferent even to a clearly worded waming that the
Soviet authorities were prepared to sacrifice lives. Leslie Pout, the British vice-consul
in Leningrad, told the Department of Overseas Trade in June 1933 that *“*conditions
in the Soviet Union were becoming almost incredibly bad.”” Though the situation in
Leningrad was bad enough, German diplomats in Ukraine had told him that conditions
there were even worse. He had heard “*guarded allusions™” 1o the practice of canni-
balism and said that *‘all the signs seemed to point towards a famine."" He doubted,
however, whether *‘the effect of a few hundred thousand lives being lost would sen-
sibly affect the régime at present in power."" Shone agreed that Pott’s remarks con-
firmed reports from other sources and that the opinion about the Soviet government's
attitude was correct. Most of the minutes on the document, however, were concerned
with Macdonald, a Bnuish engineer who had been arrested in the Metropolitan-Vickers
case. The notion that the Soviet government was indifferent to human life was of no
interest to Whitehall. (30: 24]-42)

Consider how differently Brtish politicians responded when the Soviet government
put out an appeal for famine relief in the summer of 1921. **This is so appalling a
disaster,”” Pnime Minister Lloyd George stated in the Commons on 16 August, “*that
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it ought to sweep every prejudice out of one’s mind, and appeal only to one emotion
— that of pity and human sympathy."" Lloyd George went on to say that the Supreme
Allied Council had decided to create a three-man commission *'to study the possibil-
ities of rendering immediate aid to the starving population in Russia."" Considering
the various objections that might be made to the provision of relief from Britain, he
stressed the hope that *'no word will be said which will make it difficult for people
to give of their uttermost to help distress.”’ In the ensuing discussion, J. H. Thomas
{who as secretary of state for the Dominions would tum down the plea from the
Ukrainian National Council in 1933) concurred with the prime minister and urged that
all political questions be cast aside. **We must dissociate any political opinions, and
we must clearly keep in mind that this is a great human cry which must appeal to all
human beings. | believe it is only in that spint that we ought 1o approach this ques-
tion.... In short, I believe the appeal is 1o humanity over and above any political
consideration."” Parliamentary Debates (Commons), 5th ser., vol. 146 (1921), cols.
1236-36.

W. N. Medlicott, British Foreign Police since Versailles 1919-1963 (London: Methuen,
1968), 326.

Woodward and Butler, eds., Documents on British Foreign Policy 7: 662.
Parliamentary Debates (Commons), 5th ser., vol. 292 (1934), col. 2339,

Quoted in lan Colvin, Vansittart in Office: An Historical Survey of the Origins of the
Second World War Based on the Papers of Sir Robert Vansittart (London: Victor Gol-
lancz, 1965), 26-27.

Woodword and Butler, eds., Documenis on British Foreign Policy 15: 538.
Myroslav Prokop and George Shevelov have advanced the intriguing but as yet insul-
ficiently documented thesis that Postyshev was ordered to carry through the famine to
the end in order to pacify Ukraine and make it into an obedient province of Russia
before war with Germany broke out. Myroslav Prokop, Ukraina i ukrainska polirvka
Moskvy [Ukraine and Moscow's Ukrainian policy] (N.p.: Suchasnist, 1956), 26-30;
Iurii Shevel'ov, *‘Ukrainizatsiia: radians’ka polityka 1925-1932 rokiv'" [Ukrainiza-
tion: The Soviet Policy of 1925-1932], Suchasnist, May 1983: 55.

Scheffer, Seven Years, 234.

Woodward and Butler, eds., Documents on British Foreign Policy 7: 111-12,

Union from 1917 to the Present (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1985), 238.
Lammers, *"Britain, Russia and the *‘Revival of *Entente Diplomacy,”"" 102; Andrew
Caims, Agricultural Production in Soviet Russia: A Preliminary Report as at May [ s,
1933 ([London: Empire Marketing Board, 1933]), 15.

R. Boothby, Conservative MP, speaking at the Congress of Peace and Friendship with
the U.5.5.R. in London in December 1935. Britain and the Soviets: The Congress of
Peace and Friendship with the U_5.5.R. (London: Martin Lawrence, 1936), 3.

In a memorandum on the solvency of the Soviet government, G. P. Paton, the com-
mercial counsellor of the British embassy in Moscow, revealed in June 1932 that the
Soviet government was not able to pay the bills that would mature in Germany in
October 1932, In October-December 1931 Soviet bills amounted to 40 million marks,
but a year later the Soviet government would be faced with bills totalling 165 million
marks. "*If all reports regarding this year's sowing are true,”” wrote Paton, **the pros-
pects of a bumper crop are very remote, and wheat acreage is up all over the world.
The consensus of opinion, in fact, is that Soviet Russia will be fortunate if it can
produce sufficient grain to meet domestic requirements; and that exports, if any, will
be relatively insignificant as compared with the past two years. Assuming this forecast
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to be true, where is the Soviet Government to find the wherewithal to pay the bills
maturing in Germany from October onwards? And what of the bills maturing in other
countries? " FO.371/16323 N 3840,

Vansittart, The Mist Procession, 431.

In the autumn of 1932, after returning from five and a half months in the Soviet Union,
Caimns was invited by the Times, the BBC, the Royal Institute of International Affairs
and friends in the Canadian government to describe his impressions of the USSR. He
declined the invitations because the Foreign Office was thinking of sending him back
in 1933 as the British agricultural attaché and he was planning to write a book about
his trips to the Soviet Union and he did not want to lessen his chances of getting a
visa. Mrs. Caimns believes that her husband did not go back in 1933 because the Soviet
government refused to issue him a visa. But the Foreign Office, which had praised so
highly Caims’s 1932 dispatches, deprecated his return to Moscow. Had he displeased
someone with his reports about the famine? As it happened, Caims did not go in 1933,
and an opportunity to alert the world to the danger was lost. If Caims had stated
publicly what he was reporting privately — that famine was an actual fact and that even
greater famine could be expected — he might well have mobilized the British public to
voice 1ts concern and the British government might have found it impossible not to
lend its support. The famine might then have taken a different course and many lives
may have been saved. And if, after he made public what he knew, no action was taken,
there would have been at least the benefit that the Soviet régime and its friends would
have found it more difficult to brand all talk about the famine as Nazi propaganda.
But these are all very big ifs. Caims kept quiet, the British government remained
passive, and the famine proceeded unchecked until the autumn of 1933,

*“The census taken at the beginning of [1937], after a minute preparation and with an
army of over a million officials, ended in the arrest of the directors of the statistical
bureau and of their close collaborators, the results remaining a mystery. According to
W. Krivitsky, whose excellent confidential source of information is the G.P.U.: 'Instead
of the 171 million inhabitants calculated for 1937, only 145 million were found; thus
nearly 30 million people in the U.S.S.R. are missing."”" Bors Souvarine, Stalin: A
Critical Survey of Bolshevism (New York: Alliance Book Corporation, 1939), 669.
The Soviet demographer Mark Tolts has recently confirmed that Stalin falsified pop-
ulation figures in the 1930s in order to cover up the consequences of the famine and
the terror. Tolts, *'Skolko zhe nas togda bylo?"’

Lee Schwartz, “*A History of Russian and Soviet Censuses,” in Ralph §. Clem, ed.,
Research Guide 1o the Russian and Soviet Censuses (Ithaca: Comell University Press,
1986), 55-56.

Tsentralnoe statisticheskoe upravlenie, lrogi Vsesoiuznoi perepisi naseleniia 1959 goda
(Results of the All-union population census of 1959). Moscow: Gosstatizdat, 1963.
16 vols.

Maksudov, **Geografiia goloda 1933 goda’ (The geography of the famine of 1933),
SSSR: Vnutrennie protivorechiia 7 (1983): 5-17; and **The Geography of the Soviet
Famine of 1933,"" Journal of Ukrainian Studies 8 (Winter 1983), [52]-58.

The Proskunv/Khmelnytskyi region is erroneously shown on the map "' Geography of
the 1932-33 Famine'" as not being part of the Ukrainian SSR until 1939, It was formed
from a part of the Vinnytsia region in 1937,

The 1926 census reported that there were 5,805,522 Ukrainians in the European part
of the RSFSR. Of these, 3,106,852 lived in the North Caucasus, where they constituted
37.1 per cent of the population. The percentage varied from 0.1 in the southemn regions
to 61.5 in the Kuban district (now part of the Krasnodar region) in the north-west. A
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further 1,078,552 Ukrainians lived in the Voronezh region (32.6 per cent of the pop-
ulation). Tymish Olesevych, Starystychni tablytsi ukrainskoho naselennia 5.5.R.R. za
perepysom 17 hrudnia 1926 roku [Statistical tables of the Ukrainian population of the
USSR according to the census of 17 December 1926] (Warsaw: Ukrainskyi naukovyi
instytut, 1930). Significant rates of decline were also registered for the Crimea - 21.7
— and the Amur region in the Far East — 19.8, Caimns, who visited the Crimea in June
1932, observed that **while conditions were undoubtedly bad, there was nothing like
as much begging or obvious hunger as in the Ukraine,”’ and Chilston pointed out that
the Far East was favoured in matters of grain collection and food. (10: 130; 66: 381)
In the absence of other evidence of extensive famine we believe that the rates of decline
shown for the Crimea and the Amur region by the 1959 census are due to extensive
post-war migration by Ukrainians, who brought with them their own age-sex structure.
The rates of decline in the Chemnivisi, Rivne and Stanyslavivilvano-Frankivsk regions,
which were occupied by Poland before 1939, reflect pre-war emigration and post-war
population redistribution.

It is important to keep in mind that the rate of decline for each region or republic is
an average. A more detailed calculation will be possible only if figures from the 1959
census for each district (raion) within a region (oblasr) become available. (Alexander
Babyonyshev believes that special volumes of the 1959 census results containing data
on the district level were prepared for official use, but were not released to the public.)
If we are right in assuming that the productive chemozem area was chosen for max-
imum extraction of agricultural surplus, we can conclude that the northern districts of
the Kiev and Poltava regions were less affected by the famine than the more fertile
southern districts and that the rates of decline for the two regions were increased by
the severity of the famine in the southern districts. In the case of the Zaporizhia region,
on the other hand, the rate of decline was lessened because the famine was not as
intense along the coast as it was in the more fertile inland districts. And the low rate
of decline of the Stalino/Donetsk region may be due to its extensive industrialization.
More precise figures might well show that the agncultural districts of the region suf-
fered as much as the adjacent Zaporizhia, Dnipropetrovsk, Kharkiv and Voroshylov-
hrad/Luhansk regions. In short, the famine took its greatest toll in the most productive
agricultural lands of Ukraine and the North Caucasus.
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Seed Collection in Soviet Union

Sir Esmond Ovey (Moscow) to Sir John Simon,
28 March 1932

Sir, Moscow, March 28, 1932

With reference to my despatch No. 140 of the 22nd March, I have
the honour to transmit herewith the latest table issued by the Commis-
sariat of Agriculture showing the situation as regards seed collection in
the various regions of the Soviet Union as on the 20th March.! The-
percentage fulfilment of plan on that date was 73.1 per cent., as com-
pared with 54.4 per cent., on the 10th March, an increase of nearly 20
per cent. It 1s explained, however, in a note that the figures now given
include the contnibution made to the seed funds by the Government in
the form of the seed loan referred to in paragraph 10 of my despatch
No. 91 of the 25th February; and, in fact, the principal increases in this
latest table are shown in respect of those areas to which the seed loan
was to be issued, namely, Lower and Middle Volga, Ural, Kazakstan,
Bashkiria, Western Siberia and the Tartar Republic. Similar large
increases are also, however, shown by the North Caucasus (58 per cent.
to 86 per cent.), the Far Eastern Region (41 per cent. to 67 per cent.),
and it is possible that these areas may also have received contributions
from the loan. In most other regions the increases are relatively small,
and the position in the Ukraine, where the percentage is still only 66,
continues to be unsatisfactory.

2. There are stories going about Moscow to the effect that traffic
between the Ukraine and the consuming regions lying to the north of it
1s closely controlled, no one being allowed to bring more than 1,000
roubles out from the Ukraine, and all grain in the possession of private
persons entering the Ukraine being confiscated. The Ukraine is, nor-
mally, the granary which feeds these consuming areas, but the granary,
it is said, has been stripped very bare and some of the population in both
town and country in the Ukraine is short of food. The peasants and others
have therefore taken to coming to the more plentifully supplied industrial



4 Document |

areas to buy back some of their own grain, and it is this that the control

system 1s designed to prevent, lest industrial areas should be denuded

and the urban workers, the proletanat par excellence, should go short.
3. I am sending a copy of this despatch to the Department of Overseas

Trade and to the Export Credits Guarantee Department.

I have, &c.

Esmond Ovey
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Conditions in Soviet Union

William Strang (Moscow) to Sir John Simon,

4 May 1932, and Andrew Cairns to William Strang,
3 May 1932

Sir, Moscow, May 4, 1932

I have the honour to transmit herewith some interesting notes by Mr.
Andrew Cairns, who 1s visiting this country on behalf of the Empire
Marketing Board, on conversations he has had in Moscow with foreign-
ers of various nationalities on conditions in the Soviet Union.

2. It seems to be generally agreed among foreign observers that for
the population at large this has been the hardest winter since 1921. There
have been few signs of unusual hardship in Moscow itself, but to those
coming from elsewhere in the Soviet Union, Moscow has usually
appeared to be a place of plenty if not of luxury. It is certainly a place
of privilege. In Moscow, the bread ration has not been cut down, though
the sugar ration has recently been reduced. For weeks at a time there
have been no eggs to be had in the shop which supplies foreign missions,
and potatoes have often been unprocurable. These are minor hardships,
and the population as a whole has not lacked the means at any rate of
subsistence; and the children, in particular, seem healthy and well nour-
ished. But in provincial towns and over large stretches of the country-
side, there 1s another story to tell. Recent visitors to the Ukraine report
that the bread ration, even for manual workers themselves, has been cut
down; that members of workers’ families and other employees and their
families have no ration of bread at all and have to supply themselves
with bread as best they can outside the co-operatives, at prices which
swallow up the greater part, or even the whole, of the workers’ wages
on bread alone. They also confirm, as already reported in previous des-
patches, that the Ukrainian peasants have been left in a state approaching
famine after successive grain collections, whether for the needs of the
towns, or for the war reserve, or for export, or for seed purposes in other
areas, and that many of them move to the towns in search of bread. Live-
stock is dying for lack of fodder or is being killed for food. At the barrage
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works at Dnieprostroi, in addition to the ordinary worker, who is entitled
to a reduced ration of 400 or 600 grammes a day, there are said to be
gangs of pressed workers, who receive no more than 200 grammes.

3. Even the relatively favoured factory workers have in places been
driven to active protest by the deterioration of their standard of life.
There are reports that quite recently the workers in the textile factories
at [vano-Voznesensk ceased work, held meetings at which they demanded
more and better food, and sent representatives to Moscow to present
their demands. Troops were sent to the spot and work was resumed. A
Moscow factory which struck in sympathy with the workers at Ivano-
Voznesensk was immediately brought to heel by G.P.U. troops, and
fleets of lormes are said to be held in readiness at vanious points in Mos-
cow in case similar trouble should anse in the future.

4.1 am sending a copy of this despatch to the Department of Overseas
Trade and to the Export Credits Guarantee Department.

[ have, &c.
William Strang

Enclosure in No, 2

Andrew Cairns to William Strang

Dear Mr. Strang, Moscow, May 3, 1932

In response to your request [ am jotting down herewith a few notes,
on non-agricultural subjects, summarising information given to me by
friends and foreign specialists.

I have seen a good few United States engineers and they nearly all
complain about the Germans spoiling their market by working largely,
and in some case entirely, for roubles. They tell me that many United
States engineers have gone home; some because their contracts have
expired, some because the Soviet Government told them they could no
longer meet the valuta terms of their contracts, and many others because
the Government would not renew their contracts on a valuta basis, and
the enormous sums in roubles offered for new contracts were unaccept-
able to the Americans. Many Americans tell me that the Russians do
not like the German engineers and specialists and they (the Germans)
are sulky and adopt supenor airs, whereas the Americans fight the Rus-
sians every day for a "‘square deal’’ and the Russians love it! Three
American engineers, typical of those I have met (one a chemical engineer
for three Moscow trusts, one of them a dye trust, another a railroad
engineer and another a chemical engineer who works in a soda plant at
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Kharkov), tell me that things are going from bad to worse in their plants

— waste, apathetic workers, very short supplies of extremely poor food
for the workers, constant changes of management, &c. There were many

Americans on the balconies of the Grand Hotel watching the big parade
on the 1st May. What interested me most regarding their attitude was
the manner in which they openly jeered and laughed at the *‘parade of

percentages,”’ particularly when they recognised some factory with
which they were familiar.

[ have had breakfast a few times recently with a Czechoslovakian coal-
mining engineer. He retumed recently from an inspection tour of the
Donetz Basin and is leaving soon to make a survey for the Government
of the mines in the Far East. He says the condition of the mines in the
Donetz Basin is appalling — wet, poorly ventilated, gross mismanage-
ment, &c. The food shortage among the workers is very acute; accom-
modation 15 so poor that the men do not bring their wives, so in spring
they return to their women in the villages and a new bunch of green
hands armve to smash up more expensive machinery. The output per
worker is four-tenths of a ton per day, as compared with two tons in
Czechoslovakia. Having in mind my observations in 1930 on Russian
farms (at which time | concluded that one Canadian farmer does as much
work as eight to ten Russians), | suggested that a rate of one to five was
not too bad. He replied that the conditions were not comparable as in
Czechoslovakia one finds 3 metres of coal, then several metres of dirt,
then | or 2 metres of coal, whereas in Russia the mines were very much
richer. I think he said at Kuznetsk in Siberia there was an enormous
seam of coal 40 metres in depth, 100 metres underground. He told me
that he recently had a conference with Molotov, who wanted to know
what was wrong. When he told Molotov that they must give the men
decent wages, very much better and more food, put up decent houses,
stop changing the management every three months (as it took a manager
at least three months to study a mine, let alone manage it properly),
enable the men to keep their womenfolk in the mining district, and gen-
erally improve conditions so that the constant labour turnover would be
stopped, Molotov asked him to write to the papers about it and then he
(Molotov) would take the matter up with the appropriate commissanat.
But so far the Government officials had only talked and talked about the
subject.

Like yourself, I have heard many stories about the serious food short-
age in the rural districts. My friend Bemhardt (general manager of Con-
trol Company in Russia — a very large international organisation of cargo
superintendents, which has a monopoly of superintending Russian
exports of grain, timber coal, oil, &c.), who is well informed on Russian
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conditions (having been here practically continuously since 1912) just
laughs when I ask him how present-day living conditions compare with
pre-war and N.E.P. time, and says there is no companson. However, he
is convinced that the Russian Government is the strongest Government
in the world (because no other Government could treat its people like
Russians are treated and get away with it), and agrees with Napoleon
that you must not only shoot a Russian, you must push him down. The
day clerk at the Grand Hotel tells me that the collective farms around
his home in the Ukraine have absolutely nothing, and that there is a great
deal of *‘trouble’’ there. Many others have told me similar stones, but
after I return from the country I'll be able to report from first-hand obser-
vations, so [ won’t bother to repeat what I have heard, except to say that
the consensus of opinion of practically all the people I have met so far
is that he is a brave man who will go into the country to-day and mock
the peasants with the Communist story that living conditions are better
to-day than they were in pre-war, N.E.P., or even pre-collectivisation
days.

Stumpfe (the Czech engineer) tells me that the average cost of pro-
ducing a ton of coal in Russia to-day is 15 roubles as compared with 8
in 1930. However, if Russian production costs in coal-mining are similar
to their farm cost of production, figures are quite worthless. The United
States, German and other engineers [ have met are agreed that the most
obnoxious type of person in Russia to-day is the young Communist who
has had a three months’ technical course and now styles himself an engi-
neer or expert. I can fully credit Stumpfe's story about the frequent
changes in management, because I know for certain that Exportkhleb
(Grain Export Company) has had at least thirteen managing presidents
since it was organised several years ago.

Even Mrs. Hanna, the Russian representative of the Open Road (an
American organisation which works in co-operation with Intourist), who
came here from the United States quite red four years ago (she is now,
like a lot of others here, rather radish-like), tell me that conditions
throughout Russia are certainly the worst they have been in her expe-
rience, that practically all the manufactured goods, especially clothing,
are just shoddy, and that, from all she can gather, conditions are very
much worse in the rural than in the urban districts. Her comment about
the quality of Russian manufactured goods is almost superfluous, as
anyone with half an eye can see what she says is true.

Stumpfe confirms the stories | have heard of American engineers
returning home, and also states that many German engineers are doing
likewise. However, he says that many new Germans are coming in, but
he does not expect that some of them will stay long as they are being
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paid entirely in roubles and, as they have been led to believe that a rouble
is worth two marks, they soon become bitterly disillusioned. The Amer-
ican engineers also tell me that a good few so-called mechanics and
workers (some Communists, some Communist sympathisers, and some
just fed up with the deplorable state of affairs at home) are arriving from
America to work for roubles, but they (the engineers) predict that they
won't last long.

[ should add that when I enquire from Bermnhardt and others about the
probable error of Communist statistics, I am told that the recent fire in
the building where Gosplan is housed was really not very serious, as the
ceilings remained intact, so the source of data was not impaired.

What I see and hear confirms one of my 1930 impressions, that one
of the truest things ever written in Russian is the song which commences
thus: “*To-morrow, to-morrow, not to-day.”’

Yours, &c.
A. Cairns

Minutes

The King. Cabinet. Dominions.
Very interesting. When Mr. Caims returns to Moscow from visiting
the countryside, he should be able to write a most valuable report.
J. D. Greenway
May 18

Mr. Caims is a Canadian wheat expert who has been in Russia before
& speaks the language fluently. He made a good impression when intro-
duced to Mr. Gwatkin & myself some months ago, & is clearly a careful
and trustworthy observer.
L. Collier
May 18th
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Visit of Sir E. Ovey to Southern Russia
Sir Esmond Ovey (Moscow) to Sir John Simon,
20 May 1932

Sir, Moscow, 20th May, 1932

I have the honour to report that I returned on the 15th instant from a
ten days trip in Southern Russia accompanied by my wife and by Mr.
W. G. Walton, Third Secretary, who came to meet me at Odessa. The
trip was interesting, instructive, and tiring. Generally speaking, there
was little in the general condition of the country that caused me any great
surprise. Many of my existing impressions arising from long distance
study were confirmed and several latent ones brought to life.

2. Travelling in Russia is not always pleasant, but when one is able
to obtain seats in the so-called international wagon-lit cars it is not really
uncomfortable. The general plan of the trip was negotiated in Moscow
and it was impossible to do otherwise than to place one’s self in the
hands of *‘Intourist’’ (the local national ‘'Cook’s’” office) whose rep-
resentatives met us and looked after our luggage, and drove us to the
rooms reserved for us at every stopping place with the greatest courtesy
and at great profit to the national exchequer, the cost being counted in
Amencan dollars.

3. From the point of view of adventure the trip was uneventful. The
track everywhere we went was in good order. The trains ran on time,
or, at the utmost, twenty minutes late. We neither met with, nor was our
journey impeded by, any accident. We saw no prisoners. We were
nowhere bitten by vermin although on one occasion it may have been
owing to the precautions taken. We were not insulted nor arrested, nor
was anything stolen from us. As regards accommodation it must be
remembered that, except at Dnieprostroi, we stayed only in the large
towns — Odessa, Kiev, Kharkov, and Rostov. All this may be a coinci-
dence in the same way as the dead calm we encountered on the Black

Sea.
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4. Russia is so large that on the ordinary size map it appears to have
many railways. In practice there are very few and several times we had
to run over the same line visiting places which in other countries would
have been linked up by cross lines. Except for a considerable distance
from Moscow there appear to be few roads worthy of the name unless
in the immediate vicinity of the towns.

5. In order to give an impression of how Russia strikes the European
traveller, I enclose a detailed diary relating exactly all my experiences
on the road, in the towns, and during my visits to the factories and other
institutions. This diary is I fear somewhat long, but I feel that a first-
hand description of one’s actual impressions may give a better picture
than a composite description independently composed after the event.
In this diary [ merely quote as far as my memory serves me from what
[ heard or saw. The statistics therefore are oral statistics and quite pos-
sibly conflict with written statistics. What [ set down was compiled with-
out any book reference except a map, and contains, apart from my per-
sonal observations, merely the statements actually made to me. It 15 not
easy in a Russian train to get into conversation with fellow passengers,
even when, as in the case of Mr. Walton, the exigencies of the Russian
regulations frequently forced him to share a compartment with some
other person, usually of the opposite sex. Incidentally 1 am much
indebted to Mr. Walton whose complete knowledge of the vernacular
enabled him to understand every word said to us irrespective of the noise
of trains, steam hammers, or local vanety of accent. Passengers are
chary of chatting with foreigners, owing probably to the almost constant
presence in the first-class carriages of representatives of the O.G.P.U.
These officials appear to travel untiringly back and forth like the birds
on the Bosphorous — the unquiet souls not of dead dragomans but of
living and active representatives of an all-pervading Okhrana.?

I have, &c.
Esmond Ovey

Enclosure in No. 3

[Observations by Sir Esmond Ovey)
l....]

Odessa

May 4th
The following moming the flat coast of Russia appeared on the port
side, and by 9 o’clock we could make out the silhouette of Odessa. The
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captain brought to me a live snipe which had come on board, with the
courteous request that I should give it to my wife so that she should have
the pleasure of liberating it and letting it arrive safely in Soviet Russia.

Odessa has an entirely artificial harbour of very considerdble size. A
few church towers broke the horizon and there were several factory chim-
neys smoking a mile or two to the right where there is a modemn industnal
quarter. The stonework of the breakwater appeared to be in excellent
order but the expanse of enclosed sea appeared very large in proportion
to the number of ships loading and unloading. In fact, without being
dead, it produced an impression of space and leisurely tranquility. Partly
perhaps owing to the ample berthing space available, no small boats
whatever were plying in the harbour. We docked without incident and
found a dozen or so people waiting.

Shortly after, while we were waiting permission to disembark, a smart
car armived which turned out to contain the German Consul, whom the
German Ambassador had courteously directed to meet me. In due course
the representative of “‘Intourist,’’ the local representative of the Ministry
for Foreign Affairs, acting on Mr. Krestinski’s instructions, and Mr.
Walton arrived and came on board. We were immediately whisked off
in a luxunous new Lincoln car to the Hotel London situated on a wide
promenade some distance above the sea and harbour. The Hotel London
is the best hotel I have seen in Russia, and the whole city is entirely un-
Russian in its aspect. The buildings are much less shabby than in Mos-
cow and many of them are of solid and not unattractive classical type.
The hotel contained a double marble staircase and was eminently clean.
We were ushered into a large sitting room on the front with a balcony,
the view from which was somewhat restricted by the fact that some red
bunting and a portrait of Lenin, dating from the recent First of May
celebrations, still blocked the view. We were then offered a large choice
of sights to see and finally selected those that appeared of the greatest
interest in view of our future plans.

We left at 11 o’clock to visit the town 1n our Lincoln car. The streets
are better paved than in Moscow, wider and straighter. We proceeded
down a long avenue which evidently once contained the villa residences
of the nch merchants, all of which are now tumed into people’s rest-
houses. A mile or two away we visited a small garden and a park on the
sea complete with bandstands and benches, and then retumed to inspect
the Lermontov hospital and sanatorium. This large sanatorium, recently
completed, contained every kind of modern appliance for massage, elec-
tric and water treatment. It was practically empty when we amved, it
being announced that the season was to commence on the following day
when no less than 1,800 patients would present themselves. We visited
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the baths, electric apparatus, and the kitchens. The latter seem modemn
although, somewhat surprisingly, they had no modern American system
for the rotary washing of the plates, cups, etc.

Odessa is near the frontier and, as such, is not apparently to be devoted
to any large scale industrial developments. It, however, appears to be
essentially an educational and hospital town. It contains twenty-five hos-
pitals, a very large number of universities, polytechnics and other edu-
cational institutions.

As regards industry, it seems to concentrate on canning (conserves)
and agnicultural machinery (the **Red October’” factory).

The new buildings are of very soft and friable sandstone stuccoed over
to protect them from the weather, and the town generally has some
resemblance to a mixture between the Leas of Folkestone and Naples
but is much more solid looking than the latter. The luncheon of which
we partook at the hotel was quite excellent.

At 4.30 we visited a library which seemed to be very fully provided,
particularly with Russian books. The libranan informed us that the prob-
lem of accommodation was a serious one as they received thirty to forty
thousand new books a year. He said that there were twenty departments
and some old manuscripts and incunabula in the museum. The latter was
however closed. We tested the card-index system which resulted in the
production of a copy of Julius Caesar in Ukrainian in two minutes. Mr.
Bernard Shaw's works were also available in the same language.

We then proceeded to visit a somewhat uninteresting '*German’’ vil-
lage some ten miles down the coast. These people still speak some form
of German. The road after the first few miles was incredibly bad. In fact
Odessa appears as far as roads are concemned to be completely isolated
from the outside world. The agricultural district round Odessa is reported
to be about 75% given over to collective farms. The few thin cows we
came across were however declared to be pnivate property. The fields
were alleged to be ploughed by tractors but we saw some horses at work
and one fallen down in a doorway.

The town generally is much cleaner than Moscow but has fewer
churches, much fewer pedestrians and practically no traffic. Such traffic
as there 1s, however, is controlled by uniformed police at every cross-
roads and, in a street nearly two miles long with nothing 1n sight, our
driver invariably made a large circle to turn his car round on the correct
side of the street to arrive at the hotel.

The people seemed generally to speak the Ukrainian language. All
the papers are in Ukrainian with the exception of a Jewish one. There
are no Russian papers but there is a Russian and Jewish theatre. Hebrew
and other dialects are taught in the schools.
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The population is about a half a million and s said to be increasing.
Many of the roads leading out of the town contain the houses of the late
rich and gardens which are now used for the recuperation of Soviet work-
men. There are many new workmen's buildings.

There is considerable fishing, a quite tolerably palatable mullet seem-
ing to be the prnincipal item.

We were struck by the spirit of independence as regards Moscow, the
R.5.FE.5.R. being always referred to as “"Russia.”

The problem of the encouragement of these local languages is an inter-
esting one. Prima facie it would seem to be a great waste of time and a
definite inconvenience to cause people to know two languages. The
Ukrainian language seems roughly as different from Russian as Italian
from Spanish.

We were told that the winter sowing was "‘nearly good."

At B o'clock we dined with the Italian Consul-General, an old friend
of ours from Moscow, and proceeded to the opera to which we had been
invited by the representative of the Narkomindel, Gayunski. The first
part of the performance was taken up by speeches by a delegation of
shock-bngade workers. We were permitted to avoid this and amved
about 10.30 to hear the **Barber of Seville’’ in Ukrainian. The theatre
is a beautiful building on the lines of the ‘‘Burg’’ theatre at Vienna, the
stage of which was rebuilt after a fire in 1925. It 15 named after Luna-
charski. Mr. Gayunski received us in the salon of a small box and, in
the entr’actes developed the usual flow of statistics. For instance, the
industrial output of Odessa had been increased four or five times. The
number of workmen had nsen from 15,000 to 150,000. There were no
illiterates up to the age of 25 years. Previously 80% of all of the pop-
ulation had been illiterate.

Dunng one entr'acte we were taken round behind the scenes to see
the modemn arrangements for the prevention of fire, and given elaborate
statistics regarding the weight of the fire-proof curtain, the chandelier
in the centre of the hall, and many other objects of admiration and inter-
est. The stage was not rotary but of a type which I understand is even
more modemn in that it can be raised and lowered.

The Italian Consul-General had no news of any change in the consti-
tution of the Republic of Moldavia. He said there had been great emi-
gration of peasants from the country districts and that there was a great
hatred of the collective farms. Many animals had died and there was a
shortage of food. Generally speaking there was somewhat more freedom
in social intercourse than in Moscow, but the O.G.P.U. (humorously
referred to by my staff as the Y.M.C.A.) were much in evidence. He
did not think there was any chance of any rising, either local or political.
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Many Russians had left the Ukraine on account of the language difficulty

[....]

Kiev

[....] The German consul was extremely pessimistic. He evidently
was no admirer of the Soviet régime. According to him the crops were
bad. The winter wheat had been seriously affected: only 60% of the
spring wheat had been sown, and the harvest was expected to be only
40% of the Plan. The horses had been and were dying everywhere. All
we saw certainly were extremely thin. The shock brigade workers, he
said, merely chose the best horses, worked them to exhaustion, and then
took others. The peasants had left the collective farms for the Caucasus
and, finding conditions no better there, had in many cases returned.
There was a shortage of bread, and he gave me a sample, which I enclose.
This bread was brought him by a German peasant and apparently con-
tains, in addition to some grain, a mixture of potato and possibly sun-
flower oil. It was difficult to buy anything, even in the town. The sugar
was bad. Incidentally this is the district from which Haritonenko, the
late owner of our Embassy house, and Tereshchenko, possibly known
to you in London and temporarily Foreign Minister to Kerenski, drew
their large fortunes. One local sugar factory at least, the Consul assured
me, was engaged in the production of gasmasks. The recent internal
structural political adjustments involving the disappearance of the okrug
as an administrative unit had upset the country. He had no news of any
change whatever as regards the Republic of Moldavia. Stalin’s decree
alleviating the condition of the peasants had in his view come too late.
In spite of all the above there were no signs of any possibility of a
revolution.

We left Kiev about 8 p.m. The station is new and splendid in appear-
ance. Like most other stations in Russia it frequently serves as a dor-
mitory for casual and seasonal labourers. It appeared however to be so
constructed that one had to mount a long and omamental staircase in
order to descend again to the railway platforms. Here for the first time
we had reason to complain of Intounst. The young female guide who
had been attached to us according to custom, had definitely assured us
that there would be an international wagon-lit car. The advantage of this
accommaodation, apart from cleanliness and comfort, is that one can get
tea and boiling water. On arrival at the station we found that all that was
reserved for us was the usual *'soft’” second-class compartment of very
repulsive aspect for my wife and myself, whilst Mr. Walton was con-
demned to pass the night in a compartment with three other fellow trav-
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ellers who, as it tumed out, were members of the O.G.P.U. We felt, in
view of the fact that we were paying a sum of something like £20 a day
and had had all our meals with the German Consul, that we were not
quite getting our money’s worth for this particular twenty-four hours.
We therefore complained in chorus. As soon as this was known, the
manager of Intourist who was present at the station fled apparently out
of harm’s way. We recovered him and expressed our disappointment and
ordered him at least to procure some mineral water. He succeeded in
diving through the crowd and produced four bottles of sticky lemonade.
However, after careful "*flit"'ing, we succeeded in reaching Kharkov on
the following moming without too much discomfort. The uncomfortable
conditions in which Mr. Walton travelled at least had the advantage of
enabling him to engage in a long conversation with his fellow travellers
of the O.G.P.U. Much of the conversation, he informed me, was of a
general character about vanous colleagues and their adventures on the
road. In one case one of them so far forgot himself as to state that one
of his friends had been to a place in the Polesie district, presumably a
village, where the men had literally nothing but their shirts to walk about
in. He was, however, recalled to a sense of his responsibilities by his
colleagues and no further admissions of this kind were made.

At 6.45 we passed through Poltava where hot water, eggs, and a form
of biscuits were on sale. The factory sirens went at 7 and the population
were busily engaged proceeding to their day’s work.

The comn in the fields seemed to be slightly more advanced. The coun-
try was already a vast and rolling plain with frequent villages and a
considerable number of churches in the distance. Groups of peasants,
men and women up to about sixty, were seen working in the fields. The
huts in this district were made of adobe, usually whitewashed, with
thatched roofs. A few chimney stacks were seen and windmills, and
finally near Kharkov a considerable number of deciduous trees and fruit
trees, the leaves of which appeared to have come out before the blos-
soms. These were no pine or fir trees [....]

As regards the agricultural prospects, I gathered that the winter wheat
was not so bad as | had gathered from our guide. The spring crops should
be 60% of the Plan. The spring was, as everywhere else, at least a fort-
night late, and sowing had been delayed by heavy and late rains. The
guide, whom [ interrogated, and who was more frank and talkative than
most of the people we met, denied that there had been any definite short-
age of seeds. This may possibly be incorrect. The horses we saw in the
district appeared slightly better than those at Kiev but still very poor.

Food conditions were admitted to be somewhat worse than last year.
There was plenty of bread in the town but less butter. Meat was a little
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more easy to obtain but other things difficult. It was noticeable in the
hotel that there was no caviar to be obtained. Butter was procurable for
ourselves at any rate in generous quantities and served with breakfast
and lunch. All the motorcars we saw were either American or Italian,
but ten Rolls Royces were reported to be in circulation. Our evening
meal was not bad, and we were served by a cook who took some interest
in his art and produced a gamniture of three kinds of potatoes to make
up for the absence of any other vegetables.

In the bedrooms as usual there was a shortage of mattresses which
either resulted in one’s being bumped up against the wooden bedframes
or in lying uncomfortably on nearly bare springs.

May 8th

It was quite impossible to obtain any kind of breakfast or even tea
until 9.30. At 9.30 all the guests, including ourselves, assembled in the
restaurant and waited a considerable time until a regular luncheon was
served. It is difficult to understand how these hours fit in with an early
day's work. The people we saw on the whole seemed better dressed, or
at least as well dressed as any in Moscow. The street paving averaged
about the same. It was said that it is possible to go by motorcar to Mos-
cow [....]

Dnieprostroi

[...] We had kept a careful lookout at each of the other stations [for
homeless children]. These were small children below the age of twelve,
in one or two cases accompanied by their mothers. They were in any
case professional beggars and were working the trains with success. The
Russians as usual were generous and gave them bread and coppers. In
a few cases the boys ate the bread forthwith, but in most cases put it by
in their extremely dirty clothing. Peasant women were selling hardboiled
eggs at half a rouble each and doing good business. After leaving Lozo-
vaya we continued to pass through the rolling plains of the Black Earth
country dotted with villages and spnng growth. There was always at
least one soldier guarding every bridge, and one or two at small block
posts on the line. This was our first view of the steppes which, in the
spring sunshine, was literally like a green ocean with wine-coloured
patches of newly ploughed land. A certain amount of cattle was seen,
the presence of one person in charge denoting that the cattle are the
possession of a cooperative farm, whilst the presence of ten to fifteen
peasants indicates that they are the property of private peasants. Gen-
erally speaking the land seemed to be under collective agriculture. The
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Lithuanian Minister said that he had noticed a general improvement in
the aspect of the country and villages since he passed through in 1929

-

General Impressions and Deductions

A country of obviously huge size. We made three trips of a distance
equivalent to the journey from London to Durham and found ourselves
still in the Ukraine, while the whole of European Russia forms only a
small portion of the map of the Soviet Union.

Everywhere work is proceeding, and everything is in a state of flux.
The fields are being cultivated, such herds of cattle as there are are being
tended. They seemed very thin and the horses even more so. There is
little that is complete and there is even more which requires demolition.
While the relatively picturesque pre-war inheritance of wooden or mud
huts in the villages will probably never disappear, rival conglomerations
of communal farm buildings, workmen’s dwellings, and communal
kitchens are everywhere appearing. The small independent houses for
the workmen or the peasant have unfortunately been found uneconom-
ical. Communal farming, particularly in the more agricultural districts,
is the general rule. The collective farm, declared only two years ago by
Stalin to be a mere step to the State farm, appears to be taking root as
a permanent institution. They are somewhat less inhuman than the State
Farm. The early severity of purely theoretical communist doctrine is
already being modified by concessions to the peasants in respect of small
holdings and the possession of live stock and gardens.

The people are reported everywhere to be quiet — numb perhaps with
apprehension. They realise nonetheless the advantages of tacit acqui-
escence in the policy of the Party over active opposition. At the present
moment there would appear to be considerable shortage of food in West-
ern Ukraine, shortage in the Eastern portion and probably definite want
in the Volga area. One meets, however, but few beggars either in the
towns or at the railway stations.

Russia is geographically large enough to fall into separate regions of
production. Nowhere, except perhaps in the South, the Crimea and parts
of the Caucasus can an even approximately self-sufficient community be
imagined. In the extreme North, roughly speaking, a livelihood is only
to be gained from furs, forests and fishing. The northemn limit of com
passes not far North of Leningrad in a steep curve downwards across
Eastern Russia and Siberia. Then comes the large northern limit of fruit-
growing, a line which is roughly parallel and does not pass very far north
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of Moscow. Below this we find a region, not very fertile but at least
producing trees, corn, and fruit. Then the Black Earth district with prac-
tically no trees. Each of these regions must import commodities from
the others.

Industnally the picture is much the same. The North Caucasian krai
for instance is dependent on other districts for light industry. The Donets
basin must import its timber, the pastoral steppes their corn.

And these distances are not inconsiderable. Bauxite comes from Len-
ingrad to Dnieprostroi, twice the length of England. The new Kuznetz
coal area in Sibena is some two thousand miles from almost any of its
markets. Transport is therefore a prime necessity. Hitherto this has invar-
iably been described as the weak spot of Russia. Inadequate as it may
be, it does however work and the volume of matenal carried on the
railways must be largely in excess of anything in pre-war days. There
remains much to be done, not only in upkeep but in new construction.
Cross-country lines appear insufficiently developed. This must contrib-
ute to the difficulty of providing supplies in time of shortage.

From the sociological point of view it would seem that the country is
building an anistocracy, or rather a bourgeoisie. Certainly a class more
intelligent, better paid, housed, and fed than the masses. It is impossible
for each factory, each university, and each school to train its hundreds
or its thousands of young people each year in all the groundwork of
mechanical knowledge, physics and chemical science, without pro-
ducing a class of relative supermen. The large percentage of Russians,
as in all other countnies, seem destined to manual labour of an unskilled
or semi-skilled type.

Stalin complains of the too great fluidity of labour. The aspect of the
railway platforms certainly demonstrates the existence of a huge sea-
sonal migration. Efforts are being made to control this but seasonal
demands for labour will always exist. The new bourgeoisie of the satchel
bursting with plans, blue prints, and statistics, will tend to a certain
stability. An individual for instance who had been carefully trained for
3V years to become a communistically-minded mechanic is not likely
to change his profession. Only a rare genius can emerge. A Russian
child soon ceases to play with toys, and at a much earlier age than in
England his toys become models of lathes and machines. A machine to
do their work for them becomes their obsession. Will not those that really
understand and can master these machines tend to become a new priest-
hood? There would seem no means of arresting this movement. Evo-
lution is bound to occur and is occurring with visible and surprising
rapidity but a new mechanical intelligentsia is arising with ever greater
rapidity.
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One is often asked whether the standard of life in Russia has gone up
or down. This is difficult to answer. The potential standard of life is
higher. The actual standard gauged by the quantity of commodities dear
to the heart of the normal human being has been artificially prevented
from rising while the well-to-do classes have ceased to exist. The demand
created for the symbols of civilisation such as boots and shoes and ugly
stereotyped clothing has enormously increased. The demand for books
of an educational kind is probably also very great, although from what
I can see this demand is fully met. Mental pabulum in the form of dull
and useful literature is adequately supplied. Shortage is evident in the
more material things such as food, clothing and houses.

[ have referred once or twice to the independent feeling of the Ukraine
and the Northern Caucasian krai. This does not appear to indicate any
centrifugal movement of importance. It is rather perhaps a source of
healthy emulation. The Bolsheviks have decided that the teaching of
local languages helps to speed up the raising of the culture of the masses,
or, in other words, the saturation of the people with communistic doc-
trines. This is part and parcel of the original doctrine of a universal
revolution. Little or no success has fortunately attended their efforts
outside Russia, but inside their enormous empire it is possibly the best
policy from their point of view. A common bond of communistic ide-
ology is possibly the strongest cement to hold together this heteroge-
neous mass of generally speaking, docile, backward and patient human-
ity. Against this the inherent adaptability of the human race, the natural
inclination towards individualism in the manufacture and exchange of
minor commodities, and the desire to surround oneself with individual
as opposed to mass-produced conveniences all tend towards evolution.

Above all this one still finds the all-pervading sense of the presence
of the secret police. This produces a malaise felt even by those such as
a travelling diplomat whom the police protect as well as detect. To any-
one else except a Russian it would seem almost intolerable. In all our
tnips, in the train in every town, these silent guardians were present.
Whenever we took a car a man, whom we came to call *'le Silencieux,”’
took his place beside the driver. He never spoke. He offered no help in
the case of a puncture. He merely looked on and listened. This super-
vision checks any independent political thought and any desire to discuss
politics openly. The high-placed Party bosses alone are less inconveni-
enced by this constant supervision and talk more frankly.

Will this ever disappear? The **dictatorship of the proletariat’” appears
to involve the dictatorship over the proletariat. Will the new anstocracy
finally acquire the right to criticise on independent lines? If so, life will
become easier and more democratic, but it will only be achieved by a
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weakening of the religious fervour of these early years. The Russian
revolution like all others began like a bursting dam. Everything in its
way was torn up and destroyed. The waters are not widespread and cover
the country. One day they will begin to recede and leave the fertilizing
deposit in which the seed of Communist doctrine have been implanted.
The history of all revolutions tells us that the crop will not be *‘up to
plan.”” There doubtless will be many weeds — unhealthy weeds of cor-
ruption and opportunism as well as many useful plants of commonsense.
How much of the planned harvest will survive? It would not seem exag-
gerated to suggest that ownership of the major sources of production will
remain in the hands of the State while the individual by his passive
resistance will acquire some privileges to set off the dreariness of his
State-ordered life. The country will then perhaps become more like an
uncomfortable United States without the millionaires. The bosses are
more likely to be present. Picturesqueness will everywhere be sacrificed
on the altar of utilitarianism. Private property, that is to say, the posses-
sion of livestock, motorcars, pictures and even money will be increas-
ingly permitted, but there appears little reason to think that during a
lifetime the basic tenets of communism that no man is to use his capital
or his hoarded possessions for the purpose of making someone else, or
a group of other people, work for his private benefit, will suffer fun-
damental alteration. State ownership, even if it has not come to stay for
ever, will at least receive a long trial. To all opponents of this system
this may appear a pessimistic prognostication. Consolation can however
be drawn from the belief that the new state of affairs will be too dreary
for other people to copy and above all from the fact that many basic
fallacies, such as the possibility of a universal wage, will have been
exploded for all time. The elimination of such basic fallacies from the
purview of the dissatisfied seekers of panaceas will not only have gone
far to reduce the possibility of dangerous and destructive upheavals in
our world but will do much to strengthen belief and confidence in our
own methods of slow but sure constitutional evolution.

Minutes

This almost diumnal record of Sir E. Ovey’s impressions would, I think,
be more interesting if it were not overloaded with so much detail and
repetition. No doubt the details have been introduced to enable the reader
to form a more complete mental picture of the districts visited, and they
succeed in reinforcing a general impression — already gained — of a per-
vading dirt, discomfort & slovenliness. Some sort of order is however
emerging but for glimpses of it one has to search through a mass of
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material which only serves to distract the attention & adds little to the
record of things perceived, & not merely seen.

For the rest, I think the conclusions are instructive, when they are not
platitudinous. ;
C. H. Bateman
4/6

This 1s very heavy reading — in fact, it 1s hardly worth while to read
more than the covering despatch and the last section of the diary, entitled
“General Impressions and Deductions.”’ In general, Sir E. Ovey con-
firms the impressions we have derived from other sources.

L. Collier
June 1st

This is of course only meant to be an account of things seen in the
course of an ordinary journey in S. Russia, & does not pretend to be
more. It is on the long side, but not without interest.

M. Vyvyan
2/6

[ find this long report or diary terribly jejune. Were there a demand
in the House or by a Cabinet Min[ister] for any report by H. M. Ambas-
sador on any journey by H. E. in Soviet territory, I sd. not be easy in
my mind if this were produced.

I do not think an official Desp[arch] of thanks is called for. But I will
acknowledge it in a private letter.

L.O. June 4
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Situation in Soviet Union
Memorandum by J. D. Greenway, 8 June 1932

Memorandum

The following notes are an endeavour to formulate a personal appre-
ciation of the situation in Russia to-day in its various aspects. Naturally,
they contain no new idea or suggestion but, for the purposes of record,
it may be convenient to draw up a brief resumé of our existing reports.

Financial

The double aspect of Russian finance, i.e., the intenal rouble, which
has no purchasing power abroad, and the stock of foreign valuta, which
is gradually growing less or at least is not being replenished as it should
be from exports[,] makes it especially difficult to estimate the soundness
or otherwise of Russian credit. Ultimately, this depends, for the financ-
ing of imports, on the supply of exportable goods. The latter is rendered
increasingly precarious by the facts:-

(a) that there has been a great fall in world prices of just those com-
modities which are more easily available for export from Russia, i.e.,
oil, timber, grain, hides, etc., as compared with the relatively stable
price of the goods principally imported, i.e. machinery.

(b) that the Soviet authorities are being forced by circumstances to
hand over to the population more consumption goods and commodities
which would otherwise be available for export. They have been dnven
to this step by the growing discontent of the industrial workers and by
the passive resistance or truculence of the peasantry.

The financial position of Russia may be seriously threatened by certain
contingencies:-

(1) a widespread failure of the harvest, resulting in conditions approx-
imating to those of 1921;
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(2) a breakdown of the supply of raw products and export goods ans-
ing out of a failure of the transport system, or resistance of the population;

(3) embargoes or restrictions which may be placed on Soviet goods
by a group of foreign Powers. )

None of these contingencies (except possibly the last) can be consid-
ered as quite remote. On the other hand, it is often argued that hitherto
the Russians have not defaulted on their import payments. This argu-
ment, however, contains an obvious fallacy, and it is generally conceded
that Russian credit to-day is considerably weaker than it was, even six
months ago, whether the causes of that depreciation are internal or exter-
nal. Naturally, if Russia could get her industnal plan into working order
in a degree sufficient to ensure that the country would become self-
supporting, with her restrictions on the import of foreign currency she
would, in time, become financially independent of the outside world,
but for reasons advanced below, it will be seen that this is unlikely to
oCCur.

Economic and Agricultural

The Five Year Plan proceeds on paper on its brilliant course; but
viewed in the cold light of reason, its achievements become less daz-
zling. Even the Soviet leaders have expressed themselves as dissatisfied
with the results of 1931, and the grandiose schemes for the Second Five
Year Plan need not be taken too seriously, in view of what has already
occurred. A certain case can indeed be made out for what has been
achieved, but the industrial development of the country is more theo-
retical than real. The great factories and works which have been erected,
have, for the most part, hitherto failed to justify their enormous cost,
both in money, moral and health. Their output is often microscopic or
of a quality that by Western standards is incredibly low, and though the
Soviet authonties have acknowledged their mistakes, it may reasonably
be doubted whether they can now repair them. The country is over-
organised, and the machinery of the State apparatus clogged with
bureaucracy, fear of responsibility, theory and mismanagement. Further
important factors which must militate against economic progress, are
bad transport, sabotage (which appears to be widespread), the fluidity
of labour due to bad living conditions of the workers, conscripted labour,
the great insufficiency of technical experts and skilled workmen; and
finally, the discontent of the ordinary worker, conflicting with the blatant
self-sufficiency of the younger Party members.

But so long as the individual continues to work for the pittance which
he receives at present, whether the motive which urges him to do so is
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fear or hunger, hitherto the principal allies of the Soviet power, the eco-
nomic policy of the Soviet Government can be justified up to a point
from an internal point of view by the argument of the needs of the State.
But conditions are changing rapidly; so much so that Stalin has been
compelled by circumstances to introduce the New Agncultural Policy,
a modified form of Lenin’s New Economic Policy, and to remove many
restrictions which would have been rigorously maintained but for the
growth of resistance. It is yet too early to forecast results, or even to
consider the full implications of this move; but there is evidence to show
that the peasantry are still suspicious and recalcitrant. Their organisation
into collective farms has given them a power which, though still unde-
veloped, is, nevertheless, a force to be reckoned with most seriously;
and with the example of the N.E.P. before them, and their experience
of similar moves, though on a smaller scale, towards permitting a mod-
icum of individual liberty, which has subsequently been revoked, they
are not likely to suffer under any illusions as to the meaning of this new
development of Soviet policy, or the extent of the breathing-space now
permitted to them. The situation is further complicated by the prospects
of an extremely bad harvest in the present year. Already in large districts
of Russia, notably the Ukraine, conditions have become so much worse
as to approach a state of famine, while it is generally agreed that the last
winter was the hardest for the general population since 1921.

Internal

It will have been seen from the foregoing that the population in general
are highly dissatisfied with the results of Stalin's policy. As far as can
be ascertained, he has hitherto preserved his ascendancy by removing
his nvals, actual or potential; but the vanous oppositions still survive,
although they have been driven underground. We know that Bukharin
has recovered some of his former authority, and it is reported that Rykov
has been re-admitted to the Council of the Politburo, a fact which, if
true, is of considerable significance. However, the temper of the Young
Communists is still something of an enigma, and there are no special
signs that their enthusiasm for the régime has waned sufficiently to per-
mit of their being regarded as a factor making for change. On the other
hand, it may be doubted whether they carry much weight in the inner
circles of the Party. The Trade Unions are probably hostile, though pas-
sive, for they have lost the last shadow of their former power. The G.P.U.
remain faithful enough, though even in their favoured ranks there have
been dissensions, plots and counterplots. The loyalty of the Army is
perhaps more open to doubt. The rank and file, being of peasant stock,
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are naturally not enthusiastic supporters of the Communist Party. Their
leaders are often jealous or ambitious men, who appear to have realised
that they are indispensable for the preservation of the régime, and have
acquired from that knowledge a dangerous desire for advancement or a
hatred of the Central authorities whose elimination they have in some
cases conceived to be a patriotic duty or a personal pleasure. There have
been certain counter-revolutionary movements on a large scale in recent
years in the Army. They have in all cases, hitherto, been suppressed,
but the Central authorities must in future find their difficulties increasing
In attempting to cope with these subversive plots. There are some who
think, not unreasonably, that the overthrow of the Soviet must come
eventually from the Army and the theory has much to recommend 1t.
[t may be doubted whether the effect of the militanist spirit which is
so sedulously fostered by the Soviet authorities in all sections of the
population will be quite in accordance with the wishes of the Party, and
there is good reason to believe in the possibility at least of the population
using their newly acquired knowledge, in the event of a war, to tumn
upon their domestic oppressors. Whatever may be the intention of the
latter regarding aggressive action against a foreign Power (and they have
strenuously and persistently denied having the faintest desire to attack
any other country, though that admirable sentiment hardly consorts with
the implications in their avowed intention of bninging about the Millen-
wwm of world revolution), it nevertheless seems clear that the Army
(peasant) reserves would not embark on such an adventure [....]

Military

Information about the Soviet fighting forces is naturally very
restricted. It is known however that they are well armed and disciplined,
with almost illimitable reserves. This last however constitutes a weak-
ness rather than a strength, as the great mass of peasant reservists are
frankly hostile to the existing régime.

The fighting value of such a force is doubtful. Some authonties con-
sider that an attack on the U.S.5.R. would bind the country together and
that a great wave of patriotism would drown all other sentiments. But it
1s hard to accept this theory against which can be set what is known of
the peasants’ reaction to collectivisation, their hatred of Communist
methods and instruments and not least their peculiar character. In the
event of aggressive action on the part of the Soviet power, it seems
definitely established that they would not move, except possibly to turn
on their superiors. Transport is an added difficulty: the Trans-Siberan
Railway has of course been most useful in the recent moves of troops
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to Eastern Siberia, but being for the most part single track its utility is
restricted. On other railways the position is not so good, while, as far
as is known, the Turksib is not yet sufficiently in working order to be
of much value for the transport of troops.

The authonities however are at present concermned with one thing alone
— a Japanese invasion of Siberia, which they appear to consider almost
inevitable. It is credibly reported that there are at present no less than
200,000 troops east of Lake Baikal, and the figure may possibly be much
higher. Whether or not this fear is justified it appears to dominate Soviet
policy and renders aggressive action against any border State, including
Afghanistan, quite impossible in present circumstances. In the latter case
the difficulties of the central and local authorities are greatly increased
by the persistent guerilla warfare (though on a small scale) which is
reported to be going on. The recently revived *‘Basmachi’’ movement
in Central Asia has not yet grown to any serious proportions, but even
in its present stages it is a source of great embarrassment to the author-
ities, aided as it is by the sullen resistance to collectivisation and com-
munism generally of the inhabitants of those regions, and by Moslem
reaction to Soviet attacks on religion, and thus, in the event of an Aman-
ullah putsch occurring in Afghanistan, there would seem to be no pos-
sibility of any active support by Soviet forces, still less of an invasion.

Everything still tends to show that, in spite of the universal military
education, the inculcation of the spint of war-mindedness and the vast
military expenditure, the curve of which has accelerated lately in a
remarkable manner, for which no other country can afford a parallel,
aggressive action on the part of the U.5.5.R. can definitely ruled out as
a possibility at the present stage of her development, unless despair
impels her rulers to seek a blind issue by force of arms — and in this last
event everything tends to show that the breaking point would be reached
and that the enslaved population would not be slow to react to the oppor-
tunity which would thus be presented to them.
[sgd.]). D. G.

Minutes

If the picture of conditions of Russia today pr