LETTERS

From the Editor:

Slavic Review publishes letters to the editor with educational or
research merit. Where the letter concerns a publication in Slavic Re-
view, the author of the publication will be offered an opportunity to
respond. Space limitations dictate that comment regarding a book re-
view should be restricted to one paragraph; comment on an article
should not exceed 750 to 1,000 words. The editor will not publish ad
hominem discourse.

E.D.M.

To the Editor:

Some material recently become available may serve to settle a controversy over
the 1933 famine appearing in an article by Mark B. Tauger in Slavic Review 50, no. 1,
followed by a letter from myself and a reply by Tauger in vol. 51, no. 1.

The points at issue were: Tauger held that the famine was not concentrated on
Ukraine and Kuban’, and especially not by government action; second, he held that
the government did not have the resources to prevent the famine. On both points I
argued the opposite, citing evidence: but he rejected this evidence as not “official.”

Documents are now available from the Russian Archives. First, a “strogo sekretno”
cypher instruction dated 22 January 1933 from Molotov and Stalin to state, party and
OGPU heads, by name, in Ukraine and the north Caucasus, and the six oblasts or
republics bordering them to the north, together with the head of the Transport OGPU,
that “To the CC-VKP and the Sovnarkom has come information that in the Kuban’
and Ukraine a mass exit of peasants ‘for bread’ is taking place into the Central Black
Earth Oblast', the Volga, Moscow Oblast’, Western Oblast’ and Byelorussia.” It goes on
to say that the authorities do not doubt that this was organized by enemies, SRs and
Polish intelligence; and that it had also taken place from Ukraine in the previous year.
The heads of the Ukrainian and North Caucasus OGPUs are instructed to prevent the
movement and the others to arrest any nevertheless arriving, and having “removed”
the counter-revolutionary elements, to return the rest to their “places of residence.”
That the decree was put into effect is shown in another document quoted in the
prosecutor’s speech on 11 November 1992: the OGPU reported in March 1933 that
219,460 people had so far been seized in this connection.

This should settle the matter. The lesson, for all researchers, is surely that when
no official documents are available it is absurd not to take into account the evidence
of those who describe events at first hand (in my work on the subject I quoted seven
or eight such reports on this particular point alone); that such evidence is just as
“documentary” as any other writing; and that official, non-operational documents are
likely to be particularly misleading, together with work relying on them.

On the second point, I had already pointed out that the 1.8 million tons of grain
exported would have been enough to prevent mass starvation. In his paper “Organi-
zovannyi golod,” circulated at and after the Miami AAASS convention, V.P. Danilov
writes that in addition there were 4.53 million tons of grain in various reserves—the
“Neprikosvennyi Fond” and the special “Gosudarstvennyi Fond,” neither (he points
out) justified by any danger to the country, and readily available to prevent the real
danger—mass death by famine. Danilov (who also confirms in general terms the
“blockade” of the famine districts) is particularly weighty as not merely Moscow’s
leading and veteran expert on the collectivization, but also because only a few years
ago, before his own access to some of the material, he strongly criticized my view in
Voprosy istorii—for which he later apologized, and later still came round to completely.

Research, with arrays of methodologies and footnotes, has over the years often
produced papers on Soviet matters which are of little real use owing to failure in
judgment and perspective. Is it not time, and past time, for this approach to be phased
out?

RoOBERT CONQUEST
Hoover Institution
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