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ENGLISH FOR HISTORIANS. Навчальний посібник з англійської мови для 

студентів історичних спеціальностей вищих навчальних закладів / Укладач та 

автор: Іванчук Г.П. – Умань: ОМІДА, 2017. – 158с. 

 

Підручник укладено на засадах кредитно-трансферної системи навчання. 

Мета посібника – навчання різним видам читання та реферування, 

удосконалення мовленнєвих навичок за допомогою створення професійно-

орієнтованих  ситуацій. Лексичне наповнення текстів відображає сучасні 

тенденції розвитку як розмовної так і академічної англійської мови. 

Призначається для студентів вищих закладів педагогічної освіти. 

 



ПЕРЕДМОВА 

 

Шановний студент! В умовах сьогодення, коли становлення Української 

держави має зовнішні та внутрішні виклики, історична спадщина України 

нерозривно зв’язана з підтримкою міжнародної спільноти. Важко 

переоцінити значення англійської мови, мови націй та держав якої відіграють 

вирішальну роль в безпековій та економічній складових України.   

Сучасний студент-історик для успішного осмислення історичного 

минулого повинен вільно орієнтуватися в сучасних політичних реаліях, які і 

формують історію країни. Серед нескінченного багатства історичних джерел 

немалу роль відіграють англомовні публікації, які проливають дещо нове 

світло на екзистенціональні риси формування української нації, її місце на 

геополітичній карті світу. Вони дають можливість по-  новому оцінити 

історичну спадщину спільну з країнами, культура деяких з яких домінувала 

протягом багатьох століть існування Української держави. 

Навчальний посібник “English for Historians” створений для успішного 

оволодіння англійською мовою та усвідомлення унікальності та 

самодостатності Української держави та вільної інтеграції в глобальну 

спільноту передових націй світу. 

В посібнику ви познайомитесь з основними епохами України, її місцем у 

світі в конкретний історичний період, починаючи з давніх часів до Київської 

Русі і слов’ян та хазар, України епохи Австро-угорської імперії, України в 

складі Радянського Союзу та історичного сьогодення після Майдану. 

Навчальний посібник створений за модульним принципом; в кожному 

модулі поданий історичний текст, який відображає конкретну історичну 

епоху. Вправи з засвоєння лексики, необхідної для розуміння та перекладу 

текстів, наводяться до та після текстів. В основу кожного модуля покладено 

тематичний цикл – навчально-методичну одиницю, яка включає комплекс 

базових і додаткових текстів, тренувальних вправ та творчих завдань, 

об’єднаних за тематичним принципом. 

Навчальний посібник має на меті виробити у Вас основні навички та 

вміння щодо читання та розуміння оригінальної літератури за спеціальністю, 

ознайомити Вас з історичною лексикою та забезпечити засвоєння і 

використання її у мовленнєвій діяльності. 

Ви також підготуєтесь до читання та розуміння оригінальної літератури 

з фаху, розвиваючи таким чином уміння та навички іншомовного 

спілкування у визначених комунікативних ситуаціях та в межах передбаченої 

програмою тематики. 

 

 

 

 



TEXTS FOR READING AND ANNOTATION 

Text 1. 

Historical Approaches to International Relations 

By Dr. James R. Sofka 

Faculty Member, International Relations at American Public University 

 

When studying international relations, political scientists often rely on theoretical 

or conceptual models to understand political behavior. For example, realists often 

interpret politics in terms of a struggle for dominance between states in an anarchic 

world as well as flawed human nature. Conversely, liberals and constructivists 

typically view the world through the lens of shared economic and trade 

relationships. They emphasize institutions and values as a means of cooperation 

between nations. There are many advantages to using political models. However, 

history provides yet another prism to view international relations. It provides 

political scholars with a long view of the nature of conflict and consensus on the 

global stage. 

History offers two principle uses to international relations scholars. First, it serves 

as a means for contextual understanding, particularly in conflict resolution or area 

studies analysis. It is also a measure of themes and patterns of state interaction over 

time. For example, it would be impossible to analyze the political dynamics in 

Northern Ireland or the former Yugoslavia without first undertaking an intense 

study of centuries of diplomatic history to grasp the core interests and narratives at 

play. 

Secondly, the long-term analysis of trends and patterns can be equally insightful as 

scholars develop awareness of the differing regional perceptions of global political 

issues. Americans are notoriously future-oriented and tend to focus on tomorrow. 

In other parts of the world, what we see as history can be very much part of the 

present. While visiting China in 1972, Henry Kissinger engaged his Chinese 

counterpart, Foreign Minister Zhou En-Lai, about what he saw as the lessons of the 

French Revolution of 1789. “Oh, it’s much too early to tell,” Zhou replied. 

Kissinger, who had himself taught European history at Harvard, noted that this 

experience told him a great deal about the Chinese view of international politics. 

Similarly, students of modern European politics have detected great parallels in the 

policies undertaken by Germany respecting Russia, Eastern Europe, and asserting 

its fiscal strength on the continent and those pursued by Bismarck in the late 

19th century. Bismarck’s “Ostpolitik,” which was predicated upon close ties to 

Russia, echoes into Germany foreign policy in the 21st century—Germany is 

Russia’s primary trading partner—but natural gas pipelines and lucrative trade 

connections have replaced purely military alignments as measures of the balance of 

power. 



While no historical similarity is ever exact, historical analysis does offer insight 

into understanding deeper motivations of states and how they have defined and 

pursued interests over time. 

http://onlinelearningtips.com/2013/01/31/historical-approaches-to-international-

relations/ 

 

Text 2. 

 

Population 

 

According to the census of 2001, there were 4.2 million people living in Ukraine. 

Over three-quarters, or 37.5 million inhabitants (77 percent), were ethnic 

Ukrainians, while the remaining 11 million inhabitants (23 percent) belonged to 

several ethnolinguistic or national minorities (see table 1.1). Although ethnic 

Ukrainians have traditionally made up the majority of the country’s population, in 

the last two centuries there has been a great discrepancy between their numbers 

in rural and in urban areas. For instance, in 1897, ethnic Ukrainians made up only 

30 percent of the urban population of Ukraine, a percentage that has steadily 

increased since then, reaching 67 percent in 2001. As for other peoples, the 

Russians live primarily in the urbanized industrial regions of eastern Ukraine, the 

Jews and Belarusans in urban areas throughout the country, and the Crimean 

Tatars mostly in cities and towns of the Crimea. The remaining groups mostly 

inhabit rural areas: the Moldovans live in areas adjacent to Moldova; the Poles in 

islets scattered throughout Volhynia and eastern Galicia; the Bulgarians in 

southern Bessarabia; the Magyars in southern Transcarpathia; the Romanians in 

northern Bukovina; and the Greeks along the shores of the Black Sea (near 

Odessa) and the Sea of Azov (near Mariupol’). 

Aside from the 37.5 million ethnic Ukrainians within the boundaries of Ukraine, in 

2001 there were another 1.4 million Ukrainians living on contiguous 

ethnolinguistic territory in bordering countries (see table 1.2). 

 

Table 1.2 

Ukrainians beyond Ukraine 

http://onlinelearningtips.com/2013/01/31/historical-approaches-to-international-relations/
http://onlinelearningtips.com/2013/01/31/historical-approaches-to-international-relations/


on contiguous ethnolinguistic territory, 2001 

 

Russia (Kursk, Belgorod, Voronezh,  617,000 

Rostov, Krasnodar oblasts)  

Moldova  600,000 

Belarus (Brest and Homel oblasts)  108,000 

Romania  52,000 

Slovakia  11,000 

Poland  6,000 

total  1,394,000 

 

In Belarus, Ukrainians live within the marshland of the Pripet River valley; in 

Poland, along its eastern border in the Podlachia, Chełm, San, and Lemko regions; 

in Slovakia, in the far northeast known as the Prešov region; in Romania, in the 

Maramurer district, southern Bukovina, and the Danube Delta; in Moldova, along 

its northern and eastern border; and in Russia, along the Don and Kuban River 

valleys. 

Aside from Ukrainians living in areas contiguous to Ukraine, there are still 

another estimated 6.2 million Ukrainians in other parts of the former Soviet 

Union and the world (see table 1.3). They are the descendants of ethnic 

Ukrainians who migrated to those areas in the course of the nineteenth and 

twentieth centuries. 

The above statistics indicate that there are 46.7 million Ukrainians worldwide. 

Other sources suggest the figure might be as high as 51.8 million. 

 

 

 



Text 3. 

 

Trypillians and Ukrainians 

 

Of all the archeological cultures in Ukraine, it is the Trypillian which has 

perhaps received the most attention by archeologists. More recently, and in 

particular since Ukraine gained its independence in 1991, the Trypillians have 

attracted the attention of popular writers and civic promoters who have used 

this pre-historic culture to propagate their own brand of modern Ukrainian 

patriotism. 

The culture derives its name from a site uncovered in 1898 near the village 

of Trypillia, just southwest of Kiev, by the Czech archeologist active in Ukraine, 

Vikentii Khvoika (Chvojka). Subsequent archeological research determined the 

chronological and geographic extent of Trypillian culture. It lasted over two 

millennia from about 4500 to 2250 bce, and at its farthest extent covered, in 

modern-day terms, Ukraine west of the Dnieper River, most of Moldova, and 

Romania east of Carpathians. Western literature refers to the same phenomenon 

as the Cucuteni-Tripolye culture. Cucuteni, a village in present-day eastern 

Romania (near Iari) and the first site in the western portion of the Trypillian 

sphere, was discovered in 1884 and excavated during the first decade of the 

twentieth century by the German archeologist Hubert Schmidt. The greatest 

concentration of Trypillian sites have been found along the upper and middle 

Prut and Seret rivers (northeastern Romania and northern Moldova) and in 

Ukraine along the middle Dniester River (southeastern Galicia and western 

Podolia), the triangle between the middle Southern Buh (east of Vinnytsia) and 

Syniukha rivers, and the region surrounding Kiev. 

Scholars point to three periods of the development of Trypillian culture, 

which are characterized by an increase in the size of population that practiced 

primitive agriculture and animal husbandry. It seems that the social structure was 

characterized by a matriarchal-clan order in which women were responsible for 



agricultural work, for the production of pottery and cloth, and for playing a 

leading role in social life. 

In the early period, extended families shared a single dwelling, but later 

nuclear families had their own dwellings. The result was an enormous growth 

of large multi-roomed buildings as well as individual dwellings whose solid 

construction reflected a concern for maintaining good hygienic conditions. 

Concentrations of population could range from 500 to several thousand 

inhabitants. During the middle and later periods, the Trypillians had large 

groundfloor workshops and they developed specialized manufactories for pottery 

and eventually for metal-working in copper. The most widespread artifacts that 

have come down to us are examples of ceramic pottery (with painted spiral and 

meander decorations of often high aesthetic quality) and small-scale stone 

figurines probably linked to an agrarian cult of fertility and prosperity. 

Since the 1990s several writers (and some professional archeologists) have 

elaborated further on the artifacts that date from the Neolithic period and that 

are connected with Trypillian culture. There is even a Kolo-Ra Society based in 

Kiev that organizes tourist visits and that carries out archeological research and 

projects for the reconstruction of Trypillian sites. The archeological finds 

connected with Trypillians are likened to those of pre-historic Troy and Mycenae. 

The Trypillian “people” are credited with creating a male-female egalitarian 

society, inventing the wheel, domesticating the horse, and producing highly 

advanced metallurgical products. Their large settlements, among the most 

extensive of which was Talianky near the upper Syniukha River (with 15,000 

inhabitants living in 3,000 houses), are described as towns, or even proto-cities, 

with two-story apartment-like buildings larger than residences in the better-

known ancient civilizations of Mesopotamia and Egypt. An excess of enthusiasm 

has often gotten the better of those who are promoting the Trypillian “cause.” 

There are writers who are convinced of a direct connection between the 

Trypillians and modern Ukrainians and Ukraine. The archeologist Viktor Petrov is 

among the leading proponents of the view that Trypillians are the ancestors of 

ethnic Ukrainians. And even those skeptical of such claims seem willing to accept 

that the basic features of Trypillian culture are reflected in the way houses were 

built and decorated by ethnic Ukrainians in later times and in the symbology and 

designs still found in Ukrainian embroidery and on painted Easter eggs. Some 



patriotic writers (Iurii Kanyhin’s 1997 book Shliakh ariiv/The Arian Way being the 

most widely read example) go further, arguing that the Trypillia zone coincides 

with the “state” of Arrata, mentioned in ancient Mesopotamian (Sumerian) 

records from the third millennium bce. Consequently, the earliest genealogy for 

modern Ukrainian statehood should begin not with ninth-century Kievan Rus’, nor 

even with the fourth-century Antaen tribal federation, but rather with the four-to 

five-thousand-year-old “state” of Arrata-Trypillia. 

 

 

Text 4. 

 

The Original Homeland of the Slavs 

Among the first historical accounts to define the original homeland of the Slavs is 

the early medieval Rus' Primary Chronicle (Slavonic: Poviest' vremennykh liet). It 

states that the Slavs first "settled beside the Danube, where the Hungarian and 

Bulgarian lands now lie," that is, along the middle and lower Danube valley, from 

the Pannonian Plain to the Black Sea. This view was accepted for many centuries, 

but later was replaced by the so-called Sarmatian theory, which considered the 

Slavic homeland to be on the Don River, thereby placing the Slavs in close 

relationship with the Iranian Scythians and Sarmatians. In the nineteenth century, 

scholars began to argue that the original Slavic habitat was either in the 

Carpathian Mountains or farther north, along the marshes of the Pripet River. 

Today, four views are current. 

(1) The Czech archaeologist Lubor Niederle (1902) defined the Slavic homeland 
as centered in northwestern Ukraine, encompassing the upper Vistula and Buh 
valleys, the Pripet Marshes, and Right Bank Ukraine bounded by the Dnieper 
River in the east and the crest of the Carpathians in the south. 

(2) The Slavic linguist Max Vasmer (1941) fixed the Slavic homeland somewhat 
farther east, centering it in north-central Ukraine where the Pripet and Desna 
Rivers meet the Dnieper. This territory includes, in the west, the Pripet Marshes 
and Right Bank as far as the upper valley of the Southern Buh River, and, in the 
east, the region of the upper Donets' and upper Don valleys. 

(3) Several interwar and postwar Polish archaeologists - Jan Czekanowski, 
Tadeusz Lehr-Splawinski, Leon Kozlowski, Jozef Kostrzewski, and Tadeusz 



Sulimirski - argued that the original Slavic homeland coincides with the area of 
the so-called Lusatian culture, which, on the evidence of archaeological finds, 
they identified as having been located between the Elbe River in the west and the 
Buh River in the east, and as spreading from the crest of the Carpathians 
northward all the way to the Baltic Sea. This territory coincides largely with the 
present-day boundaries of Poland. 

(4) Post-World War II Soviet archaeologists (Petr N. Tret'iakov, Boris Rybakov), 
joined by Polish (Konrad Jazdzewski) and Czech archaeologists (Jan Filip, Jin 
Horak, and Zdenek Vana), argued that the area of Lusatian culture was only one 
part of the Slavic homeland, and the westernmost one at that, and that the 
territory should therefore be extended eastward as far as the lower Desna and 
Seim Rivers. 

Whereas their emphases may differ slightly, modern scholars seem to main-

tain the common premise that the original homeland of the Slavs was north of 

the Carpathian Mountains and north of the line that divided the mixed forest- 

steppe from the open steppe. This territory extended from the upper reaches of 

the Oder River in the west across to the middle Vistula, Buh, Pripet, middle 

Dnieper, and Desna Rivers in the east; in contemporary terms, it was made up of 

north-central and western Ukraine, southwestern Belarus, and south-central and 

southeastern Poland. 

 

 

 

Text 5. 

 

The Pax Chazarica 

 

Aside from the disappearance of the Antae, the seventh century proved to be an 

important turning point in the history of Ukraine. By the middle of that century, 

the warlike Avars had moved out of Ukrainian lands and westward across the 

Carpathians into the Pannonian Plain, while a new Turkic people, the Khazars, 

were establishing a powerful political and commercial center just east of 

Ukrainian territory between the lower Don, lower Volga, and Kuban-Terek River 

valleys. As for the East Slavic tribes, some went west beyond the Carpathians with 



the Avars. In Ukraine, the Dulibian tribal union in Volhynia dissipated and was 

replaced by a new tribal union among the Polianians and Siverians along the 

middle Dnieper valley. Scholars maintain either that the Polianian-Siverian union, 

with centers such as Roden’, at the conjunction of the Ros’ and Dnieper Rivers, 

continued the tradition of East Slavic statehood (Soviet authors spoke of an early 

Rus’ state in this region), or that it functioned as a tribal unit within the Khazar 

sphere. 

 

The Khazar sphere was concentrated within the triangle formed by the lower 

Don, lower Volga, and Kuban-Terek Rivers. But Khazar influence was felt far 

beyond as well. By the early ninth century, several East Slavic tribes to the 

northwest (the Polianians, Radimichians, Siverians, Viatichians), and other 

peoples, including the Mordvinians, Cheremissians, and Volga Bulgars in the 

north, and the Magyars, Onogurs, Kasogians, and Alans in the south, were all 

under the hegemony of the Khazar Kaganate, or empire. From the eighth century, 

the Khazars also controlled much of the Crimea, where the Crimean Goths with 

their center at Doros came under their domination as well. 

Within this vast territory were to be found some of the most lucrative 

international trading routes, especially the northern branch of the silk route from 

China, which passed the Aral Sea and skirted the northern Caspian Sea, ending in 

the Khazar capital of Itil’, near the mouth of the Volga. From Itil’, the Khazars 

traded southward across the Caspian Sea to Baghdad and the Persian, later Arab, 

Middle East, or westward down the Don River and across the Black Sea to 

Byzantium. Trade and commerce were of the greatest concern to the Khazars, 

and the control and protection of commercial routes was the highest priority of 

the empire’s military forces. Customs duties levied on goods passing along the 

trade routes under their control provided the main source of Khazar wealth, 

which was supplemented by taxes collected from various peoples under their 

hegemony. In return for this lord-vassal relationship, the Khazars provided peace 

and stability in the region as well as possibilities for trade. These were the main 

characteristics of the new order known as the Pax Chazarica. 

 

Because of their interest in trade and commerce, the Khazars, unlike their 



nomadic predecessors and successors, preferred diplomacy and peace to war and 

plundering. Accordingly, in the north, even after the Volga Bulgars had become 

independent in the mid-eighth century, the Khazars maintained friendly relations 

with them. Toward the south, after a fierce struggle with the Persian Empire and, 

later, the Arab Caliphate during the seventh and eighth centuries, in about 750 

the antagonists agreed it was useless to continue fighting. Both powers decided 

that the Caucasus Mountains should serve as their “natural” frontier. 

 

Relations with Byzantium, the region’s major commercial emporium, were very 

favorable from the time of the initial rise of Khazar power in the seventh century. 

The Khazars served as allies of Byzantium, first against the Persians and later 

against the Arabs. The only potential threat to peaceful ties was in the Crimean 

Peninsula, where the Bosporan Kingdom had been under Byzantine hegemony 

since the sixth century. The Khazars built a fortress, Tmutorokan’, at the site of 

the Greco-Bosporan city Hermanossa (Tamatarcha), on the eastern shore of the 

Straits of Kerch. Taking advantage of civil strife between the Crimea and the 

Byzantine capital, the Khazars took control of most of the peninsula at the very 

end of the seventh century. It was not long, however, before the Khazars 

assuaged Byzantine fears. They agreed to divide the Crimea into a Byzantine 

sphere along the coast and a Khazar sphere in the hinterland behind the 

mountains. 

Byzantine-Khazar relations were further strengthened in the eighth century by 

marital diplomacy (several Khazar princesses became wives of Byzantine 

emperors) and in the ninth century by a common defense against the increasingly 

restless nomadic Magyars and the newly arrived Varangian Rus’. The common 

defense took the form of the construction in the 830s by Byzantine architects of a 

second Khazar capital on the Don River at Sarkel (in Slavic, Bila Vezha) and the 

dispatch to the Khazars in the 860s of a “cultural” mission headed by the 

Byzantine Christian 

missionaries Constantine and Methodius. 

The international commercial relations emphasized by the Khazars also 

transformed their empire into a fertile ground for cultural development, 

especially for religion. The Khazars were originally believers in Shamanism of the 

Altaic variety, but their ruling elite was receptive to other more advanced 



religions. In fact, all three great religions were received favorably by the Khazar 

leadership: 

(1) Islam, via Arab traders in the seventh century; (2) Judaism, via Jewish 

missionaries, among them Isaac Sangari in 767; and (3) Christianity, via 

Constantine and Methodius from Byzantium, the future “Apostles to the Slavs,” 

who lived in the Khazar capital of Sarkel in 860 and 861. Between 789 and 809, 

the Khazar ruler (kagan) and nobility embraced Judaism, and later, during the first 

half of the tenth century, the kaganate became a refuge for Jews fleeing 

persecution by the Byzantine emperor (Romanus Lecapanus, reigned 919–944). 

Although eventually the Khazar Kaganate was most influenced by Islam, it 

nonetheless is the only state in history to have converted to Judaism, for however 

brief a time. Its conversion has given rise to Jewish legend and to theories (the 

most recent treatment being Arthur Koestler’s The Thirteenth Tribe) adopted by 

various authors to prove that 

eastern Europe’s Jews are descendants of the Khazars. 

The Khazars are important because for two centuries – ca. 650 to 850 – their 

state fostered stability within a wide region, one surrounded by several cultures, 

between the Black Sea, the Caspian Sea, and the Caucasus Mountains. While the 

Khazar Kaganate was never the kind of impenetrable “bulwark of the steppe” 

against the East that is often suggested in traditional literature, it nonetheless 

served as a power center around which nomadic tribes and federations (the 

Bulgars, Alans, Magyars, East Slavs) gravitated and in which they found it more 

advantageous to trade and to live in peace than to provoke war and conflict. 

 

 

Text 6. 

 

DEKULAKIZATION AND THE GREAT FAMINE 

 

Marxism-Leninism had always preached class war as an expression of the 

historical dialectic leading inevitably to world socialist revolution. Class war was 



now to become part of the Soviet drive toward collectivization. In Soviet Ukraine 

as elsewhere in the Soviet Union (especially the rich agricultural regions of the 

Don, lower Volga, and Kuban River valleys, and the lowlands north of the 

Caucasus Mountains), the relatively well-to-do peasants who had expanded their 

landholdings after the pre-revolutionary tsarist reforms of 1906 were called 

kulaks (kurkuli). Now, because they were opposed to collectivization, they were 

branded by the Soviet regime “enemies of the people” and presented throughout 

the 1920s in government propaganda as wealthy land-grabbing exploiters of their 

fellow villagers. In lieu of such inflammatory but vague rhetoric, the Soviets 

attempted to provide a concrete definition of who qualified as a kulak. 

Accordingly, a decree in May 1929 defined a kulak as someone who had a 

minimum income of 300 rubles (or 1,500 rubles per household) and who used 

hired laborers and owned any kind of motorized farm machinery. According to 

these criteria, at the time of the decree there were 71,500 kulaks, representing a 

mere 1.4 percent of all households, in Soviet Ukraine. With respect to the so-

called wealth of the kulaks, it should be kept in mind that the average income of 

an urban worker was the same as or greater than (300 to 500 rubles) the kulak 

minimum and included social security benefits not available to rural 

agriculturalists. Moreover, most of the farmsteads that used hired labor were 

headed by war invalids or widows, not well-to-do peasant entrepreneurs. In 

short, the term kulak and the even vaguer category of kulak henchmen 

(pidkurkul’nyky) had less to do with actual wealth than with the need of the 

Soviet authorities to have an all-purpose term with which to brand whomever 

they considered their enemy in the countryside. 

 

The authorities set out to eliminate the kulaks. Beginning in 1927, they were 

made to pay heavy taxes. The following year, they were deprived of their 

franchise, as priests, former policemen, and other declared anti-Soviet elements 

had been deprived previously. The kulaks were also increasingly harassed by 

members of the local youth organization (Komsomol) and the so-called 

Committees of Poor Peasants, a state of affairs contributing to the “historically 

inevitable” class warfare. Finally, in January 1930 the Central Committee of the 

All-Union Communist party in Moscow ordered “the liquidation of the kulaks as a 

class.” They were physically rounded up – men first, women and children later – 

and shipped off to Central Asia, Siberia, and the Soviet Far East. During the forced 

transport and as a result of exposure to the elements at their place of exile where 



they had no shelter, thousands died. This did not seem to matter to the Soviet 

authorities, since the elimination of a despised “class” was achieved. By March 

1930, nearly 62,000 kulak households, or an estimated quarter million people, 

had been eliminated from Soviet Ukraine during the period known as 

dekulakization.  

 

The kulaks were gone, but there remained the mass of the peasants. They proved 

especially problematic in the course of 1931 and 1932. These were years marked 

by resistance to collectivization in the form of refusals to deliver grain to the 

collectives and state farms. In the end, the collective farms themselves became 

centers of opposition, as their administrators argued that it was impossible to 

fulfill The Plan’s unreasonable crop quotas. This meant little, however, to Stalin 

and the central authorities, who were concerned only with the industrialization of 

the country. Neither he nor the All-Union Communist party hierarchy would 

tolerate either the ineffectiveness of local officials or the stubbornness of the 

peasantry, whose only value, as they perceived it, was to provide food for urban 

industrial workers – the true vanguard of the revolution. Accordingly, the party in 

Moscow called on urban workers to go into the countryside to implement the 

government’s decisions. These were the so-called 25,000 “best sons of the 

fatherland,” 7,000 of whom came from Soviet Ukraine itself. Between 1929 and 

1931, there were as many as 10,000 of these “twenty-five thousanders” at work 

in the Ukrainian countryside, where they played a leading role in expropriating 

kulak property, organizing collectives, and supervising grain shipments. Backed by 

soldiers and the secret police, these party functionaries simply ordered that grain 

be seized. Anyone who protested was declared a kulak or kulak henchman and 

therefore an enemy of the revolution. Many such “new” kulaks were exiled to 

Siberia and other remote parts of the Soviet Union. Others were imprisoned or 

killed, or fled to the cities to hide. The actions of the twenty-five-thousanders 

accounted for the removal of approximately one million men, women, and 

children from the rural areas in 1931 and 1932. 

 

The forced removal of the kulaks and a return to the policy of forced 

collectivization during the second half of 1930 had a negative effect on the 

harvest. The 1930 grain harvest of 21.1 millions tons (18.4 million metric tons) 

dipped in 1931 to 18.3 million tons (16.7 million metric tons), of which 30 to 40 



percent was lost in the harvesting process because the new collective farms were 

poorly administered and were staffed by peasant laborers reluctant to work on 

land not their own. At the same time, the central government’s quota for grain 

deliveries remained the same in both 1930 and 1931 – 7.7 million tons (7 million 

metric tons), over twice the figure demanded in the mid-1920s, when 

sociopolitical conditions in the countryside were relatively stable.  

 

Government policy had indeed produced the “class war” the Bolsheviks had 

always predicted. This was a war in which poor peasants led by party officials and 

backed by the army were pitted against opponents of collectivization and 

requisitioning, who now were all lumped together under the opprobrious term 

kulak. The result was that by 1932, Ukrainian villages were in dire straits. Famine 

broke out in the spring, the grain harvest dropped to only about 15 million tons 

(13.7 million metric tons), and there was little seed to be planted for the next 

season. The situation continued to worsen, with the result that in the winter and 

spring of 1933 starvation in the countryside became the norm.  

 

For their part, officials in Moscow argued that the peasants were simply hiding 

grain. Accordingly, a law on the inviolability of socialist property was passed in 

August 1932, whereby the act of taking anything from the collectives – even an 

ear of wheat or the broken root of a sugar beet – could and often did result in 

confiscation of property, a ten-year prison term, and even execution. Yet at the 

same time that famine was raging throughout the country’s agricultural heartland 

– Dnieper Ukraine as well as the neighboring Kuban and northern Caucasus 

regions – the Soviet Union was exporting grain abroad. Put another way, officially 

a famine never occurred. This makes it impossible to know with even relative 

accuracy the exact cost in human lives. There is, moreover, great disagreement as 

to the cause of the famine. Was it the result of bureaucratic bungling during the 

collectivization campaign? Was it part of an explicit policy against recalcitrant 

peasants, regardless of nationality? Was it an attempt to eliminate nationalist 

opposition in all areas deemed critical to the Soviet Union (the famine occurred in 

the Kuban, in the Don Cossack-inhabited northern Caucasus, and in the German-

inhabited middle Volga regions as well as in Soviet Ukraine)? Or was it an act of 

genocide directed specifically against ethnic Ukrainians? 



 

Although conclusive answers regarding causation continue to elude researchers 

of the period, there is agreement that several million deaths did occur in Soviet 

Ukraine during the Great Famine of 1933. The most conservative estimate of the 

number of famine victims, either from starvation or from disease related to 

malnutrition, is 4.8 million people. This figure represents 15 percent of Soviet 

Ukraine’s population at the time. Even according to such a conservative figure, 

this meant that during the spring and summer of that fateful year of 1933, 25,000 

people died every day, or 1,000 people every hour, or 17 people every minute. 
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