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"Historical Truth" with the kind consent of the author prints excerpts from the work of
Doctor of Historical Sciences, Head of the Department of Modern History and Politics of
the Institute of History of Ukraine of the National Academy of Sciences, Professor of the
Department of History of Mohylyanka Georgy Kasyanov "Danse Macabre. The famine of
1932-1933 in politics, mass consciousness and historiography (1980s - early 2000s).

This work is an example of professional scientific activity. The author considers the
Holodomor from the point of view of its instrumentalization by modern politicians. So
don't blame the scientist for the attempt on the saint.

-----------

This essay is not related to the current political discussions surrounding the problem of
the famine of 1932-1933.

In this case, the attempt to take the topic beyond the boundaries of ideological discourse
is a kind of experience of intellectual deconstruction of certain discursive forms and
ideological/political practices that became established during the 1980s and 2000s and
turned into a socially, culturally, and politically significant phenomenon.

It is because of this that it is worth emphasizing that the reasoning, conclusions and
generalizations given here are intended exclusively for academic discussion.

Taking into account the level of politicization of this problem, the level of general and
political culture of a significant part of our politicians, public figures and journalists, and
the possible prospect of interpretations of the materials of this essay in political
discussions, I emphasize that the moral responsibility for the quality, political orientation
and cultural level of these interpretations should be borne by their authors.

I do not belong to any political party or movement, I do not fulfill political or ideological
orders, I do not consider my judgments, conclusions and generalizations formulated in this
book to be suitable for use in the field of historical policy, civic education, propaganda.

INTRODUCTION

The subject of research in this book is not the famine of 1932–1933 itself (that is, the events
and facts of this tragedy), but the ideas about it, formalized in scientific and journalistic
narratives, discussions (scientific, political, international) and ideological forms and social
practices determined by these ideas. In other words, it will not be about the events of the
past, but about their modern representations.

This essay deals with the "instrumentalization" of history and historical memory as factors
in the formation of the "collective self-consciousness" of the nation; about the role of
history (by which we understand an orderly set of knowledge and information about the
past) and historians in the construction of historical memory and the prevailing historical
narrative, in the creation of stereotypical ideas about events and phenomena that until
recently were absent in this memory or existed in the form of "suppressed memory"; about
the interaction and mutual influences of politics (ideology), historical science and mass
consciousness.

These problems are considered on the example of constructing in the political-ideological
(public) and scientific discourses of the late 1980s - early 2000s the image of the famine of
1932-1933 in Ukraine, and the Holodomor as one of the key symbols in the rethinking and
revaluation of the Soviet period in Ukraine, in the formation of a new version of "collective
memory", in the "nationalization of history" and its use in the "project" of building the
nation.

The choice of the topic is determined by the uniqueness of the situation: despite the
colossal scale and consequences of the disaster, it, unlike other similar humanitarian
disasters of the twentieth century, remained a "white spot" on the map of Ukrainian and
world history for almost half a century, it was the object of deliberate silence and
ideological taboo - and suddenly, for less than a decade, the history of the famine of 1932-
1933 became the subject of sharp political and scientific discussions, international
disputes, the object of attention of millions of people who had no direct relation to it.

The story of oblivion and return to the public consciousness of the famine of 1932-1933 in
the image of the Holodomor is indicative, in some ways quite typical, in some ways a
unique example for scientists who are interested in the problems of interaction between
collective memory and history, historiography and ideology, history and politics.

The essay defends the thesis that modern stereotypical ideas and dominant discursive
practices about the famine of 1932-1933, which were established in Ukrainian society over
the past two decades, are an ideological construct created during the 1980s - early 1990s
by the joint efforts of public figures, professional historians and publicists and socially
legitimate through the official version of national history and memorial practices and
rituals.

This construct, which was called the Holodomor, performs cognitive, explanatory,
educational, mobilizing functions in various spheres of public life - from science to
education, from everyday consciousness to politics.

Certain stereotypes about the famine of 1932-1933, which was destined to become mass,
acquire the status of "historical memory" and "scientific knowledge", were constructed and
translated into society first by the efforts of public and political figures of the Ukrainian
diaspora of North America, and later legitimized through the scientific works of
researchers of Ukrainian and non-Ukrainian origin, united by a common goal and
ideologeme: it was about the restoration of "historical justice".

The intellectual product created in this way was imported to Ukraine in the second half of
the 1980s and was already legitimized here first by public and political organizations and
public figures during the "perestroika", and then through the works of Ukrainian historians
who were related to the formation and formulation of the official policy of memory and
historical policy.

These ideas were spread in Ukrainian society through official and public memorial
practices defined by the dominant discourse, through the educational system (a course on
the history of Ukraine in schools and universities), through the mass media.

They found a response in the part of society for which the mention of the famine of 1932-
1933 was part of a personal life experience (mostly imaginary, one that was transmitted in
the memories of relatives or acquaintances, because there are too few real living
witnesses of real events left at this time).

Tell us how your family survived in 1933. Family legends about the Holodomor on IP

Some components of these mass stereotypical ideas, associated with the factography of
the catastrophe of 1932–1933, found documentary evidence in archival documents, which
significantly strengthened their public resonance and gave them the status of "historical
truth".

During the 1990s, a basic complex of stable mass ideas about the famine of 1932–1933 was
formed in society, the presence of which allows us to argue that these ideas also became
part of the national historical myth, which is extremely important for the construction of
an ideological environment, the purpose of which is indoctrination and the creation of
loyal citizenship.

The Holodomor has become a kind of cultural reality, an integral part of stable mass ideas
about the history of Ukraine of the twentieth century, a component of a set of recurring
symbolic collective practices (commemorations), an element of civic education.

Therefore, the object of study of this book is the Holodomor in several of its dimensions:
ideological construct, historical narrative, fragment of "historical memory", image of the
past, object and subject of politics.

The material for this book was collected over 6 years. Initially, the topic of the famine of
1932–1933 was considered as a separate plot in a larger work on rewriting and rethinking
history in the post-Soviet space.

The events of 2007–2008 and the finalization of the Holodomor into a special form of
cultural reality and state historical policy forced a more detailed analysis of this
phenomenon. The planned article turned into a book. The main text was written in June
2008 - June 2009.
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Some of its fragments were published in scientific publications and delivered at
international conferences in Prague (2006), Moscow (2006), Leipzig and Rome (2007),
Fribourg (Switzerland), Boston and Kyiv (2008), Amsterdam (2009). Some ideas were
presented in interviews with Ukrainian and foreign media in public speeches in 2007-2010.

The book consists of three parts:

- the first one talks about the history of "forgeting" and reconstruction of the events of
1932-1933, about the political, cultural and social context of constructing ideas about the
famine of 1932-1933, about the emergence of the Holodomor as a specific discourse and a
special form of cultural reality, about its transformation into an object and subject of
politics, including international;

- in the second part, the issue of interaction between professional historiography and
politics is considered using the example of the Holodomor, here we are talking about the
functioning of the theme of the famine of 1932-1933 in political-ideological and scientific-
analytical discourses, about their mutual influences, about the triangle "historian - politics
- power";

- the third chapter is devoted to the scientific deconstruction of the Holodomor, its
discursive practices, rhetoric and terminology are analyzed, the problems of interaction
between historical memory, history and professional historiography are considered on the
example of the Holodomor.

The question of the role of history and the historian in the historical and historiographical
process, which are raised here, the evaluation and analysis of specific works and
statements relate to texts, not their authors.

A quarter of a century of my own research experience convinced me of the need to
distance the text from its author and consider this text in a broader social and cultural
context, as a manifestation and translation of these contexts, and not only as a
manifestation of the author's personal position, which also depends on the
aforementioned contexts and at the same time affects them.

I want to express my gratitude to everyone who joined this study in various ways - from
discussing the text of the book and discussions on individual issues to helping to find the
necessary materials: Yevhen Bystrytskyi and Oleksiy Tolochkov (Ukraine), Myroslav
Yurkevych (Canada), Franko Sysin (Canada), Konstantin Glomozda (Ukraine), Oleksiy Miller
(Russia), Wilfried Ilga (Germany), Karl Berkhof (Netherlands).

I would like to thank Valeriy Smoliev (Ukraine) for his constant moral support in his work
on the topic and Stanislav Kulchytskyi for his tolerance in many hours of frank personal
discussions.

Stanislav Kulchytskyi: "Holodomor - an attempt to destroy the titular nation of the USSR"

All these people influenced my work to varying degrees and certainly contributed to its
improvement. Shortcomings, inappropriateness and possible false conclusions that remain
in it are the responsibility of the author.

In this book I tried to refrain from final conclusions, directive statements and didactic
generalizations. Perhaps these efforts were not always fully realized - the desire to
provoke the discussion and escalate it sometimes overcered the desire for a balanced,
detached presentation, and the issues related to the development of discipline, to which I
devoted a significant part of my life, could not but provoke rather subjective
generalizations.

In any case, I do not insist on my right to the "final truth" and I am fully aware that the
historian is not free from cultural, social, political and other influences, he is not able to
look at history "in the eye of God" - in fact, this book is also about this.

SECTION I. POLITICS AND HISTORY

To the history of the issue. — Context. — Holodomor as an object and subject of politics. —
Holodomor and international politics

This chapter examines the history of the silence of the famine of 1932–1933 and the
circumstances of the emergence of the topic on the surface of socio-political life and in
the scientific space in the 1980s, examines the reasons for neglecting this topic in Western
Soviet studies and historiography, analyzes the socio-political circumstances and
intellectual context of the emergence of the theme of the famine of 1932–1933 in the
cultural, scientific and political space of the 1980s, the role of the Ukrainian diaspora in
the formation of stereotypical ideas about the famine of 1932–1933 and their translation
into scientific rhetoric.

Special attention is paid to the socio-political and cultural context in which public and
scientific discussions about the famine of 1932–1933 over the past 20 years have taken
place. The circumstances of the emergence of the canonical version of the famine of 1932-
1933, its transformation into the Holodomor, a specific form of cultural reality that includes
a certain set of rhetorical formulas, stereotypes, historical representations, and socio-
political practices that resemble a variety of civil religion in terms of a set of basic
attributes, are analyzed.

The history of the emergence and functioning of the Holodomor in the ideological and
political spheres of life of Ukrainian society is analyzed, the position of various political
forces regarding the Holodomor, the role of the state in transforming it into a legitimate
part of the historical memory of society, the role of individual state institutions and
political figures in introducing new forms of imposing ideological standards on society
within the framework of the "politics of history" are considered.

The history of the internationalization of the Holodomor, attempts to turn it into a
politically important marker, similar to the Holocaust, is considered. 

To the history of the question

In the Soviet Union, the very fact of the mass famine of 1932–1933 in the Ukrainian SSR, in
the RSFSR and Kazakhstan, as already mentioned, was stubbornly silenced at the time of
the tragedy itself, information about the large-scale extinction of peasants due to the
expropriation of grain, livestock, products and personal property went beyond the borders
of the country only through diplomatic channels, or through private contacts and thanks
to the efforts of individual journalists or Ukrainian émigré organizations.

For decades, public and even private mentions of the famine could be interpreted in the
USSR first as counterrevolutionary activity, then as anti-Soviet agitation and propaganda,
therefore, according to the common view among researchers and publicists, all this time in
Soviet society this topic was the subject of an unspoken taboo - when it comes to the
Ukrainian society itself, only outspoken opponents of the Soviet government decided to
publicly mention it, and it could be written about in "Samvydav" or in the "tamvydav".

At the level of direct, mostly family communication, stories about individual episodes
(death of relatives or acquaintances, cases of cannibalism, ways of survival) were told, but
even after the war, and even in the era of the "thaw" and later fear of hypothetical
sanctions from the authorities made it impossible or significantly limited the exchange of
such information even between acquaintances, although, as evidenced by the projects of
collecting oral evidence, fragmentary knowledge about him was preserved for decades
both at the level of personal memory and at the level of family histories.

It is also worth remembering that traumatic experiences (personal or collective) usually do
not belong to those fragments of memory that are preferred to refer to: on the contrary, it
is quite often the subject of voluntary, intentional forgetting. It can be assumed that this is
fully related to the famine of 1932-1933.

In addition to the famine of 1932-1933, Ukraine had to survive other large-scale injuries:
repressions of the 1930s, World War II and occupation, post-war famine of 1946-1947. The
layering of some tragic events on others could not but affect the ability to single out one
of them as the main one.

In addition, the periodic repressive measures of the Soviet state against "Ukrainian
bourgeois nationalism" and its carriers, representatives of the national intelligentsia
during the 1940s and 70s, the indoctrination of public consciousness with Soviet myths
and a branched strict censorship system neutralized the possibilities of actualizing this
topic in the public space.

"Bourgeois nationalists": how they were depicted by Soviet propaganda. PHOTO

As a result of all these circumstances, the famine of 1932-1933 "disappeared" from the
public space in the USSR for a decade. In special scientific studies, it was possible to learn
only about some "food difficulties", and the statements and actions of individual Western
researchers or the diaspora were officially treated as ideological sabotage.

Famine could be mentioned (indirectly) - in Soviet counterpropaganda works aimed at
refuting the "fictions of bourgeois forgers" (directly entering into polemics on this topic
was not recommended).

The topic did not appear in the intellectual space and during the years of the "thaw", when
it had a chance of being on the surface in the context of "overcoming the cult of Stalin's
personality".

There were still enough direct witnesses of the catastrophe of 1932-1933 to make it
recorded under favorable conditions, at least as a phenomenon of "historical memory".
However, their own food difficulties associated with experiments in agriculture in the late
1950s and early 1960s made it impossible for the topic to appear on the surface of public
life.

The only attempt to make a partial concession and recognize at least the very fact of the
famine of 1932-1933 refers to the "late thaw" period, the second half of the 1960s.

In 1966 P. Shelest, the first secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of
Ukraine, under pressure from the Canadian communists (in fact, the left part of the
Ukrainian diaspora in Canada) gave an oral order simply to mention the famine in an
article devoted to the economic development of the Ukrainian SSR during the years of
Soviet power, in a newspaper that performed propaganda functions in the West and which
actually had no readership in the Ukrainian SSR itself — News from Ukraine.

Only one paragraph devoted to the famine led to the fact that the article got bogged down
in various instances (who asked for written permission without taking responsibility), it
was not published for a long time and finally it appeared, but without mention of the
famine of 1932-1933.

In the West, the topic of the 1932-1933 famine in the Soviet Union was also extremely
unpopular. There is evidence that it was deliberately silenced during the famine itself -
first of all, those who knew about the famine and its terrible consequences.

Famous political and public figures, intellectuals refused to recognize the terrible news
coming from the USSR as true. For some (Sydney and Beatrice Webb, Bernard Shaw) it was
related to their Sovietophilia and beliefs. For others (Eduard Herrio), this was the result of
deception or deliberate self-deception. For the third (the top leadership of the United
States, for example) this could be an embarrassing truth.

Perhaps the topic of hunger in the USSR was discredited in the eyes of Western
intellectuals and politicians by the fact that it became the object of propaganda in the
Nazi press during the 1930s, and the topic of the "yellow press" of V. Hearsta - in the latter
case, journalists in pursuit of sensations resorted to falsifications, the exposure of which
undermined the credibility of real facts.

Goebbels' speech in 1935: "We do not kill with hunger like communists"

The powerful charge of denial of the famine of 1932-1933, created in the 1930s by the joint
efforts of the Soviet leadership, left-wing intellectuals and Western politicians, crossed out
the topic from academic research.

Canadian historian F. Sysyn gives a vast list of reasons for the "unpopularity" of the topic
of the famine of 1932-1933 in the Western historiography of the Soviet Union and Ukraine:

- lack of documentary sources due to the closure of Soviet archives,

- low interest of Western researchers in the history of Ukraine as such (or even its absence)
and their focus on the history of the USSR or as it was often called, "Russia",

- the presence of an obvious prejudice against "Ukrainian nationalism" (with which
Western intellectuals usually associated not only the spontaneous attempts of the
Ukrainian diaspora to draw their attention to the tragedy, but also any alludence of any
hints of Ukraine's independence),

- the presence of other plots and large-scale events that "shaded" the famine of 1932-1933
(such as World War II and mass repressions),

- the focus of Western researchers on the institutional formation of the Soviet system as
such, on issues of social history, or on repression against elites and neglect of the
"masses",

- the unpopularity of "national stories" among Western professors and, ultimately, the
"left" and pro-Russian sympathies of a significant part of the latter.

The famine of 1932–1933 was absent (as an object of systematic research) in Western
academic literature for almost fifty years. In the 1930s, several small articles appeared in
special magazines in Germany and Great Britain, where references to him were contained.
Some publications in specialized journals did not arouse the interest of specialists and did
not provoke broader discussions.

The emergence of a "revisionist current" in the Soviet Union's research in the West, aimed
at "cleansing" scientific research from the ideological layers of the "Cold War", could
contribute to the emergence of interest in the famine of 1932-1933.

However, academic revisionism in the study of Soviet history paradoxically had a negative
impact on this possibility: "revisionists" perceived the efforts of the Ukrainian diaspora
(which was "nationalist" for them) to promote the topic of famine at the political and
scientific levels as a component of the ideological rhetoric of the "Cold War".

All materials on the topic "Cold War"

The discussion they initiated, although it brought the topic out of oblivion, was mainly
ideological in nature, the "revisionists" who sought a new interpretation of Soviet history,
devoid of the ideological excesses of the "totalitarian" school, fell into other extremes,
seeing in the theme of 1932-1933 mainly ideological interest and proceeding primarily from
these positions in their criticism.

This whole set of political, cultural, and institutional factors led to the fact that the theme
of the famine of 1932-1933, if it arose in public discourse outside the USSR, then mainly
through the efforts of the Ukrainian diaspora and in its circle. For three post-war decades,
these efforts, usually associated with the anniversaries of the tragedy (1953, 1963, 1973),
were limited mainly to local commemorative actions and publications of research, mainly
amateur.

Accordingly, it was perceived both by politicians and the academic world of the West (if it
was noticed at all) either as ideological antics of anti-Soviet emigrants with a "doubtful
past", or as an internal matter of a part of a little-known and influential émigré community.
By the early 1980s, the situation had changed qualitatively, at least from the point of view
of the financial, institutional, and intellectual capabilities of the Ukrainian diaspora.

The DP generation, despite the standard emigration squage, relying on the experience of
their predecessors and on their own organizational capabilities, managed to build an
institutional network of quite powerful public organizations that in the conditions of
"Western democracies" were able to exert political pressure and lobbying.

The generation of their children, whose representatives were already culturally and
socially equal members of the societies that became their homeland, at the same time
retained a high level of cultural and national identity and the desire to be preoccied with
the affairs of the historical homeland.

From this generation come about a dozen and a half scientists-social scientists who
received quality education at Western universities, mainly American ones, and became
part of the academic establishment.

In the 1970s, the Ukrainian Scientific Institute of Harvard University (1973) and the Canadian
Institute of Ukrainian Studies of the University of Alberta (Edmonton, Canada, 1976) were
established. The creation of research centres as part of respected universities was of great
importance both in terms of formal status and in terms of their scientific quality.

Ukrainian studies went beyond the boundaries of Ukrainian émigré cultural institutions
and integrated into the academic world of the West despite all the adversities associated
with the need to prove the legitimacy of Ukrainian studies, institutionally separated from
Soviet Studies and from Russian studies.

The late 1970s - early 1980s is also the period of "correction" of US domestic and foreign
policy under the administration of the r. Reagan and the escalation of the confrontation
between the United States and the USSR, which was accompanied by extremely aggressive
statements and actions on both sides, up to the plans for a new stage of the nuclear arms
race.

Reagan proclaimed the USSR an "evil empire" - in this context, any public initiatives that
had to do with discredit the USSR were in a favorable political context.

1983: Reagan calls the USSR an "evil empire." VIDEO

Finally, it is worth recalling another important socio-cultural circumstance that influenced
the political and ideological orientation and intensity of the campaign around the famine
of 1932-1933. The successful (compared to previous generations) social adaptation of the
post-war generation of emigration in North American society had the opposite side.

Since the late 1970s, the threat of cultural assimilation and erosion of cultural (ethnic)
identity has become increasingly evident among the Ukrainian diaspora. The famine of
1932–1933 was to become one of the iconic historical symbols, a cultural marker around
which historical identity and various forms of political representation could be built - just
as the constructed memory of the Holocaust became almost a central element of the
historical policy and civic education of Israel and the Jewish diaspora of the United States.

All this created the prerequisites for a new quality of appeals to the topic of the famine of
1932-1933. The fiftieth anniversary of the tragedy was a witness to the unprecedented
attempt of the Ukrainian diaspora to bring the problem of hunger to the highest level of
political and academic discussion - an attempt whose results were as successful as they
were ambiguous.

This time the campaign lasted more than one year, it went beyond the borders of the
diaspora community and gained international publicity, the topic became the subject of
not only political, but also academic discussions, after all, it became the object of legal
analysis at the highest professional level within the framework of international law.

It is worth noting that these measures also had a serious impact on "mainland Ukraine" —
for the first time, the efforts of the Ukrainian diaspora directly influenced the ideological,
political and academic processes in Ukraine.

Several interrelated actions played a leading role in these efforts: the creation of a
commission of the US Congress to study the famine in Ukraine (it was accompanied by a
large-scale campaign of appeals from Ukrainian citizens of the United States to
congressmen); the preparation and publication of a book about the famine of 1932-1933.
Conquest, the work of the International Commission to Investigate the Famine of 1932–1933
in Ukraine (1988–1990); the release of the film "Harvest of Despair" in Toronto in 1983.

On the eve of the 50th anniversary of the famine of 1932–1933, the National Committee for
the Commemoration of the Victims of Genocide in Ukraine of 1932–1933 was established in
the United States, which, in addition to the usual commemorative actions
(demonstrations, invokes), formulated the idea of creating a special commission on the
famine of 1932–1933 at the highest state level.

The main promoters of the idea were the organization "Americans for the Protection of
Human Rights in Ukraine", created in the late 1970s to protect dissidents from Ukraine (in
addition to Ukrainians from the diaspora, it also included Americans of non-Ukrainian
origin) and the Ukrainian People's Union.

It was theys who organized large-scale public actions, the purpose of which was to
influence the American authorities: on the one hand, a campaign of letters-appeals to
congressmen from different states of the United States, was organized unprecedented for
the Ukrainian diaspora, on the other hand, it was possible to use all available
opportunities to lobby the bill to create a special commission of inquiry - through
congressmen who had obligations to ethnic Ukrainian voters.

The result was the legislative initiatives of American parliamentarians. In 1983, twice in
September and November, Congressman from Florida J. Florio introduced a bill to create a
commission, which after prolonged bureaucratic vicissitudes, increased lobbying through
congressmen and senators, extremely difficult behind-the-scenes disputes became law.

Only a year later, in October 1984, the Commission of the U.S. Congress Committee on the
Study of the Holodomor was established. The commission was headed by Congressman D.
Mike (who, by the way, was not a big sympathizer with the creation of such a commission),
a young American historian, a specialist in the history of Ukraine of the 1920s and 1930s,
was appointed executive director. James Mayes.

The work of the commission consisted of two parts: research (research of available
materials and collection of oral testimony) and propaganda and political (dissemination of
information about the famine of 1932-1933). It organized public hearings in seven US
states, during which 57 witnesses of the 1932-1933 famine gave public testimony at a kind
of public hearing.

In April 1988, the Commission's report was submitted to the US Congress, and only at the
end of 1990 was a three-volume of almost two hundred oral testimonies on the 1932-1933
famine, made using the oral history method.

During the 4 years of the commission's work, the international situation changed in the
most radical way - agreements were signed between the leadership of the United States
and the USSR that put an end to the "Cold War", political liberalization was unfolding in the
Soviet Union, called "perestroika", from the "empire of evil" it formally turned into a
partner of the United States in world politics, the exposure of "crimes of Stalinism"
became a familiar journalistic formula, and the scale and intensity of these exposures
within the country already exceeded the accusatory rhetoric of standard anti-communism.

In fact, the largest political players in the United States have lost interest in the problem,
and the hidden or outright "anti-Moscow" direction of the Ukrainian diaspora's efforts
gave an unwanted political conflict.

As a result, although the commission's report was adopted, it had every chance of being on
archival shelves (as, in fact, to some extent, happened) — American politicians turned to
the commission's materials as early as 2003, although it should be noted that these
materials influenced individual publicists and researchers in Ukraine and through them
the nature of the discussions about the 1932-1933 famine at the turn of the 1980s and
1990s.

In 1984, an essay on the famine of 1932-1933 was published by the collective of authors -
the list began with the name P. Conquest. In 1986, the largest work on the famine of 1932-
1933, written by one author - "The Havest of Sorrow", was published.

The first edition of 1986. The full title of the book is "The Sorrow. Soviet collectivization
and hunger terror. Photo by ebay.com

Despite the fact that the book talked about famine throughout the Soviet Union, the
emphasis was on the Ukrainian pages of the tragedy.

The book caused a rather sharp discussion: both scientific and political. In 1990, fragments
of translations from it appeared in Moscow and Ukrainian journals, and Conquest's
conclusions about the causes and consequences of the 1932-1933 famine became an
argument - again in political and scientific discussions.

Bypassing the content of these discussions, we note that after the publication of the book
R. Conquest's problem of the famine of 1932–1933 was no longer possible to ignore in the
West, particularly in the academic world. The popularity of the author's figure and the
authority of the publishers provided a double effect.

First, the Western academic world had to respond, and the possibility of political
marginalizing the problem by rhetoric about the ideological interests of the Ukrainian
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marginalizing the problem by rhetoric about the ideological interests of the Ukrainian
diaspora was minimized. The publication of the book r. Conquest marked the beginning of
scientific discussions in the West, which continue to this day, in addition to the popular
essay, it became available to a large number of students interested in the history of the
USSR - and for them Ukraine and one of its greatest tragedies became visible.

Secondly, there was also an unplanned result - despite the powerful "Ukrainian accent" of
the book, the author still wrote about the famine not only in Ukraine, therefore, his
authority also worked in favor of those who opposed the localization of the problem of the
famine of 1932-1933 with "Ukrainian stories".

In 1988, on the initiative of one of the largest Ukrainian diaspora organizations - the World
Congress of Free Ukrainians (WCU) - an international commission of lawyers was
established. It did not have any international legal status, although in fact it played the
role of an informal tribunal (the members of the commission themselves sometimes called
it that way in communication with each other).

The commission consisted of respected lawyers of the highest qualification, specialists in
international and criminal law from Sweden, Great Britain, Belgium, France, Argentina, the
USA and Canada. She was to investigate the evidence of the 1932–1933 famine and draw
conclusions about the presence of the 1932–1933 famine, its causes, consequences, and
culprits.

The conclusions of the commission were, on the one hand, to support the conclusions of
the Congressional commission with legal arguments (the main task was to confirm the
thesis about the genocidal nature of the 1932-1933 famine), on the other hand, to be an
argument in the discussion both with the spokesmen of the Soviet leadership, which at the
time of the actual creation of the commission no longer denied the famine, but tried to
"minimize" knowledge about it, its causes and organizers, and with those Western
researchers who, either because of political beliefs or on academic reasons, denied a
number of fundamental provisions of the ideological version of the 1932-1933 famine.

The commission relied on eyewitness testimony, publications by researchers and a rather
limited range of documents. Several times, lawyers appealed to the leadership of the USSR
with a request to provide access to archival information, but they never received the
desired information.

However, the available information was enough for professional lawyers to unconditionally
confirm the fact of the famine in the USSR in 1932-1933 and call it the direct cause of
"excessive grain harvesting in July 1932", and the prerequisites were forced collectivization,
dekulakization and the desire of the central government to repel traditional Ukrainian
nationalism.

The members of the commission were not unanimous on several issues, in particular in
the interpretation of the term "genocide" in relation to the events of 1932–1933, but they
recognized that Ukrainians as a nation were the object of a particularly cruel policy of the
Soviet leadership.

At the same time, most of the members of the commission admitted that there was no
reason to argue that the famine of 1932–1933 was organized on a systematic basis in order
to destroy the Ukrainian nation once and for all, however, the Soviet authorities gladly
used the famine to complete their policy of denationalization. The Commission also did
not find sufficient evidence that the famine was specifically planned to ensure the success
of Moscow's policy.

The conclusions of the commission became public already when in the Soviet Union and
Ukraine the level of discussions and knowledge about 1932-1933 actually negalized the
possible incriminating effect of the lawyers' report.

The final version of the Commission's report was submitted to the UN Secretary for Human
Rights (planned to be handed over to the Secretary-General) and the President of the
Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe in the spring of 1990.

"Unfortunately," said one of the members of the commission at the time, "the events
preceded our report: by the time it was published, the political scene in the Soviet Union
had changed so much that, with the exception of the conclusions about genocide, all our
other discoveries were already the property of Soviet public opinion and even the
authorities." Seven years passed from the beginning of the VKVU initiative to the
completion of the commission's work...

In the USSR and the Ukrainian SSR, all these efforts were the subject of attention mainly of
"specialized institutions" - the KGB, the highest party authorities. Of course, information
about the activities of "Ukrainian bourgeois nationalists" did not go beyond these
institutions. However, this information was carefully collected and even tried to organize
counter events.

Inside the country, the fact of famine was traditionally denied, even in special (mostly in-
absched) discussions with "anti-Soviet circles" and "Ukrainian bourgeois nationalists" the
word "hunger" was simply not used, the most important thing they dared to do was "food
difficulties".

Outside, in public speeches, the fact of hunger was also denied, instead recommendations
were made to emphasize the difficult situation of workers in the capitalist world, in
particular in the United States.

In the report of the then head of the propaganda and agitation department of the Central
Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine L. Kravchuk of November 6, 1983 proposed
that "in connection with the connection with the campaign about the "hunger" of the US
administration and Reagan personally, in our opinion, separate publications about its
malicious-speculative nature with the facts of not invented, but real famine in a number of
Latin American countries robbed by American imperialism, and in the United States itself -
among agricultural workers, a number of national minorities and racial groups. Perhaps it
would also be advisable to take appropriate steps through diplomatic channels.”

At the end of 1986, a special commission of scientists from the Institute of History of the
Academy of Sciences of the Ukrainian SSR and the Institute of Party History under the
Central Committee of the Communist Party was created under the Communist Party of
Ukraine, which was tasked with refuting the conclusions of the US Congressional
Commission on the basis of archival materials.

The members of the commission were shown the film "The Sorrow Sorrow" and informed
about the work of the "Mace Commission". They also gained access to archival materials
that had previously been kept in a state secret and were inaccessible to researchers.

Yevhen Marchuk about how Kagebists were allowed into the archives and how they were
shocked by it

Shortly after the beginning of the commission's work, it turned out that archival materials
could only confirm the existence of a mass famine in 1932-1933.

In December 1987. V. Shcherbytskyi, who was then the head of the Communist Party of
Ukraine, was forced to admit the fact of famine in his speech dedicated to the 70th
anniversary of the October Revolution and the establishment of Soviet power in Ukraine.
The statements of the head of the republic were, on the one hand, a standard broadcast of
the official position (it was about "serious food difficulties", the cause of which was called
excessive forced collectivization, administration and drought), on the other hand, the term
"hunger" was used for the first time, previously categorically unacceptable in official public
rhetoric.

Of course, the "concession" became possible only because the general level of revision of
Stalinism in the USSR had already gone beyond the criticism of "individual shortcomings"
and "misters" - we note that it was accompanied by a standard replica about "political
speculation" on the subject of famine in the West.

The taboo on the word "hunger" in relation to the events of 1932-1933 was removed by the
highest official of the republic. It is interesting that it is from this moment that the rhetoric
of the mention of the famine of 1932-1933 quickly radicalizes, the accents in its direction
change.

In February 1988, at the party meeting of the Kyiv organization of the Union of Writers of
the Ukrainian SSR, one of the representatives of the then party and writer's establishment,
Oleks Musienko, made a speech in which he mentioned the "mass famine of 1933" in the
context of "compromising the idea of collectivization by the methods of storming", and
about "criminal extermination of the personnel of the Leninist hart". It was then that he
cursory used the word "holodomor" in relation to the famine of 1932-1933.

Since the second half of 1988, the topic of the famine of 1932-1933 in popularity reached
the level of public attention to the Chernobyl disaster: all Ukrainian magazines, except for
children's magazines, took up the printing of relevant materials: from translations of
individual fragments from the book by R. Conquest to memoirs and literary works, from
publications of archival documents (printed abroad) to speeches by scientists, including
foreign ones.

Some magazines have even started special columns such as "White Book" (Lviv "Bell") or
"Paths of Pain and Torment" (weekly "Ukraine"). These publications were dominated by the
accusatory-victim rhetoric, which was widespread at that time.

The party press tried to keep up, for its part, joining the transformation of the topic into a
socially significant phenomenon, but initially here still prevailed motives of a counter-
propaganda nature, associated with the desire to seize the initiative and direct the
discussion in the "right direction" in the context of the movement towards "socialism with
a human face".

An important event was the publication of the book of documents "The Hunger of 1932-
1933 in Ukraine: through the eyes of historians, the language of documents". Her materials
were the subject of a special discussion at the Politburo of the Central Committee of the
Communist Party of Ukraine in January 1990: according to an eyewitness of the discussion,
the position of the then first secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of
Ukraine, played a decisive role in the fact that the book was allowed to be published.
Ivashka.

In February 1990, the topic became so important in the "battles for history" that a separate
resolution of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine "On the famine of
1932-1933 in Ukraine and the publication of related archival materials" was adopted.
Historians were called for a "deep study and objective assessment" of the famine of 1932-
1933: it was about the separation of "real" socialism from its "distortions" - the hint is quite
understandable.

Subsequently, at the level of the Politburo of the Central Committee of the Communist
Party of Ukraine, it was decided to include the topic "Solid collectivization and famine of
the rural population of 1932-1933" in the "Republican Program for the Development of
Historical Research, Improvement of the Study and Propagacy of the History of the
Ukrainian SSR" (July 1990). The topic, which was recently dangerous to even mention, was
legitimized in the documents of the ruling party. The ban was officially removed and at the
highest level.

It is quite obvious that this was done under the pressure of two political circumstances: on
the one hand, the influence of social movements and "rally democracy" was felt - the 1990
year was critical for the Communist Party - both in terms of quantitative losses (it was left
en masse) and in terms of ideological losses: it was this year that it suffered the most
serious defeats in the "batles for history".

The new version of Soviet history, which was proposed by ideological opponents, the
"National Democrats," was openly anti-communist. And the theme of the famine of 1932–
1933 in this sense, along with the theme of repression, contained the most powerful charge
of discrediting the state party.

The mention of the "Holodomor" at the turn of the 1980s and 1990s became one of the
mandatory components of almost every speech (oral or written) devoted to the criticism of
the Soviet system, especially in the context of "external influences" on Ukraine, primarily
from the communist ideology and communist government, allegedly "basically alien" to
the Ukrainian tradition and mentality.

On the other hand, the "battles for history" became an important argument for the
political legitimacy of that part of the republican nomenclature that sought to take
advantage of the moment in the struggle for the redistribution of power with the "center".

Since the blame for the famine was placed on the "center" and its "henchmen" of the local
communists, those who managed to "reorient themselves" contextually got rid of the "sins
of the past" and got an additional argument for the "sovereignty of the republic"
(something like: if Ukrainians themselves ruled their republic, there would be no famine).

At the end of the 1980s, the first project in Ukraine to collect evidence of the famine of
1932-1933, which began as a joint initiative of radical writers and cautious historians.
Member of the Union of Writers of Ukraine V. In July 1989, the maniac appealed to S.
Kulchytskyi (as a person who "sat on the documents") with a proposal to prepare a book
that would contain official documents about the famine and memories and eyewitness
testimonies. To apply for testimony, it was proposed to use the most popular newspaper
with circulation mainly in rural areas - "Silski Visti".

S. Kulchytskyi compiled questions that were published in "Villal News" in December 1988.
Addressing readers, s. Kulchytskyi pointed out that historians have very few documents, so
eyewitness testimonies are of particular importance.

Readers were asked to "remember": known to them cases of resistance to food requisition
on the part of local party and Soviet workers; repression against executives and collective
farmers for debts from grain procurement; forms of uncentralized assistance to the
starving (at the local level) by the authorities; the fate of villages listed on the
"blackboard" for non-compliance with grain procurement, the number of fellow villagers
who died from starvation; the help of the city during the spring sowing campaign of 1933;
just their own observations.

"Blackboards": what is it + list of settlements

It is not difficult to notice that the questions were mainly aimed at denying the anti-
communist version of the famine of 1932–1933, at outlining the efforts of party and Soviet
workers aimed at overcoming the famine and resisting requisitions - entirely in line with
the official ideological/historiographical discourse of the late 1980s. (Of course, it is worth
mentioning that the newspaper that printed the questionnaire was a party publication,
and censorship still existed in 1988).

Although it is paradoxical, it is the mentioned issues and the memories initiated by them,
regardless of the motives for their occurrence, that could in the future become one of the
important elements of a more adequate, balanced reconstruction of the picture of the
events of 1932-1933.

However, the final product, that is, the book "33rd: Hunger. The People's Memorial Book,
which showed that at the turn of the 1990s, the standard of presenting the famine of 1932–
1933 already had all the signs of the canonical version created in the diaspora: only those
eyewitness testimonies who painted the terrible pictures of the extinction of people in
their own homes and the excesses associated with it were selected for publication. Of the
almost 6 thousand letters that came to the newspaper, about a thousand were included in
the book.

The publication was prepared for publication by writers V. Maniac and his wife L.
Kovalenko-Maniak. The memoirs and testimonies included in the book were subjected to
literary editing, as a result of which their initial value as a historical source was leveled. It
is worth recalling the fact that the book was published on the eve of the December 1991
referendum.

Also, on the eve of the referendum, the first republican channel showed the feature and
journalistic film "Hunger-33" by Ukrainian director O. Yanchuk based on the
autobiographical story of V. Barki "Yellow Prince". Such a coincidence was obviously not
accidental in the general context of the use of history in the campaign for independence.

The referendum of December 1991. Postcards of that time. PHOTO

For more than half a century, the famine of 1932–1933 was ignored or deliberately silenced
in the West and was the subject of political taboos in the USSR, remaining the subject of
sporadic attention of some politically active circles of the Ukrainian diaspora.

Since the beginning of the 1980s, in less than a decade, the famine of 1932–1933 has
become the object of violent political and scientific debates, an occasion for large-scale
public actions, a component of the process of instrumentalization of history, the use of
historical representations in ideological disputes and political struggle, and finally an
object and component of the comemorative practices of the state and society.

In the Ukrainian SSR, this process coincided with the sovereignty of the republic, its
movement towards independence, as a result of which the topic was not only extremely
politicized from the very beginning, but also became one of the powerful arguments in
discrediting and overthrowing the communist government and direct or indirect agitation
for independence.

This could not but affect the definition of the cognitive and interpretative framework of its
discussion and its further functioning in the cultural, scientific and political space of
Ukraine, the general context of its discussion, the context, which in turn was translated
into texts and further - the actions of politicians, public figures, scientists. 

Context

Awareness of the cultural and socio-political context of reconstruction and the functioning
of the image of the famine of 1932-1933 in the discursive and political practices of the
1990s - 2000s should be considered a key factor for understanding the nature and
direction, cognitive and explanatory possibilities of this reconstruction.

First of all, it is worth noting that the calm and "dispassionate" scientific analysis of the
problems associated with the famine of 1932-1933 in Ukraine itself is complicated by the
fact that political interests, ideological stereotypes, moral and moralistic connotations,
ambitions of individuals (politicians, public figures, scientists), political and social groups
are intertwined here.

The famine of 1932-1933 was and remains an integral part of domestic political discussions.
In the late 1980s and early 1990s, the theme of the famine of 1932-1933 was used to
discredit part of the then political and state elite, raised by the regime that was supposed
to be responsible for the famine (the same can be explained by the rather "restrained"
attitude of the then government to this problem, and the accusations against it about such
restraint).

During the 1990s, the nomenclature state elites inherited by Ukraine, in turn, used the
topic for their own legitimation by establishing and regulating state commemorative
practices.

The topic remains excessively politicized and continues to be a fairly active component of
the political and ideological discourse.

Since 2005, the topic has become not only an object, but also an instrument of a certain
version of state historical policy and memory policy, a means of intensively imposing on
society a single official version of the events of 1932-1933, which has a claim to the truth.

Even more, in 2006–2008, there were attempts to legitimize this version at the legislative
level and introduce prohibitive and punitive sanctions for deviations from it.

The very topic - the scale and circumstances of the disaster, the mass martyrdom of
several million people on one's own territory in peacetime, with unexplained biological,
social and socio-psychological consequences, is difficult to understand as a subject of
purely academic discussions, especially in a situation where the situation where the
situation of creating the image of the nation and the current political discussions call for
explaining today's adversities with factors of seventy years ago and looking for the culprits
of the tragedy among contemporaries.

Even more, attempts to return the topic to the framework of academic discussion and keep
it there are often perceived by supporters of certain ideological trends as neglect of moral
norms, disrespect for the victims of the tragedy, lack of patriotism, political commitment
or even fulfillment of the order of "anti-Ukrainian" external forces.

During the Soviet era, Ukraine had to survive three mass famines: in 1921-1923, in 1932-
1933, and in 1946-1947. The famine of 1921–1923 was not silenced by either the authorities
or Soviet historiography: it was explained by post-war devastation and natural causes, the
state organized food assistance to the starving, including international assistance.

The famine of 1946–1947 was also not ignored by the authorities, although in the historical
works of the Soviet period it was mentioned, it was usually in the context of post-war
devastation and drought.

The famine of 1932-1933 was distinguished by the fact that it was tried to hide it during the
tragedy itself, the rural population was not only abandoned at the most critical moment of
the famine, but also for a certain time became the object of the actions of the authorities,
which some researchers call "terror of hunger", while the international resonance of this
disaster was muffled by the efforts of Western politicians, journalists, wide circles of pro-
Soviet Western intellectuals and politicians focused on cooperation with the USSR. They
tried to "erase" the mention of this famine from the collective memory, it was it that was
taboo.

The famine of 1833 and 1933: the difference in the politics of power

Since the topic as such has been banned for decades, it is clear that during the period of
"publicity" of the second half of the 1980s, the mechanism of compensation for this ban,
real or imaginary restoration of "suppressed/repressed/oppressed memory" worked.

The theme of the famine of 1932-1933 "returned" to the socio-cultural and scientific space
during a period of intense "battles for history" between the orthodox communist
nomenclature and the National Democrats and their supporters in society.

On the one hand, it was an effective element in discrediting the communist government,
so from the very beginning it had an offensive-propaganda orientation. Throughout the
1990s, the theme of the famine of 1932-1933 provoked emotional parallels with the current
state of the Ukrainian nation, which, according to the ideological stereotypes of the time,
was the result of the suffering and losses of Ukrainians during the years of totalitarianism.

The then leftists were openly called the heirs of the party responsible for the 1932-1933
famine, clearly seeking to discredit them in the struggle for power. This method of
actualization obviously strengthened its instrumentalist overtones and seriously
influenced and affects the positions of scientists.

On the other hand, it was perceived and represented in the context of filling the so-called
"white spots of domestic history", returning to "true history". Accordingly, the only
dominant interpretation of the theme that arose at this time was perceived as the only
"correct", "real". At the same time, a specific moralizing context of discursive practices
about the famine of 1932–1933 was formed, in which rational reasoning that did not
coincide with the accusatory discourse looked like morally corrupt.

The reconstruction of the topic and its emergence to the level of socio-political
discussions took place mainly in the "power field" of confrontational rhetoric and in a
specific cultural context. The neophytes of the topic, who undertook to restore "historical
justice," were brought up in the spirit of Soviet ideological practices based on ideological
monotheism, intolerance of other views, a kind of proselytism, the belief in the existence
of absolute truth, dogmaticism.

Accordingly, first in journalism, and then at the highest state level, in official documents,
statements, certain canonical norms of addressing the topic were imprinted, deviations
from which are interpreted by their supporters as socially immoral or politically
oppositional behavior.

At the same time, the personal "social aura" of both the official adherents of the famine of
1932-1933 and the politicians who deny this version, determined by the level of their own
personal and political culture, sometimes brings to public discussions not only elements
of personal confrontation, but also of an indecent public scandal.

It is also important that the "return" of the topic to the public consciousness ("collective
memory") and its appearance in the canonical version of national history was part of a
larger process of "nationalization of history" - the separation of "own" history from the
once common historical and political space.

When it comes to the purely cognitive, academic aspects of this process, in the late 1980s
and early 1990s, a standard version of national history was created (and largely recreated)
in Ukraine, built on ethnic exclusivity, essentialism, standard cultural teleology, and
populist and romantic myths.

This could not but affect the formation of the image of the famine of 1932-1933, the ways of
understanding its causes and consequences by professional historians who fell under the
spell of antique ideas about the nation and its historical fate.

If we are talking about the socio-political aspect, the "nationalization of history," it was a
component of Ukraine's sovereignty. The theme of the famine of 1932-1933, as already
mentioned at the beginning, became an important component of separatist rhetoric, a
means of opposing this common space, and soon an important argument in legitimizing
independence (we have already mentioned the popular thesis that the tragedy was
provoked exclusively by external factors, and it would not have happened if Ukrainians
had their own statehood).

Periodically (1993, 2003, 2005–2008) the topic becomes part of Ukraine's foreign policy
efforts aimed at recognizing the country and Ukrainians in the world (the famine of 1932-
1933 was supposed to become an important international symbol, a national "marker", like
the Holocaust among Jews), which provoked the formation of an additional conflict zone in
relations with Russia and hidden tension with Israel, created an additional factor of moral
and political pressure on historians (see more in the section on international aspects of
the topic).

It should also be remembered that for some Ukrainians, the famine of 1932-1933 is a
component of "living" memory - many people, including some researchers, know about it
not only from scientific papers, journalism or archival sources, but also from the stories of
their relatives and acquaintances (there are also those who survived the famine in early
childhood, although, of course, the number of direct witnesses to the disaster is very
small).

The status of "direct knowledge" gives this type of personal memory special social
significance, as it greatly complicates the critical analysis of this phenomenon.

After all, there are researchers of the topic who are familiar with it not only through
archival or library research, but also through indirect personal experience - memories of
relatives. In itself, the picture of the terrible, martyr's death of millions in peacetime,
having turned into a fact of mass consciousness, begins to influence the judgments of
even those professionals who consider themselves capable of unbiased judgments.

The phenomenon of "mass recall," when the general picture of horrors, reproduced by
historians and publicists, becomes part of collective ideas about the past and relatively
stable commemorative practices, cannot but affect the consciousness and ways of
remembering those who can be considered direct witnesses of the famine of 1932-1933.

Professional historians are pressured by what is usually called public opinion (especially
when it is necessary to make public statements) and the general nervous atmosphere in
society around the problem of the famine of 1932-1933, which periodically worsens thanks
to the efforts of politicians.

Popular publications, literary works, television and film versions of the events of 1932-1933,
various social events create a certain cultural background in which it is quite difficult for a
professional historian who intends to give a purely scientific assessment of the historical
phenomenon to maintain a balanced academic style.

The powerful emotional charge of the problem periodically provokes even public hysteria,
in which calls for sober, rational consideration of the issue, as already mentioned, can and
are often perceived by part of the public as a challenge to public opinion or disrespect for
the memory of the dead.

Through the efforts of publicists, historians, and public figures, the ideas of the famine of
1932-1933 became one of the most iconic national symbols, a specific form of cultural
reality - the Holodomor. In this form, it has a multifaceted instrumental application in
various fields - from historical education and civic education to politics, from public
initiatives to art.

The topic has already become part of the "collective memory" - both thanks to its
presence on the pages of school and university textbooks, and because of the
commemorative practices of the last twenty years. Even more, since it is already an
important component of the national historical myth, the obvious academic need for its
scientific deconstruction (or analysis) fatally conflicts with the social needs for socially
significant symbols that form the basis of national mythology.

And finally, in fact, for a part of Ukrainian politically and culturally active society, the
Holodomor has become a kind of civil religion with its own canonical texts, sacred objects,
saints, icons, rituals and ceremonies.

This greatly complicates the discussion of the topic in terms of rational knowledge and
scientific analysis - at least when it comes to the possibility of such a discussion with the
speakers and followers of this religion, provokes the appropriate tone and creates a
cultural background in which it is extremely difficult to stay within the framework of true,
sincere respect for the memory of the dead and honor it without public tantrums and
public scenes in the style of the theater of the absurd. This circumstance becomes
especially pronounced when the authorities and politicians are involved.

Holodomor as an object and subject of politics

Until recently, assessing the role of state institutions and individuals who represent and
personify these institutions, as well as politicians and public figures in the formation of
historical memory, and in particular, the assessment of the Soviet past, the researchers
emphasized the tendency to silence certain "inconvenient" topics.

Almost all of the former "white spots" of Soviet history belonged to such topics, primarily
what exists in ideological discourse under the slogan "crimes of totalitarianism".

In particular, Professor of Harvard University Grigory Grabovych, speaking about the times
of L. Kuchma, he said: 

"...today, the Ukrainian establishment is persistently trying to implement what I would call
an amnesia project - a more or less conscious, but consistent and successful program of
actions and measures aimed at forgetting forever, not exploring, not revising the recent
Soviet past.

This is done for quite obvious reasons: since the current Soviet nomenclature continues to
occupy a leading position in virtually all sectors of social, institutional, and even more so
state life, these people are unlikely to agree to support any program of recall, rethinking
and reassesssment of the past heritage, with which they are most closely connected.

Publicist and essayist Mykola Ryabchuk interpreted this problem in a similar way.
Analyzing the participation of the authorities in marking the significant dates of Ukrainian
Soviet history (85th anniversary of V. Shcherbytsky, anniversary of the famine of 1932-1933,
contextually mentioned "anniversary" of Komsomol), Ryabchuk points out that her
behavior is somehow part of a "certain discursive strategy".

If the anniversaries of communist symbols were mounted within the framework of the
general linear scheme of "Ukrainian statehood" and thus directly legitimized the current
government, brought up by the Soviet system, then the significant dates with anti-
communist meaning (famine of 1932-1933) were used by the authorities to "give a certain
respectability to the post-communist regime, which allegedly represents the interests of
the entire nation and allegedly dissociates itself from the questionable practices of its
predecessors".

According to the observation of M. Ryabchuk, in the rhetoric of politicians who represented
the authorities, over time there was a rather characteristic terminological change: in
official documents, appeals, speeches, the definitions of "Stalinist regime", "totalitarian
regime", "totalitarian system", etc. are used, but the word communist, as a rule, is absent.

Ryabchuk considered this part of the already mentioned strategy, or "amnesia project", but
it can be imagined that people who were responsible for drafting texts for public speeches
of politicians, or preparing texts of official documents, used scientific and popular
literature, where this terminology dominates.

In the end, one can give examples of the mention of the "communist regime" by the
highest statesmen as the organizer of the 1932-1933 famine - for the then top leadership of
the state, due to the reasons mentioned above, such nuances did not have the symbolic
meaning they have for M. Ryabchuk or other intellectuals, L. Kuchma was hardly aware of
the terminological subtleties to which intellectuals are always so sensitive.

S. V. Kulchytskyi drew attention to the "muffled ignoring of the Holodomor by our
managerial elite" and explained this by a psychological factor, that is, the inability to
perceive the entire flow of negative information with the resulting reluctance to mention
the "black pages" of the past.

These rather close approaches to the general public rightly explained the government's
position on the "past in the present" by a rather natural desire to legitimize oneself with
the help of historical arguments or by deliberately "forgetting" segments of recent history
that are unprofitable for the authorities.

Let us only note that "forgetting" unwanted facts and topics in general is a generic sign of
any historical policy, or, in its absence, individual actions of the authorities aimed at their
own legitimization. Forgovion, by the way, is also an important element of the creation of
the nation - it is enough to recall the famous statement of Ernest Renan.

At the same time, it should be noted that the above interpretation is characterized by a
clear exaggeration of the planning of the authorities's actions, which, it seems, in many
cases, were sufficiently spontaneous, situational and were hardly the result of a well-
thought-out strategy or "project". It seems that the picture was still much more complex,
and the actions of the authorities in this area did not have any standard dynamics that
appeared later, during the presidency of V. Yushchenko.

After all, the thesis of deliberate "forgetfulness" (or amnesia) largely contradicts the
authorities' obvious desire to actively participate in the "remembrance" of Soviet history
from time to time and even more so to actively influence the nature of this remembrance
(although here, too, the direction of "remembrance" is determined situationally, while its
form was extremely standard - one might say, standard in a completely "Soviet"
bureaucratic way).

Even more, a simple count of the number of appeals of the authorities to the topic of the
famine of 1932-1933 and the consequences of the quality of these appeals proves that it
was during the time of L. Kuchma took decisive steps in the domestic political
actualization and legitimization of the topic and in bringing it to the international level.

With independence, the theme of the famine of 1932-1933 for some time remained the
traditional domain of politicians of national-democratic and nationalist orientation, at the
level of public discourse, its main adepts remained literary and artistic and partly
scientific intelligentsia and public organizations whose activities focused on a radical
revision of Soviet history (in particular, "Memorial"). The "left" and the "left" were constant
and radical opponents, especially the communists.

The authorities quickly assessed the political, ideological and mobilization potential of the
topic. Already in the time of L. Kravchuk observed a fairly active positional rhetoric of the
president regarding the "totalitarian past", including the famine of 1932-1933.

L. Kravchuk very successfully used the topic of condemning the "crimes of communism" in
order to distance himself as much as possible, separate himself personally from this past
and responsibility for it - precisely by actively promoting the new "national democratic"
establishment in its symbolic "fight against communism" and "the heritage of
totalitarianism". The theme of the famine of 1932–1933 was, among other things, an
important factor in mobilizing the support of some National Democrats, primarily the
literary and artistic establishment, in the formation of an even weak presidential power.

If you remember L. Kuchmu, it is impossible not to notice that for him personally, the
problems of turning to the Soviet past and its "primory sins" had no self-sufficient
ideological significance at all. He appealed to them for formal and pragmatic motives -
either as part of a certain situational political game or on the advice of his closest
entourage.

Depending on advice or current political interests, he could be either an active promoter
of symbolism and commemorative practices associated with "holodomor" as a crime of the
communist regime, or an unspoken patron of the initiators of the anniversaries V.
Shcherbytsky and the Ukrainian Komsomol - although in this case it is worth looking for
not so much special ideological preferences in his actions as the pragmatism of the
technocrat in the use of ideological battles.

When it comes to the legislative power and political forces represented in parliament, it is
really possible to say that we are trying to resist the anti-communist revision of national
history - however, this applies mainly to the period of relative rule of the "left" in
parliament (1990-2000).

Since for the "leftists" (mainly communists represented by the Communist Party of
Ukraine), ideological issues were not only a traditionally important sphere of life, but also
an extremely important means of maintaining political popularity among the Soviet-
nostalgic part of the population, they quite successfully slowed down all attempts (real
and imagined) by National Democrats and their allies to record an anti-communist
revision of Ukrainian history at the level of parliamentary decisions, until 2000 there was a
situational factional reshuffle of forces in the Verkhovna Rada, after which the political
decline of the "left" began.

After all, it is worth remembering that the authors of the statements about the "amnesia
project" somewhat exaggerated the degree of "concern" of the authorities of the 1990s -
early 2000s about their communist past and the alleged fear of delegitimization in the
public consciousness allegedly associated with this. When it comes to the times of L.
Kravchuk, these considerations should be recognized as right, because the inertia of anti-
communism at the turn of the 1980s and 1990s was still quite powerful, and L. Kravchuk
had to take into account the ideological ambitions of the National Democrats.

When it comes to the times of L. Kuchma, the situation was already qualitatively different.
The government (both presidential and legislative) in the person of the overwhelming
number of its carriers was concerned about other problems, much closer to it in time and
space: economic (not least related to the redistribution of property and personal
enrichment) and "political and economic" (the struggle for the redistribution of power and
property). Ideological issues, in particular such as the revision of history, were important
to her only when they were directly or indirectly related to the first two.

After all, over time with the simultaneous existence of mimic old and post-Soviet new
power structures, new ideas about them managed to take shape, a whole complex of
stable concepts emerged, a kind of ideological "buffer zone" that reliably protected the
powerful from the attacks of those who demanded the "trial of communism" or the
"second Nuremberg".

Preparations for the trial of communism have begun in Europe

This buffer zone was all the more reliable because in Ukraine, as in most former Soviet
republics (with the exception, perhaps, of the Baltic States and Armenia), what was called
"denazification" in post-war Germany, and "decommunization, "lustrations", etc. - in post-
Soviet and post-communist countries of Central and Eastern Europe, did not happen.

We should not forget that the aforementioned buffer zone was built amicably by both
former representatives of the communist nomenclature who retained power and their
opponents from the "national democratic" camp, some of whom themselves entered the
power structures.

In the early 1990s, an unspoken compromise was reached between these two forces, based
on a formal community of interests - the construction of Ukrainian statehood.

Moreover, if among the National Democrats there were figures for whom the "building of
Ukrainian statehood" was not a formal symbol or a convenient slogan for adaptation to
the "new" power, but really a matter of moral duty (this applies primarily to some former
dissidents), then for the vast majority of the communist nomenclature, which turned into
the nomenclature of the new state, the slogans of state formation were primarily a
convenient tool for holding power and a means of self-legitimization.

The former communists turned into nationalists and with no less fervor than their recent
opponents, publicly condemned the "crimes of the totalitarian regime", thus neutralizing
possible accusations against them.

It is clear that those who restored the Communist Party of Ukraine in 1993 inherited its
apparent and real "sins" and created an additional buffer in their person for the powerful -
their former colleagues. The struggle against communism and the communist legacy in the
person of those who officially inherited the communist past and stood up for its defense
became a convenient form of mystification of society and distraction from the large-scale
redistribution of power and property in the 1990s.

In the end, it is worth mentioning that the topic of the totalitarian past and the famine of
1932-1933 returned to the public consciousness against the background of a large-scale
socio-economic crisis, when the vast majority of the population of Ukraine was primarily
concerned with the issue of survival in new, extremely complex and unusual social
conditions.

Any signals from politics aimed at mobilizing against the "diffult past" did not cause a
noticeable resonance at this time in the society, which was preoccied with the difficult
present. The difficult experience of modern everyday life and the accompanying socio-
psychological depression leveled the acuteness of perception of the traumatic experience
of the past.

It should be noted that public interest in the topic of the famine of 1932-1933 was
significantly revived in 2003-2007, both due to the president's intensification of the
memory policy and the improvement of the socio-economic situation.

All these circumstances should be taken into account when examining the dynamics of the
government's actions in the field of "memory policy" in Ukraine regarding the famine of
1932-1933.

Apparently, the first official practical action of the central government in Ukraine regarding
the famine of 1932-1933 was the order of Prime Minister V. Fokin of August 26, 1992 on
financing the construction of the complex "Bells of the World" in the city. Lubny of Poltava
region. It was about 1 million rubles. In Lubny, a mound was poured, a cross and a bell
were installed.

The first president of Ukraine, Leonid Kravchuk, who had already used the slogans of the
national-democratic opposition of the perestroika period (we are talking about the
Movement), formally quite actively contributed to the organization of actions dedicated to
the 60th anniversary of the famine of 1932-1933.

To a large extent, he was pushed to this by cultural figures, who turned into high-ranking
state officials, and the "diaspora nomenclature", which through them gained a voice and
moral weight in some issues of Ukraine's cultural policy.

At the same time, it is impossible to ignore his desire to ideologically neutralize the
problem - L. Kravchuk sought a "national-democratic" camp to fight against his former
party colleagues in the Verkhovna Rada, while trying not to escalate the conflict with the
powerful "left" lobby in parliament. Therefore, he was not interested in too radical actions
related to the condemnation of the "crimes of the communist regime".

February 19, 1993 L. Kravchuk issued a decree that was destined to open a series of official
appeals of the presidential government on the topic of the famine of 1932-1933 - "On
measures in connection with the 60th anniversary of the Holodomor in Ukraine." Despite
the rather technical nature of the decree, it was about holding in September 1993. "Days of
Grief and Remembrance of Holodomor Victims" and related organizational measures - the
document was a very important milestone in the state legitimization of the topic.

The use of the word "Holodomor" in the text of the decree had a great symbolic and
ideological meaning: this not only "legalized" the term itself, it legitimized the version of
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ideological meaning: this not only "legalized" the term itself, it legitimized the version of
the vision and understanding of the famine of 1932-1933, which was destined to become
"the only correct". The word itself contained "coded" information about causes and
consequences, established the boundaries of interpretation and understanding of the
historical phenomenon.

The decree can also be considered the first official attempt of the state to
"internationalize" the issue of the famine of 1932-1933: the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
received instructions to appeal to UNESCO with a proposal to include mentions of the 60th
anniversary of the tragedy in the calendar of this organization. D

The organizing committee of the Days of Grieves invited 13 representatives of the
Ukrainian diaspora of the West and the CIS, who headed the most influential Ukrainian
diaspora organizations, and two foreigners - American James Mace and Englishman Robert
Conquest.

At the same time, the decree did not contain any hints of the perpetrators of the Holode,
although the "National Democrats" from the presidential circle clearly tried to exacerbate
the problem. In May 1993, the program of official events, which was proposed by the
Organizing Committee, contained a clause on holding the People's Court (Tribunal) over
the perpetrators of the Holodomor, and "Days of Sorrow and Remembrance of Holodomor
Victims" were planned as a large-scale script production (which was called for by the best
directing forces - Yu. Ilyenko, M. Mashchenko, L. Aspen).

In June of the same year, the script-staged component from the program disappeared. The
idea of holding the tribunal apparently also seemed too radical — it never took place,
although the estimate of events dated July 1993 still provided for it to be held. It is
interesting that the tribunal, together with the memorial house and the procession, for
some reason had to become more than 148.6 million coupon rubles to the state — this
accounted for more than half of the budget of the entire program of events.

In September 1993. L. Kravchuk took part in the international conference "Holodomor 1932-
1933 in Ukraine: Causes and Consequences" - the presence of the first person at the
conference was perceived as important evidence of the government's interest in "restoring
historical truth". Even more, L. Kravchuk said: "I completely agree that it was a planned
action, that it was genocide against its own people. But I wouldn't put an end to it. Yes,
against his own people, but according to the directive from another center.”

A certain piquancy to this statement was given by the fact that ten years earlier L.
Kravchuk was personally an active organizer of counter-propaganda actions against "the
anti-Soviet campaign launched in the West on the occasion of the so-called "50th
anniversary of the artificial famine in Ukraine".

The aforementioned conference can also serve as a model of the extreme political
actualization of the theme of the famine of 1932–1933: in the speeches of the participants
(among whom politicians and public activists prevailed) the famine was mentioned in the
context of such problems as the nuclear status of Ukraine, the status of Sevastopol and
Crimea, the distribution of the heritage of the Soviet Union.

In June 1993. The Association of Researchers of the Famine-Genocide of 1932-1933 in
Ukraine took the initiative to create a temporary commission of the Verkhovna Rada of
Ukraine, which on the basis of documents that were in scientific circulation, would be able
to qualify the Holodomor as a crime against the Ukrainian people, an act of direct genocide
that undermined its gene pool and spiritual and cultural potential."

The case was then to be referred to the International Court of Justice in The Hague. The
Institute of History of Ukraine of the National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine "in
compliance with the decree of the President of Ukraine" offered the Verkhovna Rada of
Ukraine "to consider the issue of the famine of 1932-1933 in Ukraine and give such an
assessment of this action that would not contradict the truth... there was a situation when
an official assessment of the Holodomor as a purposeful action of a totalitarian state is
necessary."

As a precedent, the authors of the proposal referred to the conclusions of the
commissions of the US Congress and the international commission of lawyers and
scientists in 1988 and pointed out the fact that the official assessment contained in the
resolution of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine of January 26, 1990,
"does not fully correspond to reality".

In July 1993. The organizing committee for holding events related to the 60th anniversary of
the 1932-1933 famine (headed by Deputy Prime Minister M. Zhulynskyi), appealed to the
leadership of the Verkhovna Rada with a proposal to organize a discussion of the problem
at the parliamentary session. A formal response was received from the First Deputy
Chairman of the Verkhovna Rada V. Durdynets with a request to prepare a historical
reference, a draft resolution of the parliament and to name the candidacy of a possible
speaker.

In the future, during consultations with key figures in the leadership of the Verkhovna
Rada, it became clear that there were no prospects of bringing the problem of the 1932-
1933 famine to the session - the 1994 elections (parliamentary and presidential) were
approaching, deputies were interested in completely different problems, and the
composition of the parliament, which was formed in Soviet times, was not prone to
political staging aimed at fundamental condemnation of the crimes of the communist
regime.

The then Prime Minister L. Kuchma also took a "technical" part in the implementation of
the first commemorative action consecrated by the state: according to his order, 288.6
million rubles were allocated from the government's reserve fund. Also a separate order L.
Kuchma allocated 5 million rubles "to celebrate with monetary rewards for creative teams,
artists and directors who made a great contribution to the preparation and holding of the
Days of Grief and Remembrance of the Victims of the Holodomor."

By the resolution of the Cabinet of Ministers, under his signature, a mass national action
was proposed, which was not mentioned in the decree of President L. Kravchuk — On
September 10, 1993, state flags were to be lowered throughout the state within 4 hours.

With the arrival of the presidential office L. Kuchma, as already mentioned, the ideological
component in state policy at the level of rhetoric has become less important (it is
according to L. Kuchma's position as deputy prime minister for humanitarian affairs was
marginalized in view of influences in the corridors of power and, unlike the previous
period, became more technical). At the same time, landmark dates and events of a
memorial nature acquired a more pragmatic interpretation: it was difficult to do without
them, but they were not given much importance.

Nevertheless, it was during this period and it was the presidential office and the
government under its control that took quite serious steps in the state, social and
ideological legitimation of the memorial date.

Perhaps this was due to the presence in the government as Deputy Prime Minister for
Humanitarian Affairs of professional historian V. Resin. In the Institute of History of
Ukraine of the National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine, which he headed, there was a
group of historians-enthusias of the topic (S. Kulchytskyi, V. Marochko, O. Veselov) — they
could directly influence the process of preparing state documents.

In October 1998, a special government decree was adopted on the 65th anniversary of the
1932-1933 famine, which contained a fairly standard set of measures that differed little
from those proposed for the 60th anniversary of the tragedy.

In November 1998, the President of Ukraine L. Kuchma signed a special decree that
established the Day of Remembrance of Holodomor Victims - annually the fourth Saturday
of November.

There was a certain paradox here - despite the fact that L. Kuchma was quite indifferent to
ideological problems and addressed them exclusively for pragmatic reasons, it was he who
led to the establishment of an official commemorative date, which was extremely
important for legitimizing the famine of 1932-1933 in the public consciousness and official
ideological practices as a national symbol.

Perhaps this was due to the fact that a professional historian, V. Lytvyn (from September
1996 to November 1999 - first assistant L. Kuchma, and from November 1999 to April 2002 -
head of administration). Obviously, he directly influenced the development of documents
and the formulation of the president's statements on "historical issues."

In October 2000 L. Kuchma made changes to this decree - the date was renamed the Day of
Remembrance of the victims of the Holodomor and political repressions. In July 2004. L.
Kuchma once again changed its name to the Day of Remembrance of the Victims of
Holodomors and Political Repressions.

Over the next five years, the situation changed somewhat: the intensification of domestic
political struggle forced the presidential entourage to pay more attention to the
ideological legitimacy of power through the exploitation of a structure that is commonly
referred to as a "national idea." The famine of 1932–1933 at the beginning of the 2000s was
one of the important elements of this idea.

In February 2002 (the year of the parliamentary elections, which were considered as a test
of strength before the presidential elections of 2004) L. Kuchma signed a decree "On
measures in connection with the 70th anniversary of the Holodomor in Ukraine." This
document is extremely interesting because, on the one hand, it reproduced in detail all the
ritual memorial practices introduced in previous years, and on the other hand, it contained
standard bureaucratic rhetoric aimed at "recoding" symbolic action and intercepting the
initiative from the opposition.

December 6, 2002 L. Kuchma issued an order "On additional measures in connection with
the 70th anniversary of the Holodomor in Ukraine" - it was about the construction of a
memorial in Kyiv of the victims of the famines and political repressions. This order was not
carried out.

Meanwhile, the local authorities, addressing the topic in connection with memorable dates
and mainly under pressure from the central authorities, reacted mainly formally, according
to the laws of the bureaucratic hierarchy: they issued orders listing the list of events and
responsible persons, but rather sparingly supported these measures financially. Local
authorities, depending on the regional distribution of political forces, complied with or
ignored the center's orders, generally demonstrating indifference to the cause.

In 2003, as expected, politicians' interest in the topic of the famine of 1932-1933 revived.
The anniversary of the tragedy coincided with the escalation of the political confrontation
caused by the approach of the presidential elections (2004) and the efforts of President L.
Kuchma to introduce a political reform aimed at redistributing powers between different
branches of the central government.

The anniversary, which could not be ignored, was used by the president to demonstrate
"unity with the people" in the experience of a national tragedy. The executive, especially
the local, still has been cautious about the round date.

At the same time, the parliament was extremely active on this issue. Paradoxically, it was
the very issue of the famine of 1932-1933 that became the reason for discord in the ranks
of the colorful opposition, which united the left and the right: the Communist faction,
which formally belonged to the opposition, became the most active opponent of the
consideration of the protocol issue in parliament.

Recent allies of the Communists in the fight against the "Kuchma regime" - an association
of the center-right forces "Our Ukraine" - acted as the main promoters of special hearings.
It was at this time that the leader of "Our Ukraine" V. Yushchenko becomes one of the most
active political followers of the famine of 1932-1933. They were supported by some pro-
presidential factions (of course, with the permission of L. Kuchma), which thus contributed
to the ideological "split" of the opposition. The socialists joined them.

On February 12, 2003, the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine held special hearings dedicated to
the famine of 1932-1933. The speeches that were delivered can be considered a kind of
summary of all the discursive practices of the previous decade on the topic of "crimes of
totalitarianism": "National Democrats" and their right-wing allies habitually repeated
invectives against the "criminal totalitarian regime" and did not forget to announce the
Philippiki against the modern regime. In the latter, the "leftists" stood in solidarity with
them, but they flatly refused to blame the past and take responsibility for it.

Almost all speakers in one way or another updated the Holodomor with references to the
current situation, not forgetting to take the opportunity to tarnish their political
opponents. Representative of the authorities, Deputy Prime Minister D. Tabachnyk
emphasized that "the hunger of 1933 is not a historical past, but a deep socio-
demographic catastrophe of the twentieth century, an unhealed moral and psychological
wound that torments the memory of eyewitnesses with eresting pain. The socio-
physiological feeling of fear caused to the people by mass repressions and famines lives in
the minds of many generations. It has fallen into the genotype of the nation, to a certain
extent hindering the democratization of our society.

The "National Democrats" and the right associated the current adversities with the fact
that the Holodomor dealt a devastating blow to the Ukrainian nation, destroyed its gene
pool, and exterminated the best. The most expressively expressed on this issue was the
deputy P. Movchan: "The intellectual, energy, active and creative power of the nation has
been undermined for many years. Any resistance to acts of violence in all spheres of
national and public life has been broken.

The Left, primarily the leader of the Communists, stated that there was a genocide of
Ukrainians in 1991–2003, organized by the current government: 

"From this rostrum, I appeal to the powerful gentlemen with a proposal and demand that
they not be engaged in the Soviet past with a lie, but to respond for their current criminal
policy - the policy of genocide. Eleven years of the people were stolen, deceiving them, the
state power, the national economy, the courts, the mass media did many other things, in
connection with which the United Nations recognized the people of Ukraine as an
endangered nation, this is recognized today.

On May 14, 2003, in accordance with the recommendations of the parliamentary hearings, a
special meeting of the parliament dedicated to the 1932-1933 famine was held ("special
meeting", according to the Laboratory of Legislative Initiatives, lasted several minutes).

Parliament approved an appeal to the Ukrainian people, in which the famine of 1932-1933
was called genocide against the Ukrainian people.

"... We believe," the appeal said, "that in the conditions of independent Ukraine, the terrible
truth about those years should be officially publicized by the state, since the Holodomor of
1932-1933 was deliberately organized by the Stalinist regime and should be publicly
condemned by the Ukrainian society and the international community as one of the largest
number of victims in world history.

After the "orange revolution", the appeal to the topic of the famine of 1932-1933 acquired a
new level of political and ideological relevance.

The initial push of a new wave of political actualization came from the presidential office.
Appealing to the traumatic historical experience has become an integral element of the
president's landmark political speeches, and the mention of the 1932-1933 famine or
"holodomor" is a mandatory ritual.

In 2006–2008, President V. Yushchenko made unprecedented efforts in launching a large-
scale national and international campaign to commemorate the 75th anniversary of the
famine of 1932-1933 and transform the Holodomor into a prominent national symbol of
Ukraine. Already in his inaugural speech on January 23, 2005, the president mentioned the
"holodomors" in a series of tragedies that the Ukrainian people had to endure.

In July 2005, the first "memorial" decree of President V. Yushchenko with a direct indication
of the intention to introduce a bill with a "political and legal assessment of the famines in
the history of Ukraine." On November 4 of the same year, a new decree "On the
commemoration of victims and victims of the famines in Ukraine" was issued. The
government was instructed to speed up the preparation and submission of the said bill.

The decree also initiated preparations for the 75th anniversary of the 1932-1933 famine, in
particular, it was about the creation of an organizing committee, which was to be headed
by the Prime Minister of Ukraine (at that time - Yu. Yekhanurov). On November 22, 2005, the
next decree "On the celebration of the Day of Remembrance of the Victims of the
Holodomor and Political Repression" appeared - its appearance was apparently associated
with the desire to make changes to the public commemorative actions and intensify them
(in particular, it was about "proper celebration"), because the date of the celebration had
already been set earlier by L. Kuchma.

According to the proposal of B. Yushchenko was introduced to lay mourning wreaths of
spikelets to commemorative signs and burial places for victims of famines and political
repressions.

After that, the president was distracted from the topic, apparently in connection with the
elections to the Verkhovna Rada, and returned to it a year later, in October 2006. This was
preceded by a letter-appeal of the "scientific community" (which included people's
deputies, politicians, public figures of the diaspora who had a very indirect relationship to
science) dated September 2, 2006, in which the authors asked the president by a separate
decree to establish a separate commemorative date for the day of victims of the
Holodomors (October 22) instead of the previous date of the day of remembrance of the
victims of folodomors and repressions, established by L. Kuchma.

On October 12, 2006, the president responded with another decree celebrating the
anniversary in 2006. This time, unlike the previous year, the implementation of the
relevant measures required the creation of a huge organizing committee (of 26 people)
headed by the president himself and two co-chairs from state institutions, who at that
time were openly hostile - the presidential secretariat and the government.

Given the current political situation in the country (the crisis of the highest power, the
conflict between the president, his structures and his supporters in parliament, and the
government and the leadership of the Verkhovna Rada), the topic of the famine of 1932-
1933 was doomed to become a component of the mentioned conflict.

It is also worth noting that the decree contained quite detailed instructions to the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs regarding the dissemination of information about the 1932-1933 famine
abroad and contained a separate paragraph on the need to intensify work "on the
international community's recognition of the Holodomor of 1932-1933 in Ukraine as
genocide of the Ukrainian people and one of the greatest tragedies in the history of
mankind." It should be noted that it was at this time that the conflict related to the
removal of Foreign Minister B. by the parliament was inflaring. Tarasyuk from his position.

On October 16, 2006, the Secretariat of the President, together with the newly established
Institute of National Remembrance, organized a round table "Holodomor of 1932–1933 -
genocide in Ukraine". The public appeal of the participants of the round table to the
president was to approve public support for his initiative on the "political and legal
assessment of the Holodomor."

The text of the appeal can be considered an ideal example of retransmission of all
standard formulas of the dominant ideological discourse about the famine of 1932-1933. In
particular, the tragedy was characterized as "the apogee of the long struggle of the
totalitarian regime of the USSR against the liberation struggles of the Ukrainian people,
especially against the Ukrainian peasantry."

Yushchenko on Stalin's plans to destroy Ukrainians - text for IP

The appeal contained phrases that testified to both the authorship (the presidential
secretary's office) and political orientation: the recognition of the famine of 1932-1933 as
genocide was characterized as "an unconditional task of the current generation of
Ukrainian politicians, primarily the deputy corps of the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine."

According to the authors of the appeal, efforts were to be made "primarily those
politicians and political forces that represent the regions of Ukraine where the Great
Famine was particularly raging in 1932-1933 (East, South, Center)" to accomplish this
"unconditional task".

On November 2, 2006, President V. Yushchenko submitted to the Verkhovna Rada a draft
Law of Ukraine "On the Holodomor of 1932-1933". The project contained six points, three of
which had a frank political context: Article 1 qualified "Holodomor 1932–1933 in Ukraine as
genocide of the Ukrainian nation"; Article 2 prohibited "denial of the fact of the Holodomor
of 1932-1933 in Ukraine", Article 6 established "administrative responsibility for public
denial of the Holodomor of 1932-1933 in Ukraine".

It is worth noting that at that time even the most stubborn left-wing politicians no longer
denied the fact of the famine of 1932-1933, national memorial dates and practices had
already been established, the fact of the famine of 1932-1933 was part of school courses on
the history of Ukraine.

Given this, it will be quite likely to assume that this initiative of the president had a purely
political goal of anticipating the discrediting of political opponents by identifying them
with immoral political practices.

The bill caused objections from the president's political opponents in a completely
programmed manner, primarily about the compliance of the term "genocide" with the
criteria referred to by the president, and about the appropriateness of establishing
administrative responsibility for denying the fact of the famine of 1932-1933.

Three deputies from the Party of Regions registered their own bill, which was the objection
of the president's, primarily in the clause on responsibility for denying the fact of the
famine of 1932-1933 and the clause on genocide.

On November 28, 2006, a dramatic discussion of the presidential and alternative bills took
place. Interestingly, not only opposition factions ("Our Ukraine" and BYuT) supported the
presidential bill, but also socialists who supported the unity of the coalition with the Party
of Regions in all other matters. In fact, everyone who participated in the discussion once
again frankly actualized the famine of 1932-1933 as the current political situation.

Representatives of the opposition emphasized the connection of the tragedy with the
current difficult state of the Ukrainian nation, their opponents insisted that the
"campagania" with the adoption of the law is an outright pressure on political opponents.

O. Moroz managed to connect the theme of the famine of 1932-1933 with alleged attempts
to establish a dictatorship in modern Ukraine, and representatives of the Communists said
that the presidential project "causes a chain reaction of confrontation in society in
Ukraine" and leads to tension in relations with Russia (regardless of the motivation of this
statement, it is worth noting that they were right here).

Taking advantage of the opportunity, the Communists also called for the impeachment of
the president. Representatives of the Party of Regions initially abandoned the term
"genocide," but later agreed to it if it was used in the law not in the terminology of the
1948 Convention, but in the following wording: "genocide - the thieving actions of the
totalitarian-repressive Stalinist regime, aimed at the mass destruction of part of the
Ukrainian and other peoples of the USSR as a result of the artificial famine of 1932-1933."

As expected, the presidential bill was rejected by the "anti-crisis coalition" (Party of
Regions, Socialists and Communists), the alternative by the opposition (People's Union
"Our Ukraine" - Yulia Tymoshenko's Bloc).

The vote showed that the idea of "consolidation" on the example of the famine of 1932-
1933, declared by the president, actually in the current political context causes discord and
divides the political forces that represent different regions of Ukraine.

The chairman of the Verkhovna Rada O. Moroz - he proposed a compromise (agreed with
the president) version of the bill, which contained an article that qualified the famine of
1932-1933 as genocide, and the article on responsibility was submitted in the following
wording: "Public denial of the Holodomor of 1932-1933 in Ukraine is recognized as an insult
to the memory of millions of Holodomor victims, a humiliation of the dignity of the
Ukrainian people and is illegal."

This option included a clause about the direction of the famine not only against the "part
of the Ukrainian," but also against the "other peoples of the USSR." As a result, the law was
adopted by the forces of opposition factions and socialist factions. Only two deputies from
the Party of Regions - G. Herman and T. Chornovil, who played an important role of
"nationally conscious Ukrainians" in the PR structures of this party, voted for the project O.
Moroz, that is, formally opposed to the "party line".

The adoption of the law, as it turned out, was only a prelude to the more radical actions of
the president and his supporters in parliament.

On December 21, 2006, people's deputies from the opposition factions Ya. Kendzior and R.
Chubarov registered a draft law on amendments to the Criminal Code of Ukraine (regarding
responsibility for public denial of the fact of the Holodomor of 1932-1933 as genocide of
the Ukrainian people) in the relevant committee of the Verkhovna Rada.

The shift in emphasis was striking — it was about criminalizing the denial not of the fact of
the famine of 1932–1933, but of denying it as genocide. Given the fact that scientific
discussions are still ongoing, in particular at the international level, about the legitimacy
of the use of this term in relation to the famine of 1932-1933, this initiative seemed, to put
it mildly, ambiguous.

The fact that the initiating deputies were former dissidents for whom the struggle for
freedom of speech was not an abstraction, but a part of biography, added a special flavor
to it. In March 2007, deputies from the Party of Regions demanded the return of the project
for revision, but it was withdrawn due to the fact that the subject of the legislative
initiative was again the president himself.

March 28, 2007 V. Yushchenko introduced a bill "On Amendments to the Criminal and
Criminal Procedure Codes of Ukraine (regarding responsibility for denying the
Holodomor)". The president proposed to introduce criminal liability for "denial of the
Holodomor of 1932-1933 as genocide of the Ukrainian people and the Holocaust as
genocide of the Jewish people."

Such public objection and the production and distribution of relevant materials were
proposed to be punished with a fine of one hundred to three hundred tax-free minimum
incomes of citizens, or imprisonment for up to two years. The same actions committed by
officials or if they were committed repeatedly, were to be punishable by imprisonment for
up to 4 years.

It was about making changes to Article 442 of the Criminal Code of Ukraine "Genocide".
Formally, apparently, it was about concretizing the paragraph of the previous law ("On the
Holodomor of 1932-1933") regarding the illegality of denying the famine of 1932-1933.

Informally, it was again about introducing responsibility for denying not the very fact of
the famine of 1932-1933, but its interpretation as genocide. The official clause was
apparently a signal to the local authorities of the eastern and southern regions, who often
either simply ignored the president's instructions to honor the memory of the dead, or
sabotaged them, or even resisted relevant local public initiatives.

The addition of the paragraph on the Holocaust was clearly aimed at deeper legitimizing
the initiative by world experience (the project contained direct references to the laws on
Holocaust denial in the countries of Europe, America and the Middle East).

Interestingly, the explanatory note to the bill stated that "the adoption of the Law will
contribute to the consolidation of the Ukrainian people, citizens of all nationalities around
the idea of establishing intolerance in society for any manifestations of violence,
strengthening respect for life, rights and freedoms of citizens, strengthening interethnic
harmony and civil peace in Ukraine."

Administrative and criminal prosecution for incorrect interpretation of the famine of 1932-
1933 from the view of the authorities will contribute to the strengthening of interethnic
harmony and civil peace in the country, the authors of the note did not explain.

This part of the argument in favor of criminalizing the denial of the Holodomor and the
Holocaust as acts of genocide looks even more interesting in the light of the materials
posted on the official website of the President of Ukraine.

In particular, it said the following: "The largest scale of the Holodomor was in the regions
where the electoral base of the anti-crisis coalition is concentrated. However, due to
insufficient awareness, Soviet propaganda and the vague position of the coalition leaders,
the residents of these territories do not understand the real consequences of this tragedy.

According to opinion polls, only 40% of respondents in the East (of those who have
decided on an answer) agree that the Verkhovna Rada should legally recognize the
Holodomor of 1932–1933 as an act of genocide of the Ukrainian people. In the South —
64%, which is also less than the average in Ukraine (71.4%).

Almost 60% of Ukrainians recognize the Holodomor as genocide. SOCIOLOGY

The presidential initiative caused objections from lawyers from the Verkhovna Rada's
office. The conclusion of the Main Scientific and Expert Department of the Verkhovna Rada
stated that in this case it is an attempt to criminalize an act that is "a form of expression
of certain views and beliefs."

The restriction of such a right was allowed by the Constitution of Ukraine only in the
interests of national security, territorial integrity or public order, in order to prevent riots
or crimes, to protect public health, to protect the reputation or rights of other people, to
prevent the disclosure of information received confidentially, or to maintain the authority
and impartiality of justice - in accordance with Art. 34 of the Constitution of Ukraine.

In the lawyers' comment, it was emphasized that "the very fact of a person's (even public)
disagreement with the provision of a particular law, and even more so with the assessment
of a certain fact or historical event, cannot be considered a socially dangerous act, and
therefore there are no proper grounds for establishing criminal liability for it."

Although the president identified this bill as urgent, in the work plan of the relevant
committee of the Verkhovna Rada, its consideration was scheduled for May 2007. However,
two days after the introduction of the bill, President V. Yushchenko signed a decree
dissoluting the parliament.

The crisis of power has turned into an acute form, and the issue of the famine of 1932–1933
has also reached the extreme limit of politicization - it is worth paying attention at least to
the fact that the component of the package of political compromise proposed by V.
Yushchenko, was the adoption of a law on criminal liability for denying the Holodomor and
the Holocaust as genocide (in particular, along with the laws on opposition or on
amendments to the Constitution).

It is also interesting that on May 21, 2007, at the height of the power crisis, the president
found time and strength to amend the decree of L. Kuchma 2004 about the name of the
commemorative date. The Holodomor was separated from political repression. The Day of
Remembrance of Political Repression was designated on the third Sunday of May every
year. The last Saturday of November remained for the Day of Remembrance of the Victims
of the Holodomor (exactly so, in the plural).

In October 2007, after the early elections to the Verkhovna Rada, when the prospect of
forming a pro-presidential majority in parliament arose, V. Yushchenko publicly stated that
he would once again submit this draft law to the parliament. On November 23, 2007, on the
eve of the anniversary of the 1932-1933 famine, the bill was withdrawn, apparently because
the newly elected Verkhovna Rada began its work on that day.

At the same time, the president asked about the state of affairs with the implementation
of his decrees regarding the 1932-1933 famine on the ground. The result was a reprimand
against the governors of Donetsk, Zaporizhzhia, Kherson and Odesa regions, who
habitually ignored the center's orders regarding the organization of commemorative
events, obviously underestimating the level of the president's personal involvement in the
case.

The issue of criminalizing the "denial of the Holodomor" was the subject of active lobbying
by representatives of the Ukrainian People's Party: its representatives believed that the
existence of political resistance to the state policy of honoring the victims of the 1932-1933
famine was the basis for this.

During the creation of the "Our Ukraine - People's Self-Defense" bloc in the early
parliamentary elections of 2007, the representatives of the UNP demanded to include a
clause on the criminalization of the "denial of the Holodomor" in the bloc's program, and
after the elections, they appealed to the leadership of the "democratic coalition" with a
special statement about the need for the priority adoption of the law "On the
establishment of criminal liability for the public denial of the Holodomor of 1932-1933 as
an act of genocide of the Ukrainian people".

The representative of the party leadership, director of the Institute of Art History, Folklore
and Ethnology Academician G. Skrypnyk said that "such a law, first of all, will help to dot
the "i" in Ukrainian history as the history of the Ukrainian state, and not a fragment of the
Russian Empire. Secondly, he will stop political speculation around the tragic page of
Ukrainian history, to which some politicians resort, neglecting the feelings of those who
survived this tragedy and the memory of those who died in agony.

On December 7, 2007, after the creation of a conditionally pro-presidential coalition in the
Verkhovna Rada, President V. Yushchenko submitted 13 urgent bills to the parliament.
Among them was the mentioned bill on criminalizing the denial of the fact of the
Holodomor and the Holocaust as genocide - an exact copy of the previous one. Again, it
was about denying the Holodomor and the Holocaust as a fact of genocide.

Interestingly, in the explanatory note to the draft law, the need to introduce
criminalization of this kind of objection was also explained by "the need to prevent the
relevant behavior, and therefore, to exclude its public danger, to prevent the inflict damage
to an individual and legal entity, society and the state".

How exactly is the interpretation of the Holodomor, different from the proposed by
President V. Yushchenko, can cause the listed types of damage to the mentioned entities,
the note did not explain.

Yushchenko's successors fulfilled his commandments regarding commemorative practices

 

It is worth paying attention to the already familiar contradictions in the text — in one place
it was about the denial of the Holodomor and the Holocaust as such, in another — as acts
of genocide. Whether it was done intentionally or out of negligence, in both cases it
cannot but provoke the question of the responsibility of politicians for their actions (or its
absence).

In January 2008, the presidential bill was duplicated by the initiative of two deputies from
the presidential faction "Our Ukraine - People's Self-Defense". B. Tarasyuk and Ya. Kendzior
sent a bill "On Amendments to the Criminal Code of Ukraine" to the Verkhovna Rada
(regarding responsibility for public denial of the fact of the Holodomor of 1932-1933 as
genocide of the Ukrainian people).

Deputies from the "democratic coalition" proposed to introduce a penalty for the act
specified in the title of the bill and "for the production of materials with public denial of
this fact for the purpose of their distribution or distribution of such materials" - arrest for
up to six months or imprisonment for up to three years.

Interestingly, in the text of the explanatory note, the authors used different formulations
in different places: in one case, it was simply about denying the fact of the Holodomor, in
the second - about the denial of the Holodomor as genocide, in the third - about "denial
of the fact of genocide of the Ukrainian people."

On February 4, 2008, the episode with the intensification of the actions of local authorities
regarding the implementation of measures as part of the celebration of the 75th
anniversary of the 1932-1933 famine was repeated. V. Yushchenko again asked about the
progress of the implementation of his decree on honoring the memory of the victims of
the famine. It turned out that some measures (compilation of the Book of Memory,
dismantling of monuments to the perpetrators of the famine, etc.) are not actually
implemented. The result was an indicative public reprimand — this time to the heads of 9
district state administrations.

However, the president's persistence on this issue and the consistency of his efforts in
implementing the measures he initiated was truly unprecedented - it could only be
compared with the perseverance and perseverance in the struggle for the redistribution of
power, which unfolded in parallel.

Taking advantage of the opportunity to directly influence the heads of regional and district
administrations subordinate to him, V. Yushchenko launched a truly national action.
Coordination groups were created under the regional and district administrations to
celebrate the 75th anniversary of the famine of 1932-1933.

There, working groups were created to compile lists of victims of the Holodomor and
collect testimonies, special forms of reporting were introduced - separately for the lists of
victims, separately - for the lists of victims, separately - to account for the number of
dismantled monuments to communist regime activists, renamed settlements, streets,
squares, parks, etc., separately - to account for the number of monuments and memorial
signs to the victims of the 1932-1933 famine.

The same groups and "search units" prepared materials for the compilation of regional
memory books (or "Books of Sorrow"). Through the regional and city departments of
education, which in turn are subordinate to the relevant administrations, students,
teachers and schoolchildren were involved in this activity.

Memorial sites such as the "Spike of Memory" were also created in schools, competitions
of student works on the theme of the famine of 1932-1933, and memory lessons were held.
The example was given by the president himself, who on November 20, 2007 initiated the
practice of conducting a presidential open lesson about the Holodomor in one of the
village schools. Thematic exhibitions of literature dedicated to the Holodomor were held
in district and city libraries.

In order to understand the scale of the campaign, we will give examples of the "local"
level. According to official data, only in the Poltava region, 706 search groups totaling 5933
people were created to work on determining the number and victims of victims of the
1932-1933 famine and collecting evidence. Through their efforts, 97,487 people affected by
the 1932–1933 famine and 48,704 victims were identified, and 4,773 documented evidence
of the famine was collected.

It is difficult to say how much these official statistics reflect the real state of affairs, but the
scale of administrative mobilization is really impressive. However, no less impressive are
certain interesting moments in numbers, which can be considered a consequence of the
fact that opponents of V. Yushchenko was not without reason called a "campagag".

According to the document already cited, in the same Poltava region, the total number of
collected and documented testimonies of witnesses to the famine was 4,773. Of this total
of 4,503 testimonies were collected and documented after June 1, 2007 (i.e., within a
month!). The total number of groups to collect these testimonies was 706. Of these, 705
were created during the same month.

As already mentioned, the total number of victims of the 1932-1933 famine in the Poltava
region as of July 2007 was 97,487 people. At the same time, the drafters of the document
noted that this number is constantly decreasing, since the number of unaccounted victims
is already calculated in units, and the natural factor (mortality) comes into action — the
age of the victims was more than 75 years.

Nevertheless, the certificate of the president's secretariat for April 2008 cites a figure of
"100,000 victims of the Holodomor"... At the same time, the number of established victims
of the Holodomor even decreased — in the report of Poltava residents it was 48,707 people,
and in the report of the presidential secretariat — 48,000.

A review of the official websites of other regional and district state administrations
testifies to the same bureaucratic campaigning generated by administrative pressure from
the center - the same reports on the dynamics of the figures before and after a certain
date, and the reports were drawn up in a standard form that resembles similar documents
from the CPSU archives.

The departure from the standard reporting form also gives either funny or sad examples of
following and overfulfilling instructions.

The analytical report of the Kharkiv Regional State Administration reported: "Distay state
administrations conduct a survey of citizens on the attitude to the Holodomor. The results
of these polls indicate an increase in the number of citizens who call the Holodomor a
tragedy and recognize it as genocide of the Ukrainian people. (Highly highlighted by me. —
G. K.) 

Compared to previous years, it is now much easier to invite a person who survived the
Holodomor to a frank conversation about the tragic events of 1932-1933. People express a
desire to describe those events with their own hands, agree to the coverage of the
testimony in the media. The authors of the testimonies, which have been recorded recently,
have already openly said that the famine was artificial and name the culprits.

The publication by the Security Service of Ukraine of the list of persons involved in the
organization of the "Holodomor-Genocide and Repressions" can be considered a kind of
symbolic apotheosis and bureaucratic formalism of this campaign. The list of party and
state figures and employees of the DPU was opened with the names of I. Stalin, G. Berries
and V. Balytsky.... Such "bold exposure of criminals," long known not only to specialists, but
also to the public, looked like a real parody - especially in the context of expectations of
some unexpected discovery of precisely those documents that will finally prove the
existence of anti-Ukrainian intent in organizing the famine of 1932-1933.

In the summer of 2009 The SBU came up with a new initiative in support of the
presidential historical policy — on June 3, at a briefing for foreign journalists, the head of
the service V. Nalyvaichenko said that in May his department opened a criminal case on
"the fact of committing genocide in 1932-1933" and stated that this case "has a serious
judicial perspective." The SBU created investigative teams in 17 regions affected by the
famine.

Judging by the following comments of the lawyer, who defends the qualification of the
1932-1933 famine in Ukraine as genocide, the next steps should be a trial of the case and
the issuance of a formal sentence by the court - up to the Supreme Court of Ukraine.
Comments are unnecessary here - the Prosecutor General's Office, which could deal with
such cases, kept silent - it was controlled by the Party of Regions.

The president's political opponents regarded the actions of the SBU controlled by him as a
political p-ar. It should be not mentioned that the initiative once again coincided with the
intensification of the domestic political struggle - this time in connection with the
approach of the presidential elections, disputes over their date and the prospect of a
backstage agreement between the Party of Regions and the Yulia Tymoshenko Bloc, aimed
at changing the constitutional order.

The fact that almost at the same time, according to the data of the respected international
human rights organization Transparency International (based on the citizens' survey),
Ukraine took the worst place in terms of the level of corruption among the "new states" -
state institutions, parliament and courts were named the most corrupt citizens....

It is worth noting that not only opponents of V. Yushchenko.

In the Internet blog of "Ukrainska Pravda", dedicated to the famine of 1932-1933, the lion's
share of pages is the discussion of the contradiction between the "bottom" movement to
honor the victims of the famine and celebrate anniversaries, and the bureaucratic efforts
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honor the victims of the famine and celebrate anniversaries, and the bureaucratic efforts
to "organize events." Writers from government agencies complained that they were ordered
to participate in memorial events.

In March 2008, during a round table dedicated to the famine of 1932-1933, young teachers
and students at Dnipropetrovsk University complained that the work on perpetuating the
memory of the dead was gradually being reduced to "campagination". "I have many
acquaintances among the teachers," one of the participants said. They say that the
campaign to cover the Holodomor is becoming more and more state-owned. Will it cause a
backlash in people?” This question was rather rhetorical, because it actually contained an
answer.

A new stage of the virtually continuous crisis of power, which began in the winter of 2008
due to the blocking of the work of the Verkhovna Rada by deputies from the Party of
Regions and continued with another confrontation between President V. Yushchenko and
the government headed by Yu. Tymoshenko, did not interfere with the "orange" president
in his efforts to promote the Holodomor both outside and inside the country.

On September 24, in the midst of the political crisis in Ukraine, V. Yushchenko attended the
63rd session of the UN General Assembly, where he recalled the famine of 1932-1933,
calling it genocide against Ukrainians, and called on this respectable organization to
jointly honor "every national tragedy", before that he mentioned that other nations of the
USSR were victims of the famine. The next day, he signed another decree with standard
guidelines and orders for holding events to commemorate the 75th anniversary of the
1932-1933 famine.

Non-standard, although not new to V. Yushchenko's action was that at the negotiations on
the reproduction of the coalition of the Yulia Tymoshenko Bloc and Our Ukraine — People's
Self-Defense, destroyed during the crisis of power in the spring-summer 2008, he put
forward one of the conditions for the adoption of a law on criminal liability for denying
the Holodomor as genocide.

The "package" of agreements also included politically sensitive laws on the elimination of
parliamentary immunity and local self-government. The question of the interpretation of
the greatest tragedy of Ukrainians in the twentieth century was once again raised in
connection with the clarification of political relations with opponents and former allies....

It is interesting that in the winter of 2008 the government of Yu. Tymoshenko. On February
27, 2008, the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine issued an order "On approval of the Concept
of the National National and Cultural Program for the Study of the Holodomor of 1932-1933
in Ukraine and the perpetuation of the memory of its victims for the period up to 2012" (we
pay tribute to the stylistic sophistication of the title of this document).

The concept, the text of which is attached to the order, proposed to investigate the
Holodomor and perpetuate the memory of its victims by the "program method": in fact, it
was about uniting the efforts of scientists, state institutions, and public organizations
within the framework of one national strategy. However, the concept did not offer anything
new from the point of view of activity — all the measures listed in it have already been
carried out, whether in accordance with presidential decrees, if we are talking about state
structures, or by activists and enthusiasts of the topic, if we are talking about scientists
and non-governmental organizations.

Perhaps the order was required to turn the newly established Institute of National
Remembrance into the main coordinator of all activities for the study and popularization
of the Holodomor and the manager of all financial resources under the program - he was
the main customer of the program. In any case, the appearance of the document was
symptomatic — its presence is evidence that the Ukrainian authorities have come to the
idea of state control over the policy of history (or historical policy).

In the fall of 2008, a large-scale financial, economic and social crisis began in Ukraine,
accompanied by an aggravation of the political situation and another paralysis of the
parliament's work - the issues of historical policy were postponed until the "best" times.

Pompous official events on November 20–22, 2008 and the opening of the first stage of the
memorial to the victims of the 1932–1933 famine on the Dnieper slope in Kyiv became the
logical ideological completion of the unprecedented campaign for independent Ukraine in
the genre of "state policy of history".

Over the years of Ukraine's existence as a sovereign state, a certain algorithm for the
government and politicians' appeal to the topic of the 1932-1933 famine and the use of the
Holodomor has been established. At least three social situations that actualized the topic
ideologically and politically can be identified: these are the anniversaries of the tragedy,
election campaigns (primarily parliamentary), state political actions related to the
ideological and political legitimacy of the authorities by referring to the historical
experience and broadcasting certain commemorative practices into society.

What is common in all these situations was that the reference to the topic was always
subject to a specific, current political task - regardless of how it was presented: whether as
a "restoration of historical justice", or as a discrediting of certain political forces, or
"honoring the memory of the innocently dead", or "condemning the crimes of the
communist regime" - in all cases it is impossible to deny the existence of a clear or hidden
political-ideological interest of the initiators.

The difference was that the celebration of anniversaries gradually turned into stable,
recurring commemorative practices, consecrated by the state, a component of the process
of "inventing tradition", that is, it was actually aimed at creating a common ideologically
homogeneous "national space" in which the proposed values were to unite the population
with a restored or invented common memory of a common tragedy.

The mention of the famine of 1932-1933 in the context of political discussions (in particular,
election debates or in connection with the same anniversaries) had the opposite effect -
political forces and the part of society, who professed leftist ideas, found themselves
outside the official "national project", because directly or indirectly found themselves
either among the "culprits" of the tragedy (or at least became their heirs), or among those
who carried moral responsibility for denying the very fact of the famine of 1932-1933 or for
its "incorrect" interpretation. The left, in turn, periodically used references to famine in
their propaganda directed against the "oligarchic" authorities, and in this sense they
differed little from the right.

The use of the theme of the famine of 1932–1933 in the context of ideological or political
confrontation led to the fact that certain views and statements (often quite appropriate)
were identified with certain political positions, and, accordingly, lost legitimacy and weight
for those who were in another political camp.

As a result, the level of discussion of the problem, which is essentially humanitarian and
really contains great moral, ethical and educational potential, is reduced to the degree of
clarification of political relations - regardless of the demonstrative or really good
intentions of the initiators of certain actions.

At the level of the already everyday political confrontation with the already everyday
public forms of asocial behavior of politicians, there was a kind of trivialization and
primitiveization of a complex and tragic topic, the lowering of its spiritual, ethical
component. Within the framework of political discourse, the topic became a bargaining
chip of political bargaining, turned into the subject of political transactions.

A massive campaign to commemorate the 75th anniversary of the famine of 1932-1933, led
by V. Yushchenko and implemented by the bureaucratic vertical of the government and
central state departments subordinate to him (the presidential secretariat, regional and
district state administrations, the SBU, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Ministry of
Education and Science, and archival departments), most clearly demonstrated the
limitations of the mobilization capabilities of these structures in the field of humanitarian
policy.

Only isolated episodes (public reprimands against governors) of the president's incredible
efforts aimed at forcing the state bureaucracy to comply with the presidential guidelines
have become public - however, the result of these incredible efforts is still unknown: it is
difficult to say whether the proposed and overwhelmingly imposed on society practices
will be established.

Already now it can be confidently said that the president's call for the unity of the nation
around the common tragedy was not heard by a significant part of society.

On the one hand, this call was not supported by political opponents and uncertain allies
of V. Yushchenko was perceived either as a political PR of the president or as a way of
exerting pressure on opponents.

On the other hand, the fact that the initiator of the campaign was the extremely unpopular
president, and the state bureaucracy, in its massescompetent, corrupt, alienated from
citizens and interested in completely different, very far from humanitarian, problems, was
called (or rather forced) to introduce the "politics of history" - this circumstance could not
but affect the results.

The Holodomor in the performance of the state did not unite society. It also did not give
the expected results in the international arena.

...

SECTION III. HISTORY WITHOUT POLITICS

Factography

All the above considerations and examples allow us to return to the idea of the Holodomor
as a specific form of cultural reality, which, in turn, has the signs of civil religion. The
aesthetics of the radical version of the canonical version of the Holodomor, especially in
its ritual part, in the ways of public representation, contains expressive elements of cult
practices closely related to Christian ritual.

Official events to mark the 75th anniversary of the famine of 1932-1933 can be considered a
kind of apotheosis of this. Since 2006, a nationwide voluntary campaign "Light a candle"
has been held in Ukraine every year on November 22, to which the president himself calls
for in his address.

The central symbol of the memorial complex of memory of the victims of the 1932-1933
famine is an unquenchable candle. In 2008, the international campaign "Unquenchable
Candle" was held - a symbolic candle traveled from Australia to Ukraine in 33 countries of
the world. Her arrival in each country was accompanied by a procession of sorrow,
memorial services, requiem evenings).

"Light a candle" and other events for the Day of Remembrance of Holodomor Victims

Commemorative practices of the famine of 1932-1933 also include direct cult funeral and
commemoration rites with a corresponding discursive series. The participation of
representatives of the clergy in official events to honor the victims of the 1932-1933 famine
is an inviolable norm. In recent years, church hierarchs have made public statements
about the famine of 1932–1933.

An integral part of public commemoration of the victims of the famine is either a memorial
service or a procession. Of the almost 4.5 thousand monuments and memorable signs of
the Holodomor, the vast majority are crosses, or the depiction of crosses as elements of
the Christian funeral rite and as symbols of martyrdom.

It should be noted that the aesthetics of martyrdom and sacrifice dominate the
Holodomor - both in verbal and visual representations. Among the most common
metaphors in the public rhetoric of the Holodomor are "Golgotha" and "the Way of the
Cross".

We should not forget about the active use of the concepts of "sin" and "redemption" -
usually turned outwards - to the culprits of the famine of 1932-1933. Here you can find very
paradigmatic statements not only from Ukrainian politicians or scientists, but also from
their Western colleagues.

The most impressive (as for me) example is found in the same A. Graziosi: "Is it possible to
say that if the Soviet system developed by Stalin was based on such a crime, then its
collapse is somehow connected with this original sin? A sin that has not been hidden and
recognized for decades? In this case, the "Great Famine" became a significant obstacle to
the renewal of the system, which could not tell the truth about its past and was demolished
by this truth.

The presence of elements of religious rhetoric in the Holodomor discourse also implies
the presence of conflict with the forces of evil, darkness, the presence of inferno - both in
the form of hellish torments that the nation had to endure during the famine, and in the
form of those dark forces that caused suffering.

Here the metaphorical series is quite recognizable. In the already mentioned appeal of the
participants of the special meeting of the Verkhovna Rada on May 14, 2003, the famine of
1932–1933 is characterized as genocide "according to the diabolical plan of the Stalinist
regime". The literary critic's speech, dedicated to historical memory and the Holodomor, is
entitled "Against the ghouls of the past". One of the books that reproduces all the basic
formulas of the canonical discourse of the Holodomor is called "And there was hell on
earth"

Expressing other views on the Holodomor or deviations from the canonical version of the
explanations of its causes and consequences is actually interpreted as a kind of civil
heresy, an antithesis to the civil religion, which is marked as a socially dangerous form of
behavior - of course, this applies primarily to the political sphere and some public
discussions, in scientific discourse such overtones are usually absent.

In this sense, attempts to introduce administrative and criminal liability for denying the
Holodomor (that's right, because we are not talking about the denial of an event or fact,
but about the denial of a certain type of ideas about it) — it is not only a political, but also
an important ideological act, an attempt to combat dissent, quite in the spirit not only of
Soviet times, when they fought against those who challenged the canons of the then civil
religion — communism, but also of earlier times, when disrespect for certain cultural
practices was also considered socially dangerous.

Summarizing this rather cursory review, we will give a list of "geneal signs" of the
Holodomor discourse

1) Ethnic exclusivity. It has at least three main manifestations.

First, emphasis is placed on the exclusivity, unprecedentedness of the Ukrainian tragedy,
its scale and consequences with special emphasis on the losses of the Ukrainian ethnic
group. The presence of other victims of tragedy (those belonging to other ethnic groups)
can be recognized, and even with all the relevant rhetorical figures (sympathy, the
importance of studying this aspect, etc.) - but briefly and in any case as an additional
background for "one's own" tragedy.

Secondly, it is emphasized that it was Ukrainians as an ethnic group who were the object
of deliberate destruction by starvation. That is why the term "genocide" has an exceptional
meaning. Even when it comes to the genocide of "citizens of the Ukrainian state," this
thesis implicitly contains the idea of who made up the majority of these citizens.

Thirdly, all encroachments (real or feignd) to neutralize the ethnic and national dimension
of the tragedy, treating it as "general peasant" or "all-Union" are categorically denied. The
most indicative aspect of this exclusivity is that the Holodomor at some point turned into
a means of squeezing out the national narrative of the history of the suffering of other
peoples, in particular the Holocaust.

2) Confrontation. This feature is closely related to the entire rhetorical complex of the
Holodomor, with its emotional tension, claim to the status of the credo and the appeal to
"historical truth and justice". Any encroachment on the Holodomor is perceived as an
attempt on the sanctuary. It should be noted that the dominant counter-discourse, which
is created mainly by politicians, is also built on confrontational rhetoric.

3) Hidden or evidental elements of xenophobia. In any case, the famine of 1932-1933 is
explained by the action of external hostile forces, whose goal is to subdue or even destroy
"Ukrainianism". The image of the Other appears as an image of absolute evil, the
concretization of this evil occurs on the basis of the opposition "we are they", and "they" in
this case can be another nation or state. The simplest procedure is to emphasize the
ethnic origin of the organizers of the famine, here anti-Semitism (if it comes to purely
ethnic aspects) or Russophobia (if cultural and political are added) most often comes to
the rescue

4) Dominance of ideological rhetorical forms over scientific ones and subordination of the
latter first - when it comes to scientific developments

5) Victim, emphasis on the suffering, martyr's mission of Ukrainians, insisting that they are
the most suffering community in a totalitarian state. This feature of the Holodomor is a
retransmission of the general standard romantic rhetoric of the 19th century about the
suffering people.

"Only in the twentieth century," writes a professional historian in 2008, "the Ukrainian
people had to pass tests that other nations have been on for many hundreds of years.
Ukraine was at the epicenter of two world and civil wars. Our people survived three lous
Holodomors. Millions of Ukrainians became victims of the cruelty of bloody tyrants and
regimes. Mothers have not given birth to millions of children.

Historian Timothy Snyder: "Ukraine was the deadliest place"

6) Anthropomorphism, identification of a nation with the body - a trait that is part of the
intellectual tradition of cultural, "organic" nationalism of the 19th century.

7) The dominance of moralistic connotations. Since the Holodomor appears as a certain
sacred essence, moralistic rhetoric is mandatory, it is extremely important not only for
strengthening the ethical potential of the topic, but also for discrediting "deviations" from
the canonical version, marking other views on the famine of 1932-1933 as morally false.

8) Justifying pathos (communism is an external force, Ukrainians are victims of this force).
It is worth paying attention to how the issue of local perpetrators of "famine terror" is
resolved - not about the top party-state leadership, but about those hundreds and
thousands of local activists, party and Komsomol workers, about committee members of
poor peasants who participated in the confiscation of food, condemning fellow villagers to
death.

The absence or minimal, declarative presence of such stories at the level of scientific
research (they are in collections of documents and memories) is a rather indicative
example of selectivity in the process of forming / constructing canonical discourse. After
all, the problem of "their own", fellow tribesmen who become "strangers" because of
participation in the organization of the famine is solved by lowering their social or moral
status - they are either lumpen or "traitors".

9) Sacrity. The sacralization of the event (the famine of 1932-1933) and its image of the
Holodomor is obvious not only in the context of cult and ritual practices, but also due to
the special moral and ethical component of the entire Holodomor's rhetoric, in the
insistence of a sacred character, the inviolability of memories and memory of this tragedy.

Critical statements about the extremes of the Holodomor are clearly perceived by its
followers as an encroachment on the sacred, and in this case, it is probably not far from
sanctifying. In this sense, the sacralization of the Holodomor is very similar to the
sacralization of the Holocaust.

Luhansk communist organizes a banquet in honor of the Holodomor

Of course, the above list is the result of reflection, an attempt to deconstruct the
Holodomor discourse. It is clear that the mentioned signs are represented to different
degrees and in different proportions and proportions by different carriers of canonical
discourse, some of them may sometimes be absent in individual specific representations.

In this case, we are talking about the components of the general phenomenon, about its
generic signs. Its specific embodiments may vary.

...

Historical memory, history, historiography

The Holodomor, having become part of the (re)construction of tradition, once again
returns professional history writing to the rails of ideological service of state historical
policy.

In general, there is no "criminal" in this, such a function of history and historiography was
and is quite legitimate in the era of nation states, but what does this have to do with
history as a scientific discipline now, at the beginning of the 21st century?

Does this interfere with the balanced, scientific understanding of such a complex,
multifaceted, controversial phenomenon as the famine of 1932-1933? Does this turn the
process of historical rethinking of the Soviet period of Ukrainian history and
"totalitarianism" into endless self-justification and the search for the culprits outside?

Does not this method of historiography preserve the complex of sacrifice and the feeling
of historical inferiority, inability and powerlessness in the face of circumstances - if we are
talking about didactic historiography? Does this not contribute to the strengthening of the
cultural tradition, in which there is a habit of looking for the causes of contemporary
adversity in the historical past - if we are talking about affirmative historiography? Does
this not lead to the formation of a type of national identity that involves passivity,
irresponsibility and a complex of inferiority?

Since rhetorical questions do not need an answer, let's try to end these reasonings by
moving on to discussing the possibilities of the topic — for all the listed hypostases of
historiography. Perhaps for the analytical historiography of the famine of 1932-1933, both a
rethinking the macro-level of events and moving to other levels of research would be a
good prospect.

Today, the study of the causes of the famine of 1932-1933 at the macro level (political
structures, the system of government) has stopped at the level of repetition or
reproduction of the statements of representatives of the "totalitarian school". The most
expressive presentations of this approach can be considered the statement of S.
Kulchytskyi that the famine of 1932-1933 was created by six people led by I. Stalin, and the
"Holodomor" of the winter of 1933 was the result of the "Chekist operation".

It is interesting that opponents of this approach also try to operate with facts and
arguments that do not go beyond the macro level. The discussion has entered a vicious
circle of issues that revolve around the problem of the intention of the top leadership of
the party and the state to destroy or punish or intimidate a certain class or a certain
nation.

The existing documentary base, the further qualitative enrichment of which looks
problematic, does not give hope that there may be a qualitative breakthrough in
understanding the problem. However, in modern discussions about the "macro level" of
the events of 1932-1933, there is a hint of exit from the mentioned enchanted circle.

In monographic studies (R. Davis, M. Whitcroft) discussions on the pages of "Eurosian
Studies" (P. Whitcroft, G. Kuromiya, M. Elman) you can find the first attempts to reach topics
that diversify the research of the "macro level" and promise new perspectives in
understanding the nature of the famine of 1932-1933: the connection of hunger with the
general humanitarian context of the construction of communism in the USSR, international
factors of famine (in the context of international politics and war prospects).

Do not forget about the intellectually noble attempt of S. Kulchytskyi to embed the
understanding of hunger in the context of the strategy of communist construction and
changes in the state order of the USSR - an attempt that, unfortunately, was reduced to a
flank attack to confirm the "genocidal" version of the famine instead of leading the
understanding of the topic to a truly promising problem in the scientific sense.

The famine of 1932-1933 is explained by a variety of factors - from personal, at the level of
senior management to political and structural (communist assault, socio-economic
mobilization, change in the type of economy and management, etc.).

Perhaps it is worth paying attention to the long tradition of neglecting human life and
human individuality, a tradition that was nurtured not only at the state level, but also at
the level of society, a tradition that not only turned into the atrocities of the world and
civil wars, but also was imprinted in them.

We would like to add to this that the communist ideology, especially in its Bolshevik
version, not only coincided perfectly with this tradition, but also imprinted it at the level
of state ideology. People, individuals were considered as the material of history,
respectively, the value of human life, and without this meager after seven years of mass
slaughter, was equal to zero. When it came to "socially inferior" classes (peasantry), who
was interested in their fate?

However, it seems that the key to a new understanding of the causes and scale of the
tragedy of 1932-1933 should be sought not only at the "macro level" - it seems that
clarifications and some new nuances are possible here, but not deepening of knowledge.

The problem requires a transition to the level of social history, cultural and historical
anthropology, microhistory, social psychology. It is hardly possible to do without the help
of related disciplines: ethnography, sociology, linguistics.

A catastrophe of such magnitude, when in a short period of time from famine and diseases
associated with it, hundreds of thousands and millions of people died as passive victims,
can hardly be explained by the actions of a handful of top-level leaders and the "Chekist
operation".

Millions of people died in their own houses, next to them were millions of survivors, some
of them were passive witnesses, some were organizers, accomplices of the crime. Which
part exactly? Did they consider their actions a crime, or on the contrary, believe that they
were doing an important, necessary thing?

Famine researchers claim that the Ukrainian village lost 20-25% of the population,
demographic studies claim that most of the victims were children, women and the elderly.

How the Holodomor changed the consciousness of the Ukrainian countryside

The rest falls out of sight — 75-80%. They did not disappear during the famine and did not
appear after it. The number of those who were returned to the villages is estimated in tens
and hundreds of thousands. Most of the survivors remained in the villages. What
happened to them? How did they survive?

What happened at the level of the village, district, small town? What part of the local
population was part of the groups that carried out requisitions and searches, which
guaranteed to lead to the terrible death of fellow villagers or residents of neighboring
villages?

Is it really possible to speak of only rural lumpen or intimidated Komnesamits as
unconscious "agents of the Holodomor"? Or maybe those who became the executioners of
their compatriots had some other motives? Did they perceive them as compatriots or did
other forms of identification of "their own" and "others" dominate in this environment?

This is only the beginning of a list of questions that should shape a different perspective
on the study of the 1932-1933 famine.

Apparently, the answers to these and other related questions should be sought in the
history of the traditional way of rural life, the structures of everyday life, the history of
mentalities. It is worth addressing the problem of intergenerational relations and the
traditional way of solving it in the village, and the problem of social conflict cannot be
avoided in the context of the connection between the events of the civil war and its actual
repetition in 1929-1933.

Likewise, one cannot ignore the question of traditional relations between the social strata
within the village and the conflict between tradition and revolution in the peasant
environment. Perhaps attention should be paid to certain aspects of gender history in the
context of the traditional rural system. Perhaps it is difficult to avoid the question of the
self-worth of a separate human life in the traditional ideas of the peasant environment.

No less important aspect is the relationship between the Village and the City as the
problem of the Other, the Alien. A little more than a decade before the famine of 1932–
1933, these relations were critically acute, they were part of a large-scale civil conflict
during which the city was starving. Perhaps it is worth investigating what the image of the
peasant was in the minds of the citizens, how this image influenced the perception of the
authorities' actions in relation to the starving peasants. Also, despite some standard
mentions in some works, the problem of hunger in cities remains a big gap.

Even in didactic historiography, there are reserves for a qualitative shift in the
presentations of the tragedy of 1932-1933. The documents already published are enough to
understand that there were many cases of resistance to grain procurement and requisition:
whether in the form of direct sabotage, or in the form of physical confrontation, or by
distributing harvested grain among the starving - the focus on victim discourse, on
suffering and excesses of survival prevents us from seeing a more voluminous picture of
the famine of 1932-1933, and those aspects of it that could slightly change the historical
image of Ukrainians as eternal victims.

AFTER SPEECH

The first readers of this book, my colleagues from Ukraine and other countries of the
world, unanimously admitting that this essay is not about the famine of 1932-1933, at the
same time repeatedly expressed the assumption that for the completeness of the
presentation I would have published my own version of the tragedy.

I refused, motivating it by the fact that in this case I get involved in discussions, which I
should look at as an observer and analyst, not as a participant. However, I was reminded
that I have my own publications about the famine of 1932-1933, which fully fit into the
framework of the canonical version of the Holodomor described here, and this became an
additional and decisive argument. in favor of

I tried to formulate my version of the historical picture of the famine of 1932-1933 in the
Ukrainian SSR

I will immediately note three main circumstances: first, the version of events that will be
presented here is not original, it generally coincides with the main elements of some other
academic versions; second, it is based not only on historiographical studies, but also on
the reading of published documents, most of which are mentioned in this book. The basis
for contextual knowledge about the period of the 1920s - 30s was laid by two dissertations
- candidate (1987) and doctoral (1993).

Thirdly, the version proposed here does not claim to be "objective knowledge". It
corresponds to the current level of my ideas about the historical phenomenon and the
circumstances of its reconstruction in the ideas of my contemporaries. I perceive it in the
same way as all the other versions described in this book - exactly as a version, although
built without the intention of carrying out any "mission".

The famine of 1932–1933 began as early as 1931, but it was in 1932–1933 that it acquired
those catastrophic proportions and specific features that really make it a unique
phenomenon that differs from the previous and subsequent cases of mass starvation and
extreme mortality associated with it.

The famine arose as a result of the actions of the party-state leadership of the USSR and
the Ukrainian SSR, aimed at a large-scale reorganization of agriculture, which had a three-
single goal:

- mobilization of resources of the country's agricultural sector to meet the needs of
industrialization and associated urbanization;

- providing food for the army and cities;

- the destruction of the traditional rural system, which was considered economically
unproductive and socially hostile, the transformation of the village into a "socialist
factory" - and, accordingly, overcoming the peasantry's resistance to these plans and
intentions.

The mentioned reorganization was carried out by people who thought more political-
ideological or at best economic than economic or humanitarian categories. Their actions
were based on considerations of political, ideological and class expediency, the latter
being based on the belief that the class struggle in the country was escalating, and the
means of action were chosen accordingly.

These actions led to a large-scale disorganization of the agrarian sector of the economy,
they were accompanied by extreme manifestations of violence up to the physical
elimination (murder and deportation) of part of the rural population (and not only the
peasants).

The disorganization provoked in this way deepened due to the mass resistance of the
peasantry - active (destruction of traction force, hiding of bread, uprisings, riots, murder of
activists) and passive (refusal to work, sabotage). Added to this were unfavorable weather
conditions, deliberate aggravation of the social conflict in the village by the forces of the
ruling party, and the incompetence of the party-state leadership.

Back in 1930, a million Ukrainians rebeled against the government

The starting mechanism of the famine was excessive grain procurement as early as 1931,
which were carried out according to unrealistic plans, administrative and violent methods.
Their execution caused the first wave of famine in the spring of 1932.

During the summer grain procurement campaign of 1932, all the main grain regions of the
USSR were in a critical position due to new, not yet more realistic plans, which caused
dissatisfaction even among the loyal part of the highest party and state leadership of the
republics, not to mention the middle and lower links of the party-state hierarchy.

In July 1932, at the III All-Ukrainian Party Conference, a real scandal occurred, which was
perceived in the central bodies of the party and state leadership as a lack of Bolshevik
inspiration among "Ukrainian comrades" - the conference, under pressure from
extraordinary representatives of the central bodies of the party, finally adopted new
unrealistic volumes of grain procurement.

But already in August 1932, there was a revision of grain procurement plans. The Ukrainian
SSR was the first republic to be directly instructed by I. Stalin's plan was reduced (August
1932)

However, the new volumes of procurement were unrealistic, the volumes of production did
indeed decrease as a result of the aforementioned disorganization and passive resistance
of the peasantry, as evidenced by the procurement campaign, the plans of which were not
implemented, and already in November 1932, it became clear that they would not be
fulfilled.

At this point, I. Stalin and his entourage have already concluded that the main reasons for
the disruption of the campaign are the resistance of the peasantry (in their terminology
"kuls and kulaks" and their henchmen) and the theft of grain; the actions of "Petliurists
and Pilsudsky's agents" aimed at sabotage and assistance in theft (i.e. nationalists, hidden
enemies of the Soviet government in the party and state bodies) - in fact, it is about what
the researchers called the "national dimension" of the famine; the actions of opportunists,
traitors or simply losers in the party, at all levels, those who were unable or unwilling to
perform the tasks assigned to them.

Obviously, these conclusions were connected not only with the desire to find the cause of
the failures, but also in order to find the culprits, hold them accountable, and punish
them.

It is from the autumn of 1932 that repressive actions aimed at identifying and punishing
the perpetrators, forcing those who hesitate to act in accordance with instructions and
plans, and finally explaining the causes of the deficit have been added to the above causes
of famine.

At this stage, the search for "pests", "agents", "reborn" and "oportunists" is intensified,
changes are taking place in the leadership of republican bodies, and a large-scale
campaign of searching for "hidden" or "stolen" grain is being launched, which is carried
out with the active participation of the local party leadership.

The actions of the authorities in the village are aimed at fulfilling two main tasks: the
implementation of grain procurement plans (the deadline for their implementation was
postponed to January 1933) and the punishment of "saboteurs".

The implementation of these two tasks already in November 1932 led not only to violent
confiscation of grain, but also to spontaneous requisitions of food, which will soon be
sanctioned by the state. At the end of 1932 - beginning of 1933 (actually in November-
January) elements appeared in the actions of the authorities that can be characterized as
purposeful repressions against the peasantry: seizure of food from peasants, commodity
and food blockade of villages ("blackboards"), blockade of starving regions.

These actions lead to a famine of unprecedented proportions and the extinction of
hundreds of thousands of people. When the scale of the disaster and hypothetical
consequences for the economic capacity of the village and the spring sowing campaign of
1933 become obvious, the authorities resort to actions aimed at saving the "labor force":
grain and products are returned to the collective farms to feed those who are to go sown
in the spring of 1933, and by the summer of 1933, the mass famine subsides.

The Ukrainian SSR and the territory with a predominance of ethnic Ukrainians in the
population account for about half of the direct demographic losses from the famine of
1932-1933. It is during this period that the policy of Ukrainization (first in the Kuban) is also
officially stopped under the slogans of the fight against nationalism and the "clogging of
the party-state apparatus by the Petliurists", and part of the national intelligentsia, in
particular those who can be considered "national communists" becomes the object of
repression.

All these events and facts do not give sufficient grounds to argue that the famine of 1932–
1933 was deliberately planned. Its beginning and catastrophic development are the result
of not so much organized actions as disorganization and attempts to overcome this
disorganization, the format of which was determined by political views and habitual social
practices of the ruling class (in this case, we are talking about party-state oligarchy).

Its emergence is not only the result of the actions and circumstances mentioned above, it
had its own dynamics, which arose spontaneously, from dozens of factors, actions,
reactions, reactions to these reactions, which led to new, unpredictable circumstances and
challenges, the reaction to which was already formed by the level of political and general
culture of society, tradition and even irrational factors and considerations.

One can agree with those researchers who claim that in the events of the winter of 1932-
1933 there are elements of terror, which was aimed at neutralizing the peasantry's
resistance to collective farms or forcing them to return the "stolen". I

when it comes to subjective intentions, the punishment of the famine should provide that
its initiators know that the peasants have nothing. The facts, including those given by
supporters of the "genocidal" version of the 1932-1933 famine, indicate that the organizers
of the repressions against the peasantry until the end of 1932 believed that the peasants
had grain (December decisions on the withdrawal of seed funds and the January telegram
of I. Stalin).

This terror turned into terror by famine, when mass food confiscation and blockade of
starving regions unfolded.

In this case, in the USSR, and in particular in the Ukrainian SSR, a sociocide was carried
out, which had all the signs of a crime against humanity - the sociocide that was an
integral, almost everyday sign of Bolshevik politics during the 1920s and 1940s.

The famine of 1932–1933, not being a planned, not a special goal of the country's top party
and state leadership, it was not a specially planned anti-Ukrainian action, allegedly aimed
at subjugating a rebellious and potentially separatist nation.

The available evidence, in my opinion, is not enough (at least for a professional historian)
to claim that I. Stalin personally, or someone in his inner circle planned the mass
extermination of Ukrainians precisely on the basis of nationality (at least as this sign was
interpreted - whether as ethnic or as civil).

Emphasis on subjective intentions. Stalin and his entourage appear in connection with the
need to prove the existence of the crime of genocide in accordance with the wording of the
UN Convention of 1948. This leads to a meticulous and relentless search for hidden
meanings and intentions in his statements and the appropriate way of reading the
documents, which has already been discussed.

The Holodomor was genocide. This is what the author of the term "genocide" believed

It seems that the emphasis should be changed — it is not worth talking about intentions,
but about the result of actions. The result was the death of millions of people, and even if
it was not foreseen, this result indicates the presence of a crime.

Even the manslaughter of one person is considered a criminal offense, as well as failure to
provide assistance, and concealment of crime and criminals. In this case, we are talking
about millions. However, in our case, the number of perpetrators and accomplices will
have to be recognized much greater, and we will have to look for them much closer than in
Moscow...

As for the "national interpretation" of famine, it is worth agreeing with those researchers
who claim that the "national dimension" was for I. Stalin and his entourage were a
beneficial explanation of "adversities" and a means of searching for the culprits - which
does not deny the fact that Ukraine was a border republic and the prospects of a peasant
uprising in it in the event of intervention by Poland worried the leader.

However, the assumption that the deliberate destruction of millions of working hands was
carried out exactly where the creation of the "fortress" was planned looks clearly
speculative. The "national question" was indeed a reason for repression, but this kind of
repression began before the famine of 1932-1933, and continued after it, and they
concerned not only Ukrainians (remember Poles, Jews, Koreans, Germans, Crimean Tatars,
Chechens and Ingush). It is worth mentioning the repression against the national
intelligentsia in the neighboring Belarusian SSR, where there was no famine.

The thesis about the presence of a certain level of national identity in the Ukrainian
peasantry in the early 1930s and, accordingly, about the threat of national (nationalist)
mobilization in this environment, which could develop into the threat of national uprising
and separation, is declarative, it is not confirmed by either scientific research or by the
modern level of theoretical understanding of the phenomenon of nationalism.

Even the period of the Ukrainian revolution of 1917-1921 does not testify to the
manifestations of the national consciousness of the Ukrainian peasantry, sufficient to talk
about the "nation-creating" potential of this stratum. Refer to the expression I. Stalin of
1925 about the peasantry as the basis of the army of national movements and to draw far-
reaching conclusions about his attitude to the Ukrainian peasantry is incorrect, at least for
professional historians.

It is worth admitting that the famine really had an all-Union character both from the point
of view of causes and from the point of view of its course, it affected the grain regions,
among which Ukraine and Kuban were almost the most densely populated and ethnically
compact, that the famine also affected cities, in particular large industrial centers, that the
ethnic dimension of the famine applies not only to Ukrainians or Russians, but also to
representatives of other nationalities.

At the same time, it is impossible not to admit that in Ukraine, the famine had a specificity
that distinguishes it from other regions of the USSR. This specificity is evident in a number
of factors and facts.

First, this specificity was determined by the presence of an external border, and,
accordingly, by more intensive efforts aimed at hiding hunger and preventing the
movement of peasants.

Secondly, it is worth mentioning the plans to transform the Ukrainian SSR, namely as a
territory bordering hostile Poland, into an "exemplary republic" and a "fortress" (with
corresponding consequences for the population).

Thirdly, it is impossible not to notice the specific attention of I. Stalin and his closest
entourage to the leadership of the republic, obvious distrust and uncertainty in the full
loyalty of the latter - taking into account such a little studied topic by historians as the
degree of autonomy of Ukrainian state and public institutions and structures in the 1920s,
one can find new, possibly unexpected aspects of what happened in Ukraine and with
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one can find new, possibly unexpected aspects of what happened in Ukraine and with
Ukraine in the 1930s.

After all, it is impossible not to mention that the "national question" in the Ukrainian SSR
at the turn of the 1920s and 1930s acquired a different quality for the "center": "rooting" in
the form of "Ukrainization" was aimed not only at creating a loyal party-state apparatus
capable of working in local conditions.

Its important task was to overcome the powerful class enemy in the cities - the Russian-
speaking "small" and "medium" bourgeoisie, the intelligentsia, the servants inherited from
the old regime. The expulsion of these strata from the socio-cultural space was carried out
not because they were Russian-speaking, but because they were "class-strange".

In the late 1920s, this task was solved (in particular, by repressive methods - from the
cleansing of institutions and the deprivation of civil rights to show trials). It is no
coincidence that it was then that the "bourgeois" Ukrainian intelligentsia was taken up,
and its displacement and liquidation took place with the help of exactly that part of the
new cultural elite that emerged as a result of "Ukrainization".

As a result of these processes, a new bureaucratic class and a new socio-cultural stratum
emerged, which turned out to be an overly independent master in the largest republic of
the USSR since the RSFSR and clearly claimed a certain level of self-sufficiency, albeit
within the framework of the party-state hierarchy.

From this self-sufficiency to claims to independence were too far, but in the conditions of
extreme mobilization and centralization of all resources necessary for the "big leap", such
a situation already looked dangerous and conflict-prone.

The catastrophically rapid and incompetent reorganization of the country's agriculture,
which was accompanied by a simultaneous drop in production and an increase in
requirements for its volumes, gave rise to a powerful economic and management crisis,
which could not but cause a conflict between the ruling class and the socio-cultural elite
of the republic on the one hand.

This hidden conflict may have been the basis and basis for the "national interpretation" of
the 1932–1933 famine in Ukraine - and this is a very important difference between it and
the all-Union famine.

The famine of 1932-1933 in the USSR and the Ukrainian SSR is indeed one of the largest
humanitarian disasters of the twentieth century, it is a historical example of one of the
most serious crimes against humanity.

That is why it as a historical fact requires serious, painstaking, long, detailed research,
which should be of a complex, interdisciplinary nature, which would be carried out at the
international level and would be tightly separated from current political requests and
demands.

Only on this basis can it be given a sufficiently adequate historical, political, legal and
moral assessment.

See also:

Battle of Kruty: how politicians create and exploit myths

The Holodomor Memorial to the Holodomor victims is what Yushchenko built. PHOTO

Famine in the USSR. The most popular historian of the West about the tragedy

Special project "Holodomor" on IP

All materials on the topic "Historical memory"

All materials on the topic "Politics"

Hard to believe – a leather shoe
that bends like that!
Umhaven™

HOLODOMOR – HISTORICAL MEMORY – XX CENTURY – XXI CENTURY – MYTHS

Prevent the OUN from uniting with
the Zionists. "Active measures" kdb
In the early 1970s, a number of documents were
issued from the foreign residencies of the KDB of
the USSR, which drew attention to a new trend in
the environment of émigré centers. It was about
the fact that the Ounists and Zionists, despite
seemingly ideological and other differences,
began to unite for a joint struggle against the
policy of the USSR. Declassified documents from
the archive of the Foreign Intelligence Service of
Ukraine tell about how the KDB tried to prevent
such a merger.
OCTOBER 30, 2025 — OLEKSANDR SKRYPNYK

Provocateurs

DISSECRET

Attention,
provocateur!

Captivity as a shadow of war
Ukrainian history is inextricably linked with wars
and the struggle for independence. In all these
conflicts, Ukrainians were in captivity: from the
times of the liberation struggles of the early
twentieth century to the modern war against
Russia. The theme of captivity is not only a legal or
military problem, but also a historical and cultural
mirror of the era: it reflects the state of humanistic
values, the culture of compliance with
international norms and the nature of political
regimes.
OCTOBER 28, 2025 — MYKOLA DROBOT

Timothy Snyder: A Global Initiative
in Search of Historical Truth
"History is not a warring party. The task of any
serious story, including a project like this, is to get
to the truth. And the truth is always more
interesting than the myth. Truth is democratic in
the way that myth cannot exist, because myth
requires obedience, myth requires the absence of
doubt. Historical truth reminds us that life is not
so much the certainty of something false as an
ever-growing knowledge of various things that
may be true. Therefore, I have no doubt that at the
end of this project, people in Ukraine and around
the world will be much better prepared to fight
Russian propaganda than they are now.
OCTOBER 23, 2025 - HISTORICAL TRUTH

Petro Mirchuk. UPA chronicler
Petro Mirchuk's work was based on his own
experience and extensive documentary base
collected among the members of the OUN and the
UPA. And the book "Ukrainian Insurgent Army
1942-1952" was one of the first generalized works
on this topic in exile. It was when he was
persistently collecting materials for this book that
the authorities of the MDB of the USR opened an
operational case against him. But it was not
possible to prevent the truth about the UPA from
being brought to the general public in the West.
OCTOBER 15, 2025 — OLEKSANDR SKRYPNYK
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ANNOUNCEMENT: Lecture "The voice of
Ukrainian diplomacy of the UNR era:
Oleksandr Shulgin"
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A monument to Ukrainian-American
veterans was opened in Chicago

NOVEMBER 4, 08:23

A monument to Ivan the Terrible was
unveiled in Russia

3 NOVEMBER, 08:34

In Poltava region, a monument to the
author of the Moscow anthem will be
dismantled and a music school will be
renamed in his honor
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