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AGRARIAN REFORM OF 1906-1913:
SOCIAL REFLECTIONS OF THE UKRAINIAN PEASANTRY

Abstract. The purpose of the article is to study various forms of social reflection of the Ukrainian peasantry on the
implementation of the agrarian reform of 1906-1913 in the regional dimension and in everyday practice.

Scientific novelty of the study lies in the analysis of the course and features of the implementation of the agrarian reform
1906-1913 in the form of social reflections of the Ukrainian peasantry as an effective subject of change in the reform of land
relations.

Conclusions. The sustained interest of scholars in agrarian discourse, especially in the context of landmark events,
reforms, and personalities, can be traced both at the scientific-theoretical and at the cognitive levels. The critical rethinking
of the content, course, regional features, and consequences of the agrarian reform of 1906-1913, initiated by Ukrainian
scholars using new methodological tools, continues. Through a combination of modern methods, principles, approaches, and
the processing of previously unpublished archival sources, they study in more detail, in addition to the traditional ones, new
dimensions of the reform — national, regional, migration, legal, and socio-psychological.

The powerful scientific heritage of studies on P. Stolypin’s agrarian reform, which differ in their chronology and ideological
paradigm, seems insufficiently complete in terms of social reflection. This refers to the «visibility» of the peasant himself as a
subject of agrarian transformations, who actively and consciously participates in the implementation of the planned measures,
represents his own vision of rural problems and proposes ways to solve them, expresses his own and other people’s emotions,
criticizes central and local authorities, etc.

The social reflection of the Ukrainian peasantry during the implementation of the agrarian reform 1906-1913 demonstrated
that the rural environment and its inhabitants were completely immersed in the new socio-economic realities, expecting the
desired results. Although the heterogeneity of such expectations was evident: the conservative and traditionalist camp of the
peasantry hoped for the collapse of the project and the preservation of the rural community, some entrepreneurial and wealthy
farmers saw their future prospects as optimistic, the majority hoped for the foresight and wisdom of the government, which
«knows what it is doing». Despite the conventionality of this separation, the government’s new agricultural policy caused
discontent among each of them. The forms of protest ranged from spontaneous (mutual claims, complaints, denunciations,
property damage) to organized (arson, lawsuits, blocking the work of land management commissions).

The agrarian reform of 1906-1913, like any other, revealed its strengths and weaknesses, which are analyzed in a number
of scholarly works. However, the experience of preparing and implementing the reform, the subjectivization of the peasantry
as the main participant, and the instructive lessons of past agrarian transformations for future reforms deservedly attract the
attention of contemporary researchers.

Keywords: agrarian reform, anti-government protests, land management, resettlement policy, peasantry, social
reflections, government measures.
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AIrPAPHA PE®OPMA 1906-1913 PP.:
COLUIAJIbHI PE®IEKCII YKPAIHCBKOIO CEJNIAHCTBA

AHoTauisn. MeTow cmammi € 00Ccaiodcents pisHOMAuimuux Qopm coyianbhoi pegaexcii yKpaincoko2o censiHcmea na
nepebie peanizayii acpapnoi pepopmu 1906-1913 pp. y pezionanvromy sumipi ma 6 nOGCIKOCHHIN NPAKMUYI.

HaykoBa HOBHM3HA pe3YJbTATIB JOCIIUKeHHSs nouseac 6 amanisi nepebicy ma ocobausocmeti peanizayii aspapHoi
pegpopmu 1906-1913 pp. y 6uensnodi coyianshux peghnexcitl yKpaiHcokoeo cesiHcmea sik 0le6020 cyo 'ekma 3MiH npu pegpopmysanHi
azpapnux 6i0HOCUH.
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Censanemeo 3a yMoe COYioKYIbMypHUX, COYIATbHO-eKOHOMIYHUX Ma
cycninoHo-norimuynux mpancopmayii XX — nowamky XXI cm.

BucHoBku. Cmitikuil inmepec Hayko8yie 00 azpapucmcuko2o OUCKYPCY, i 0COOnUu80 8 KOHmMeKCMmi 3HaKo8ux nooitl,
pedopm ma nepconaniii, npOCmMedAHCyYEMbCA AK HA HAYKOBO-MEOPEeMUUHOMY, MAK i Ha Ni3HasarbHomy piensax. He npununscmoca
KpUmuyHe nepeocMUcients amicniy, nepebicy, pe2loHaIbHUX 0cobausocmell ma Haciiokie azpapnoi pegopmu 1906-1913
Pp., po3nouame YKpainCoKUMU HAYKOBYAMU HA OCHOGI GUKOPUCTAHHSA HOB020 MemOO0N02i4H020 iHCmpyMenmapiio. 3a8oaxku
KoMOIHayii cyuachux memoois, npuHyunis, nioxo0ie ma Oonpayr8aHHI0 pauiuie HeonyONiKOBAHUX APXIGHUX Odicepel HUMU
Odemanviiute OOCTIONCYIOMbCA, KPIiM MpaouyiiHux, Ho8i UMIpU peghopmu — HayioHaNbHI, pecionanvhi, Miepayilini, opuouyHi,
COYIAbHO-NCUXONIOSIYHI.

Tlomyoichuil Haykosuil 00poOOK PI3HUX 3G XPOHONLOZIE IX NOABU MA I0€0102I4HOI0 NAPAOUSMOIO OOCTIONHCEHb, NPUCEAUECHUX
azpapuiti pechopmi I1. Cmonunina, suenaoac HeooCmamusbo ROGHUM 3 MOUKU 30py coyianvhoi pegpnexcii. 11i0 neio poymiemuvcs
«BUOUMICIB» CAMO20 CEeNAHUHA AK CY0 €KMA azpapHux nepemeopers, KUl akmueHo i cgioomo bepe yyacme 6 peanizayii
3aNAAHOBANUX 3aX0018, BUCTIOBTIOE BNACHE DAYEHHS CibCLbKUX NPOOIeM I NPONOHYE WIAAXY iX GUDIWEHHS, MPAHCIIOE C80I i Uyici
eMoyii, KpumuKye yeHmpanvHy i micyegy 61ady moujo.

Coyianvha peghnexcis yKpaincovkoeo censinemea nio wac peanizayii aepaproi pepopmu 1906-1913 pp. npodemoncmpysana,
Wo cinbevbke cepedosune ma 1020 MeulKaHyi NOGHICIIO NOPUHYIU 68 HOBI COYIANbHO-eKOHOMIYHI peanii, OuiKyIouU 6i0 HUX
bacxcanux Haciokie. Xou HeOOHOPIOHICIMb MAKUX OYIKY8AHb BUABUIACH OYEBUOHOIO: KOHCEPBAMUBHO-MPAOUYIOHATICIMCOKUL
maoip cenAncmea cnooieascs HA Kpax NPoeKmy i 30epediceHHs CeNsHCLKOI 0OWuHU, YacmKa NiONPUEMTUBUX | 3AMONCHUX
20CNO0APHUKI6 80a4ana 801 MANOYMHI ONMUMICMUYHT NEPCREeKMUBU, OLTbUICIb CNOOIBANACH HA OANIeKO2TAOHICIb [ MyOpicmb
61a0u, AKa <3HAE, wo podbumwv». llonpu neeny ymosHicmv nOOiOHO20 NOOITY, HOBA AZPAPHA NOMIMUKA YPAOY SUKIUKALA
HeB0060NCHHS 6 cepedosuuyi KoXCcHoL 3 Hux. Dopmu npomecmy Oyau pisHumu — 610 cmuxitinux (63acmui npemensii, cxkapeu,
O0oHOCU, NCY8aHHA MAliHA) 00 opeanizosanux (NIOnANe, CyOOBUX N0306i6, OOKYEaHHS POOOMU 3EMIeENOPAOHUX KOMICIL).

Aepapna peghopma 1906-1913 pp., six i 6y0b-sika iHwa, 6uABUILA CE0L CUTbHI [ CIAOKI CMOPOHU, AHATI3 SIKUX MICIMUMbCSL
¥ macusi Haykogux pobim. Oonax 0ocei0 niozomosku i peanizayii pechopmu, cyd’ekmugizayis cerancmed AK 0CHOBHO20
VUACHUKA, NOGYANbHI YPOKU ASPAPHUX NEePemEOpeHb MUHYI020 OISl MAUOYMHIX pehopm 3ACHYIHCEHO NpUsepmaioms yeazy
CYYACHUX OOCTIOHUKIB.

Knrouosi cnoBa: acpapna pegopma, anmuypsoosi eucmynu, 3emneycmpii, nepeceniencoka NOMIMuKd, CEIIHCMBO,
coyianvHi peghnexcii, ypsaoosi 3axoou.

Formulation of the issue. From time to market, etc.), at the same time contributed to

time, a retrospective approach to earlier reforms
allows us not only to return to the origins of
their conception and authors, to trace the course
of implementation and consequences, but also
to reconsider the experience gained in order
to obtain useful practices and avoid mistakes.
The incompleteness of previous agrarian trans-
formations is an important prerequisite for the
next ones, which are designed to solve existing
problems and address new ones dictated by po-
litical challenges, economic factors, and social
demands.

Reforming land issues as an important com-
ponent of any agrarian transformation cannot
be viewed in isolation from the interests of the
main actor - the peasant, who can be a farmer,
an owner, and a rebel at the same time. After all,
who else but he or she is capable of valuing free-
dom, loving the land, and fighting for the truth
so desperately?

The agrarian reform of 1906-1913, so called
the “Stolypin reform” in historiography, aimed
at solving purely peasant problems (changes in
land use, destruction of the rural community, en-
couragement of resettlement, creation of a land

the subjectification of the peasant as an active
participant in social processes, capable of social
reflection in everyday life.

Analysis of recent research and publi-
cations. The historiography of the problem of
agrarian transformations of 1906-1913 is quite
thorough, and scholars of different historical
periods, scientific views, and directions have
studied it. However, firstly, there is a problem of
rethinking the existing scientific work due to its
bias, and secondly, the study of manifestations
and forms of social reflection of certain catego-
ries of the population on socially significant re-
forms, projects, and decisions that affect them
directly remains out of the focus of scholars. In
the works of contemporary researchers of agrar-
ian transformations of the early twentieth cen-
tury, special attention was paid to the attitude of
the Ukrainian peasantry to the agrarian reform
of 1900-1913 and the identification of social at-
titudes in the peasantry®. The authors of a signif-
icant number of scientific works devoted to the
reform studied various forms of protest activity
of the Ukrainian peasantry in their regional di-
mension?. It should be emphasized that reputa-

1 bakano B., Tonymsik B. CenstHebki BuCTynn Ha YipaiHi B 4acH cTOIHIIHCEKOI arpapHoi pedopmu. Bichuk Yepracvrozo ynisepcumemy. Cepis
icmopuuni nayku. 2001, Bun. 27. C.92-94; Kopuosenko C., I'epacumenxo O. CenssauH-OyHTap. CensHcbka peBotonis B Yipaini 1902 — 1917
pp.: [Monorpadis]. Yepkacu : Yabanerko 0. A., 2017. 204 c.; Koporkosa O. 3miHH y coniainpHiii cBiIOMOCTI cesiH YKpainu B nepiox pedopm
1906-1916 pp. Yrpaincoxuii icmopuunuii 36ipnux. 2008. Bum. 11. C.181-184; Mamunoscskuii b. ITayns Pop6ax. Cromumincska arpapHa pe-
¢opma i npuannu [lepmoi cBiToBoi BiHH. Vipaincoruii censinun. 2006. Bum. 10. C. 18-20; Peent O. Croymmninchka arpapHa pedopma: 0CHOB-
Hi noii, mepioan3ais, 0COONMUBOCTI, HACHIAKU. Vrpaincokuil censinun. 2006. Bum. 10. C. 6-16.

2 Bouapos B. Ilepecenennst censH 3 XapkiBebkoi rybepHii (1906-1914 pp.). Bichuk CxiOHOYKpaiHCbKo20 HAYiOHATbHO20 YHi6epcumemy iMeHi
Bonooumupa Jana. 2004. Ne9. C. 35-39; I'epacumenko O. CemstHebkuil pyx Ha JliBoGepexHili Ykpaini mix gac 3aificHeHHss CTOIMIIHCEKOT
pedopmu. Vipaincoxuii censanun. 2005. Bum. 9. C. 146-149.; T'epacumuyx O. Peamizaris crommmincbkol arpapHoi pedopmu B UepHIriBebkil
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ble authors mostly publish their research papers
in the collection of scientific works “Ukrainian
Peasant”, which indicates the high appreciation
of the professional scientific publication and
encourages young researchers to participate in
peasant studies.

The purpose of the research is to identify
various forms of social reflection of the Ukrai-
nian peasantry on the course of the agrarian re-
form of 1906-1913 in the regional dimension
and in everyday practice.

Presenting the main material. The inter-
pretation of history through the prism of agrari-
anism as a peasant-centered phenomenon has
traditionally attracted the attention of the scien-
tific community for the reason that the Ukraini-
an peasantry is the central figure of social trans-
formations, as a carrier of national identity and
state-building synergy. The creator of Ukrai-
nian statehood, M. Hrushevsky, also perceived
Ukrainians from the perspective of peasant-cen-
trism. In his programmatic work “The Founda-
tions of Great Ukraine,” he emphasized: “The
main foundation of this Great Ukraine will be
the peasantry for a long time, if not always, and
it will have to be built on it. For many years of
our pre-dawn existence, we kept repeating that
the future, the Ukrainian revival, and the future
of Ukraine in general lies in the peasantry and
only in the peasantry. Throughout the entire 19th
century, Ukrainians and the peasantry became
synonymous. Since all other strata had betrayed
their nationality, all the material for national
construction has been drawn from it, and it has
pinned its hopes on it...”3.

The original desire of the Ukrainian peas-
antry to live and work on their own land, the de-
sire to be independent of anyone’s interference
in the sphere of individual economic activity,
and the intention to gain the desired economic
freedom had a positive impact on the dynamics
of the implementation of reform measures pro-
posed by the tsarist government represented by
P. Stolypin.

According to the Decree “On Supplement-
ing Certain Provisions of the Current Law Con-
cerning Peasant Land Tenure and Land Use” of
November 9, 1906, three main components of

the reform were to be implemented: 1) separa-
tion of peasants from the community and as-
signment of land to them as private property; 2)
creation of farms and cuttings; 3) resettlement
policy. The tools for implementing the project
are the Peasant Bank, the cooperative move-
ment, farming, market relations, etc.

Substantiating the reasons for the agrarian
reform of 1906-1913, O. Reyent points out that
“agrarian unrest during the revolution of 1905-
1907 caused the local nobility to be concerned
and even fearful for the future of land owner-
ship,” as stated during the congress of the All-
Russian Union of Landowners on February
12-16, 1906. Measures aimed at solving this
problem “will make it possible to immediately
reassure the people, since every peasant will feel
that he has acquired property and land owner-
ship, which he can turn into money and build his
well-being on it™4. Therefore, the appearance of
the decree of November 9, 1906, on the with-
drawal of peasants from the community and the
procedure for assigning land to them as private
property was not accidental, as it was caused by
a public demand addressed to the authorities on
behalf of landowners who feared losing their
property as a result of peasant protests and the
peasantry seeking “land and freedom.”

The peasantry’s intrinsic motivation to be
able to manage their own land and their natural
willingness to move toward the dreamy pros-
pects presented by the reformers on behalf of the
government were translated into new socio-po-
litical realities - the rapprochement between the
peasantry and the government. The atmosphere
of trust was strengthened by strong information
support from pro-government periodicals and
government-funded “independent” newspapers,
which filled their materials with agrarian topics.
Their content covered various spheres of peas-
ant life, ranging from everyday problems and
how to solve them with government support,
to agricultural legislation and its easy-to-under-
stand interpretation, to peasant sentiment about
the implementation of reform initiatives.

The government’s demonstration of com-
mitment and openness to a constructive dialog
with the peasantry worked flawlessly. After all,

ry6epuii (1906-1917 pp.) : muc. ... kaun. ict. nayk : 07.00.01 / Uepwiris. nam. nex. yu-T im. T. I. IlleBuenka. Yepwiris, 2014. 325 apk.; [epacu-
MmeHko O. Arpapauii pyx Ha Hixunimai y 1900 —siroromy 1917 pp. (3a Marepianamu MicteBoro apxiBy). Jlimepamypa ma kynomypa Iloniccs.
2005. Bum. 29. C. 145-152; T'epacumuyk O. CraBiIeHHs 4epHIriBCHKOTO CeIsTHCTBa 0 arpapHoi pedopmu Cromunina. Cigepsancokuil nimonuc.
2011. Nel. C. 72-85; Coxupcpka B. OcobmuBocti BhpoBamkeHHsS CTONHMIIHCEKOI arpapHOi peopMu Ha YMaHINWHI B JOCHIIKEHHIX
I". 10. Xpabana. Yrpaincoxuii cenanun. 2006. Bum. 10. C. 20-22.; lllepuenko B. /lo mutaHHS Ipo CeJHCHKI BUCTYNH Ha UepHIiriBImuHi B me-
piox Iepuroi cBitoBoi Biitau (motuit 1914 — mornit 1917 p.). Jlwouna, cycninbemeo, kynomypa: Iemopis ma cyuacricms. Yepwiris, 1996. C.

65-67.

3 I'pymescokuii M. Ha moposi Hoeoi Ykpainu. Ilixcrasu Benukoi Ykpainu. Ceno / Xto Taki ykpaiHui i 4oro BoHu x04yTh. Kuis: T-Bo «3HaH-

Hs Ykpainu», 1991. 162 c.

4 Peenr O. Cronumnincbka arpapHa peopMa: OCHOBHI I0Iii, epiofu3ais, 0co0IMBOCTI, HacHinku. Yxkpaincokuil cenanun. 2006. Bum. 10. C.7.
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those who had always been used, hardly noticed,
and openly neglected, at some point felt their de-
mand and even importance. The opinion of O.
Korotkova, who identified an important com-
ponent of the reform, is correct: to rebuild the
social consciousness of the peasant, to deprive
him of his former status and legal isolation, and
to include him in active social life®. The feeling
that they are not, as before, objects of commodi-
ty-money and production relations, but the main
subjects of changes and processes, was strongly
and optimistically responded to. Time will tell
whether their expectations will become reality.

German publicist P. Rohrbach, assessing the
importance of Stolypin’s agrarian reform for the
imperial government and the peasantry, pointed
out that the peasantry learned (or was taught -
author) to identify their own interests with the
state’s. “Before the reform, the peasants treat-
ed the state as an extortionist, giving taxes and
recruits to the government without expecting
anything good in return. Now the state granted
property rights and acted as a guarantor of its
preservation, and the peasants had a very strong
motive to support it. Thus, in the person of the
peasant, Russian “pan-Slavism” received a pow-
erful support and could now resort to the imple-
mentation of its aggressive plans,” P. Rohrbach
concludes, calling the reform a turning point in
world history?.

A similar opinion was expressed by O. Rey-
ent, noting that the main idea of the agrarian re-
form of 1906-1913 was the attempt of the ruling
elite of the empire to create a layer of “strong
and powerful” landowners between landlords
and peasants in the person of farmers and cut-
tings, who would become “a stronghold of the
monarchist regime in the countryside™. There-
fore, a circular sent by the Ministry of the Inte-
rior to the governors in 1908 allowed for forced
redistributions to be carried out on a regular ba-
sis, even though each such redistribution meant
the transfer of all peasant strips. The Ministry
explicitly emphasized that “the implementation
of compulsory allotments... will undoubtedly
make the latter more compliant™.

Opponents of the reform, led by representa-
tives of various political currents, especially the
Black Hundreds, launched a powerful counter-

reform activity, agitating the peasantry to op-
pose the government’s innovations. Evidence
obtained by the Police Department points to nu-
merous facts of the distribution of propaganda
materials (leaflets, brochures, books) among the
rural population by young people who had trav-
eled to a particular area in various ways (on foot,
on horseback, passing by, by train). Given the
information vacuum of the time, such printed
materials were in great demand among villagers
and were distributed on the principle of “read
it and pass it on. Public reading of the content
of the materials with their subsequent discussion
was also practiced. Police prosecutions of pro-
pagandists proved ineffective, as the mobility
of young people made it difficult to track them.
Therefore, the Police Department issued an or-
der to detain persons involved in the distribution
of prohibited literature®.

In contemporary scholarly works, it is often
argued that Ukraine at that time was the region
where the implementation of the government’s
agrarian initiatives met with the least resistance
from the peasantry. The loyal attitude of the
Ukrainian peasantry to Stolypin’s decree is ex-
plained, in their opinion, by the fact that the ter-
ritory of the Ukrainian provinces was dominated
by household land tenure, in contrast to the per-
manent redistribution of land characteristic of
the Russian community. Therefore, government
initiatives were rather perceived as a chance to
legitimize land ownership of a particular plot,
and in its absence, to obtain it elsewhere.

If there was resistance from the peasantry,
it was caused by other factors. In particular,
O. Melnyk, a researcher of the impact of the
reform on the situation of peasants of the Left
Bank, believes that the main object of opposi-
tion was not Stolypin’s legislation itself, but
“the lack of land for a significant number of
direct producers in the presence of aristocratic
land tenure of the nobility”°.

The researcher of the mentality of the Ukrai-
nian peasantry, Y. Prysiazhniuk, disagrees with
such considerations of the author and her asso-
ciates, who believes that the desire for farming
was based on “archetypal properties” that were
built on traditionalist approaches without un-
derstanding the nature of market relations. The

5 Koporkosa O. 3MiHH y comianbHill cBitoMocCTi censiH Ykpainu B nepiog pedopm 1906-1916 pp. Vipaiucexuii icmopuunuii 36ipnux. 2008.

Bum. 11. C.183.

6 MamunoBcekuii b. ITayns Pop6ax, Cronuminceka arpapua pedopma i npuuunu Ilepmioi cBitoBoi BiiHH. Vkpaincvkuii ceranun. 2006.

Bum. 10. C. 20.

7 Peent O. CronumniHcbka arpapHa peopMa: 0CHOBHI ITOfiii, Tepiou3anis, 0COOMUBOCTI, HACHiNKH. Vrpaincoruil cenanun. 2006. Bum. 10. C.7.
8 JlsxuH B. beut i manc y Cronsimuna? 3gezda. 1990. Ne 12. C. 120-121.

9 IlenTpanbHuii fepkaBHUN icropuanuii apxiB Ykpainu (gani — LIIIA Vkpaiau). ©.1152. Om.1. Cnp.185. Apk.2.

10 Menbuuk O. Arpapra pedopma I1. A. Cronumiza Ta ii BIuiuB Ha craHoBHIIE celsiH JliBoOepexHoi Ykpainu. [lopiguanvho-ananimuune

npago. 2020. Bum 1. C. 49.



Vipaincokuii censinun — 2023. Bunyck 30

Ukrainian peasantry, according to the author,
simply did not have enough time to innovate and
perceive the private form of ownership™'.

It should be also emphasized that an impor-
tant component of the agrarian reform was to
solve, in addition to the priority socio-economic
task, an even more important socio-political one
- the final destruction of the peasant community
where it was weak. Therefore, the undisguised
resistance to P. Stolypin’s reformist course on
the part of a significant part of the nobility and
even the peasants themselves, members of the
community, could have taken on unexpected
forms and threatening proportions. After all, in
the post-reform period (after the peasant reform
of 1861), the political system proved to be ex-
tremely unstable and sensitive to challenges,
while long-term political stability and social
favor were necessary for the implementation of
Stolypin’s reform. According to O. Pavlov, this
posed a double danger for landlords: first, they
risked losing control over the system of func-
tioning of landlord farms due to its provision
with a peasant component (work, rent, hired la-
bor, rural servitudes, mutual responsibility, etc.),
and, second, they had competitors in the form of
peasant owners and village societies®.

Proving that servitudes have become a real
source of hostility between landlords and peas-
ants, O. Reyent®® gave several specific examples.
For many generations, on the basis of easement
law, the residents of the village of Kachaly in
the Borodyansky subregion of the Kyiv region
had been litigating with the administration of
Count Shembek. However, even after losing
the case, the peasants continued to graze their
cattle and “resisted the forest guard of the Boro-
dyanska economy”*4, Another case that occurred
on January 30, 1913, in the village of Bakaly,
Yezeryansk district, Vasylkiv subregion, Kyiv
region, was quite typical. During the division
of the grazing land, which was jointly used by
Countess Branitsk and the peasants, the latter
“behaved extremely defiantly toward a member
of the land surveying commission.” In the end,
the peasants refused to divide the grazing land,

stating that “they did not need any land manage-
ment, and the land should go to them™?®.

The land management commissions ap-
pointed by the government to carry out the land
distribution procedure had to fulfill the main
technical task: to completely demarcate the al-
lotment land. The regulatory basis for their
activities was the Law “On Amendments and
Supplements to Certain Resolutions on Peasant
Land Tenure” of June 14, 1910, which provided
for general internal redistribution of land plots,
and enshrined the automatic transfer of all ru-
ral communities (regardless of their desire - au-
thor) formed before 1887 and the Law on Land
Management, adopted on May 29, 1911, which
regulated in detail the procedure for land man-
agement and was supposed to help overcome the
gridlock and divide land into small plots whose
owners refused to agree to its division. The re-
sponse to their resistance was to increase admin-
istrative pressure on peasants by representatives
of land surveying commissions. A special cir-
cular obliged provincial officials to personally
travel to the counties and “influence” the peas-
antste.

The land surveying commission of the
Cherkasy district of the Kyiv province, like
other similar commissions, began active work
on drafting projects for the development of land
plots, their delimitation, and control over the
process of transition to farming and cutting. The
commission’s reports noted that not all peasant
citizens were in favor of the innovations: there
was no need to convince younger and more edu-
cated peasants, but representatives of the older
generation were determined not to disrupt the
usual way of life inherited from their parents
and grandparents'’.

The scale and dynamics of land survey-
ing, especially in the Ukrainian provinces, in-
creased social tensions in the countryside. Its
growth was primarily determined by who and
how well they managed to navigate the new
situation: some managed to improve their finan-
cial situation, while others lost even what they
had. For example, the following data shows the
property differentiation among the peasantry of
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13 Peent O. CronumiHcbka arpapHa pedopma: OCHOBHI MOJil, nepioan3ais, 0cOOIMBOCTI, HACTIAKH. Vkpaincokutl cenanun. 2006. Bum 10.

C.10-11.

14 JlepxasHuii apxiB KuiBcpkoi obmacri (mami — JJAKO). @.2. On.229. Cnp.22. Apk. 115-115 38.

15 JAKO. ®.2. On.229. Cnp.58. Apk.13.

16 ByTupin €. Poib 3eMChbKHX AiNbHAYHHUX HAYaJIbHHUKIB y IIEPioJ CTOIUIIHCHKOL arpapHoi pedopMu. Bichux JIyzancvkoeo depicagrnozo yHi-
sepcumemy enympiwnix cnpas imeni E.O. Jioopenxa. 2010. Bum. 2. C. 38.
17 JlepxaBHuii apxiB Yepkacekoi obnacri (Hagaii - JJAYO). @.754. Om. 9. Crp. 19. Apk.86.



Censanemeo 3a yMoe COYioKYIbMypHUX, COYIATbHO-eKOHOMIYHUX Ma
cycninoHo-norimuynux mpancopmayii XX — nowamky XXI cm.

Poltava province: the gross income of farms that
owned land of up to one acre was 239.50 rubles,
and those that owned 25-50 acres of land were
2315.87 rubles. As of 1910, 95 families did not
have their own housing, so they were forced to
rent it from kulaks and earned their living by
working as laborers. One third of the peasants
did not have their own cattle, and half had to
work the land with cows®.

The violation of the principle of equality
in the allocation of land to peasants was clearly
one of the factors behind the peasant protests.
The abuse of power and manipulative behav-
ior of the commissioners were provoked by the
“generosity” of wealthy peasants who wanted
to get more productive and compactly located
land. Poorer villagers, desperate for an adequate
response from local authorities and regulatory
bodies to violations, resorted to various forms
of spontaneous protests (mostly arson of farm
buildings, households of wealthy villagers,
straw and hay bales). In addition, the forms of
protest included damage to crops, obstruction
of land surveying, beatings, and sometimes
even murder of “farmers”?®. The disdainful and
prejudiced attitude of members of the peasant
community toward the farmers and cut-offs was
manifested even in the boycott of their presence
in self-government bodies and village societies.

The peasantry’s dissatisfaction with the re-
form, in particular with the introduction of dif-
ferentiation between the “strong and wealthy”
and the “poor and drunk,” escalated into attacks
“by the whole world” on the surveyors and
their associates. For example, in the village of
Tsarekonstantinivka, Ekaterinoslav province,
peasants gathered to the east and threatened the
“farmers.” The dissatisfied land surveyors were
forbidden to carry out land surveying work. The
governor had to come personally to restore or-
der. The “order” was restored by dismissing the
starosta and foreman and imprisoning the 20
most active rebels for 1 to 3 months?.

Despite peasant resistance to the reform,
land surveying work continued under security
measures. The Chernihiv governor wrote in a
secret memo to the Minister of the Interior on
May 11, 1910, that each bailiff should organize

“a small detachment of cavalry that could ap-
pear as a military and political demonstration if
necessary.” Such a practice had a preventive and
calming effect on the behavior of the dissatis-
fied?!.

Peasant resistance continued even when a
third party appeared - representatives of the cen-
tral government represented by the police. Us-
ing available means (labor tools, stones, sticks
- author’s note), the peasants engaged in open
confrontation with armed police officers. Such
clashes resulted in arrests, injuries and Killings
of participants. Certain events that occurred in
1914, for example, in the village of Ledianyky,
Iziaslav district??, and in the village of Vradi-
yevtsi, Ananiev province, Kherson region?, are
direct evidence of such clashes. The villagers’
obstruction of land surveying ended in an open
armed confrontation with numerous victims.

There are regional differences in the readi-
ness and openness of the peasantry to new re-
alities. In particular, the peasants of the western
region were more willing to show readiness for
hamletization, as they could observe similar
processes on the example of Polish and Austro-
Hungarian manor individual farms, which were
not subject to strict orders and community rela-
tions. The peasantry of the southeastern regions
reacted even more painlessly to the need to re-
vert (demarcate) land with its subsequent divi-
sion into farms and parcels, as the original desire
to become its full owner mobilized several thou-
sand rural communities for a common cause.

A certain part of the peasantry of the Ukrai-
nian provinces categorically refused to move to
farms and receive cuts. For example, in 1910, the
Poltava Provincial Land Management Commis-
sion received a complaint about the second Biy-
ivska village community of the Kapustyn par-
ish of the Hadiach district, where “as a result of
underground propaganda” a large unrest against
land management began?*. The example of some
prompted the actions of others. In particular, the
villagers of the Kapustyn village community,
participants in a village meeting, told the land
surveyors: “We don’t want any land plots, you
want to ruin us, get out!”?.
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According to S. Kornovenko and O. Hera-
symenko, disrupting village meetings where the
content of decrees and laws on agrarian reform
was explained was one of the most popular
methods of fighting those who wanted to support
the introduction of agrarian reform. “By disrupt-
ing village meetings, peasants tried to prevent
the implementation of agrarian reforms in the
countryside. They resorted to various means of
protest, the reason for which was the fear of los-
ing the best land and their belief that the exo-
dus of some peasants to farms would worsen the
already difficult land situation of the rest,” the
authors argue®.

The reaction of the peasantry to the orga-
nizational actions of the authorities to imple-
ment the reform was also affected by the failure
to meet the deadlines. In particular, there were
numerous instances of bureaucratic red tape in
the preparation of the necessary documentation.
For example, in 1911, members of the Kotelev-
ka village community in the Akhtyrka district
of the Kharkiv province (2621 people) applied
to the Kharkiv Land Survey Commission with
a request to ream out the land for logging. After
a three-year process of land demarcation, they
were informed that they should expect docu-
mentary confirmation of their rights no earlier
than April 19177,

Peasant protests against reform measures
can also be traced on the example of the Uman
district of the Kyiv province, factually reflected
in the publication of H. Khraban? and analyzed
in detail by V. Sokyrska®.

In one of them, H. Khraban proved that
most peasants, especially the poor, immediately
felt significant risks in Stolypin’s law, especially
when it came to the lands left for the cleanup.
Their elimination deprived poor peasants of the
opportunity to keep cattle, as there was no room
for grazing on their own piece of land. While
studying the social attitudes of the peasantry
toward the reform, the author pointed out certain
nuances. In particular, when the land of a poor
or middle-class person was scattered in several
places, it was difficult to cultivate, but at the
same time it was possible to reduce the effects

of natural disasters (crop failure, drought, flood,
lightning fire, etc.). When the land was supposed
to be located in one place, the cutoff could fall on
a “bad” place, and the crops would immediately
die in the event of a disaster. The peasants would
have to flee the village forever, giving the land
to the village rich for nothing. Therefore, in his
opinion, the majority of peasants opposed the
farm system of land allocation®.

Fully defending the position of collective
land ownership and property equality in the
countryside, Hraban rightly condemned the
reform in that part of it that dealt with the
intentions of dozens of wealthy peasants who,
if they wanted to go to the farms, received the
best land. This harmed hundreds of other farms
that did not want either farms or land plots”,
V. Sokyrska said®.

Supporters of communal land use from
the village of Babanky even decided to file a
complaint with the tsar, asking him to intercede
“for those who were offended and destroyed by
the Uman Land Management Commission.”
The peasants claimed that the commission had
sent a surveyor to “allocate 250 owners of cut-
off plots, giving them the best land on which to
sow winter and spring crops, while leaving us,
335 community owners, with land with ponds,
which will cause us losses due to the burning
of bread and unfair cutting.” Therefore, on
behalf of the community, the commissioners
asked the tsar to “stop the illegal activities of the
commission”®2. They never received a response.
Without waiting for the land division plan to
be implemented, radical peasants went door-
to-door and convinced their fellow villagers
not to agree to exchange their fields with those
who wanted to enter the farm, but to sow winter
crops immediately after the harvest. The village
was divided into two hostile camps: one was
occupied by the community’s opponents, the
wealthy peasants, and the other by the middle
class and the poor. The hostility was often
accompanied by fights with police calls and
calls from the rebellious to a mediator. After
the activists were arrested with the participation
of the police, the farms were cut up®. Similar
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battles took place in the village of Sobkivka
in the same county. On the night of September
9, 1909, when the village fell asleep, someone
set fire to a fellow villager’s house, where the
surveyors lived, with the intention of destroying
the land management plans. Having failed to
find the culprit, several villagers who actively
opposed land surveying were exiled from the
village for 2 years to Moldova®.

O. Herasymchuk believes that the main
reason for the dissatisfaction of the peasantry
of Chernihiv province with Stolypin’s land
management was its focus on the interests of the
wealthy peasantry. The distribution of land and
the allocation of peasants to farms and cuttings
often took place forcibly, without taking into
account the wishes and needs of the peasants.
In his opinion, the most typical forms of social
activity and protest moods in the countryside
were the following: refusal of village assemblies
to grant permits for allotments, complaints
to higher authorities against land surveyors
and local authorities, and obstruction of land
surveying. Protest actions caused by the obvious
property  differentiation among villagers
included arson, pogroms, unauthorized seizure
of land, and damage to the property of farmers.
The most common form of protest was arson (51
out of 58 recorded cases). Although the protests
of the Chernihiv peasantry did not become
widespread, they forced the authorities to take
appropriate measures to curb peasant activity®.

In general, according to the calculations
of F. Los and O. Mykhailiuk, in 1907-1914,
Kharkiv province ranked first among the
rebellious provinces in terms of the number of
peasant uprisings on the Left Bank of Ukraine
(185 recorded cases), Poltava province ranked
second (106 cases), and Chernihiv province
ranked third (67 cases)®. Thus, the government’s
expectation of an active transition of Ukrainian
peasants to individual farming was not entirely
justified. Resistance to the innovations was
expressed in both legal and illegal forms: from
official appeals to outright resistance.

At the same time, O. Korotkova traced
the onset of positive changes in the behavior,
habits, and interests of a significant part of the
peasantry that moved to the farms: increased

34 JAYO. @. P-5624. Om. 1. Cmp. 79. Apk. 8.

social activity and self-confidence, increased
interest in acquiring new agronomic knowledge
and technologies, a decrease in the craving for
alcohol and the need for noisy company?.

Contemporary researchers of agrarian
history (I. Romaniuk, O. Rud, Y. Prysiazhniuk,
O. Herasymchuk), assessing the agrarian reform
of 1906-1913, emphasize the ambiguity of its
results in the regional context. For example,
in the Podillia province, almost all peasants
(99.6%) were yard workers. Therefore, the
interest in the reform was expected and steady.
In Chernihiv province, on the other hand, 53.6%
of peasant land ownership was communal, so
peasant expectations of the positive effects of
the reform appear to be more modest, and the
main irritant of peasant discontent is the factor of
social differentiation. The peasantry of Poltava
province was mostly smallholders (59.7%), so
the hope of getting land in private ownership
due to the created preconditions was nurtured
primarily by those with purchasing power.

The main problem for Ukrainian peasants
during Stolypin’s agrarian reform, which turned
out to be common to all regions, was agrarian
overpopulation and small landholdings. After
all, most peasants had little or no land, and the
bulk of the land stock was owned by latifundists.
Therefore, in the new economic realities, there
were several options for peasants to behave
optimally: 1) to buy land on credit through the
Peasant Land Bank; 2) to take advantage of the
government’s resettlement program to sparsely
populated but vast areas of Siberia, the North
Caucasus, and Central Asia; 3) to sell a small
plot of land and move to a city.

R. Bakal’s opinion is correct, as he believes
that the allocation of land to private ownership
with the right to carry out civil law transactions
was a significant factor in the migration of the
rural population to the city, which contributed
to the deepening of proletarianization and
urbanization®.

At the same time, the reformed peasant
farms were reoriented to a more intensive path
of development through the use of agricultural
machinery and mechanisms and more advanced
tillage technologies, and the Ukrainian peasantry,
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in turn, was drawn into the market system of
commodity-money relations.

An integral part of the agrarian reform
of 1906-1913 was the mass resettlement of
peasants from the central regions of the empire
to Siberia, Central Asia, and the Far East,
organized by the government. In March 1906,
the tsarist government issued an instruction “On
the Procedure for the Application of the Law of
June 6, 1904,” which provided a mechanism for
implementing the resettlement policy and made
it possible to use a loan program and benefits to
improve the living conditions of the migrants in
their new homes.

The resettlement movement reached its
peak in 1907-1909. Overall, during the reform,
one-third of the 3 million migrants were peasants
from the Ukrainian provinces. As of 2014, the
diasporas of Ukrainian migrants they created in
Siberia (the “Gray Wedge”) and the Far East (the
“Green Wedge”) numbered 2 million people®.
M. Yakymenko’s analysis of the resettlement
policy during the period of P. Stolypin’s agrarian
reform shows that the events of the 1905-1907
revolution influenced the intensification of the
resettlement policy. In his opinion, the landless
or small-landed peasantry, having resorted to
pogroms of landowners’ estates, tried to regain
the lands seized by the nobility*.

Migrants from the Ukrainian provinces were
also active during the revolutionary movement
of 1905-1907 in the Far East, protesting against
the violation of their civil rights, criticizing
land surveyors for their bias against them and
bureaucratic red tape, and demanding the
creation of local governments. They are actively
involved in anti-government protests organized
by the military. Most of the Ukrainian rebels
were sentenced to death for their participation
in the uprising in Vladyvostok (1907), which
ended in the massacre of its participants.

Therefore, the internal political situation
in the countryside required decisive action to
“evict the politically dangerous part of the rural
poor to the outskirts of the empire,” to which the
nobility was actively involved through a network
of zemstvo institutions. Groups of “walkers”
from Poltava, Chernihiv, Kharkiv, and Kherson
zemstvos, supported by them organizationally

and financially, were sent to inspect vacant
state lands*. That is, M. Yakymenko’s logic
suggests that not only government officials but
also the landed aristocracy, who recognized
the resettlement of peasants as “a priority from
the state point of view,” were interested in
implementing and intensifying the resettlement
policy. Therefore, the resettlement program in
such circumstances became large-scale.

According to the researcher, during 1908-
1909, about 7,000 walkers were sent from the
Kyivprovincealonetovariousresettlementareas.
Their impressions of such “reconnaissance”
were not optimistic: the offered lands had poor
soil quality, climatic conditions were quite
harsh, there were no water bodies, swampiness,
remoteness of future settlements, and difficult
logistics. These circumstances did not meet the
expectations and ideal hopes that villagers had
imagined from letters from fellow villagers and
relatives®.

The social guarantees promised by the
government to the IDPs turned out to be scanty,
as no one received free meals for “legal”
residents at the stations or guaranteed milk for
their children. Moreover, to purchase a ticket
to the desired destination, one had to overpay
a considerable amount of money. Therefore, it
is not surprising that at the stations where the
resettlement trains were formed, “a real hell was
happening - screaming, noise, crying of children
and mothers who lost each other, running,
fussing, - unbelievable...”,

The extremely difficult and lengthy journey
to their destination drove the immigrants to
complete impoverishment, and so a common
sight in cities on the way to the Far East was
the appearance of a large number of people
with knots in their backs, asking for help
wherever they could. Between 1906 and 1917,
tens of thousands of people died of disease and
starvation on the way to their future homes (with
a predominance of child mortality - author).
People were virtually abandoned to their fate.
Therefore, those who had the means returned
back, while for the rest it was a “one-way ticket”.

Among those immigrants who were
unable to adapt and for whom the road to their
homeland was closed, there were those who
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emigrated abroad (the United States, Canada,
and Australia). For example, in 1907, about 200
people emigrated from the Far East*. Therefore,
return migration to the previous place of
residence or emigration outside the empire
should be considered a form of protest activity
of the Ukrainian peasantry against the poorly
organized resettlement program.

V. Bocharov studied the implementation
of the government’s resettlement policy on
the example of the Kharkiv province. The
author also believes that the revolution of
1905 dramatically changed the government’s
attitude to resettlement policy, and, refusing to
create obstacles to the resettlement movement,
it turned to the tactics of its acceleration®. The
scholar refuted the ideological cliches of Soviet
researchers about the coercive nature of the
resettlement policy, citing convincing factual
data: during 1906-1914, more than 97 thousand
people moved from the province to the eastern
regions, which was 8.6% of the total number
of migrants from Ukraine. However, only
40.6% of them received passage certificates
that guaranteed the legality of resettlement and
certain social benefits®.

IDPs (internally displaced people) who
arrived at their final destination complained
about high travel and transportation costs and
low earnings. As an example, one peasant from
Kharkiv province complained: “I earned 350
rubles from the sale of my house, land, etc. It
was cheap to travel on the cast-iron railroad; but
when I arrived in Omsk, | had to take a steamer
down the river, and then it was a disaster. | was
not accepted with a large property, although 1
waited in line for three weeks, and | had to travel
700 miles on horseback. And when I arrived, |
bought a hut and a couple of horses, and | had
only 80 rubles left. There is no work here’.

Therefore, most of those who consciously
decided to move (mostly middle-income
peasants and migrant workers) relied primarily
on their own strength, as they had a personal
interest in settling in a new place as soon as
possible (this could vary either due to difficulties
in establishing a household or due to the problem
of adapting to unusual climatic conditions) and
starting a business.

Moving a large number of people over long
distances proved to be an extremely difficult
problem. Due to the excessive load on the
railways, they required both routine and major
repairs, the pace of replenishing the shortage of
train rolling stock was extremely low, and the
passenger traffic was so large that it was quite
problematic to manage. In order to improve the
situation with passenger transportation, in 1908
a plan for fixed-term rail transportation was first
tested: the first stage included immigrants to
remote areas (except for Amur), those wishing
to get to the Amur region were enrolled in the
second stage (only half of the immigrants could
use it). For the Poltava province, for example, the
following resettlement queues were established:
1t - those who received land in the Primorsky,
Abaikal, Irkutsk, and Trans-Ural districts; 2" - in
the Akmola district; 3 - in the Tomsk (on state
lands) and Yenisei districts; 4™ - in the Tomsk
(on cabinet lands); 5™ - in the Tobolsk district*.

Land chiefs (*Zemstvo’), who were supposed
to prepare supporting documents for issuance in
order to relieve the rush among those wishing to
relocate, deliberately slowed down this process.
Forexample, agroup of residents of the village of
Maksymivka in the Lubny district of the Poltava
province wrote in a complaint to the Minister of
Agriculture B. Ivanitsky on 07.04.1910 that two
years had passed since they had asked the local
authorities to issue documents for resettlement
to the Barnaul district of the Tambov province.
“What are we going to do,” the villagers asked,
“because our family is hungry at home and
waiting for bread!”.

At the same time, constant reports from
migrants about problems with the quantity and
quality of the allocated land, poor organization
of resettlement, difficult conditions of adaptation
and living, and limited government assistance
led to a decline in resettlement activity. In
1911, this trend became apparent. According to
S. Kornovenko and O. Herasymenko, this was
due to several factors: first, the land management
authorities did not have time to allocate the
required amount of land, second, the imaginary
euphoria of rapid enrichment had passed, and
third, there was a crop failure caused by climatic
factors.
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Thus, the resettlement campaign as an
element of the agrarian reform of 1906-1913
was aimed at solving the political (development
of the free territories of the empire), economic
(alleviation of the problem of small land),
social (prevention of social confrontation in the
countryside) and, most importantly, national
(destruction of signs of Ukrainian identity) tasks
of the imperial government. It is no coincidence
that P. Stolypin, as a champion of the idea of a
“powerful and unlimited” Russian autocracy, in
one of his speeches in the State Duma (1911)
stated: “The historical task of Russian statehood
is to fight the movement, nowadays called the
Ukrainian movement, which contains the idea
of reviving the old Ukraine and organizing
the Little Russian Ukraine on an autonomous
national-territorial basis”.

Conclusions. The “divorce” from the
communal form of land use and the community
as a social environment was less painful for
the mentality of the Ukrainian peasantry than
for the Russian peasant who could not imagine
his life without them. At the same time, the
motivation of certain groups of peasants to leave
the community was different, as some wanted to
become independent farmers, others wanted to
avoid splitting up the land during its distribution,
and some, on the contrary, after purchasing land,

planned to sell it profitably and move to the city.
That is why the peasantry can be divided into
two categories: the first is peasants who, having
acquired land in one way or another, moved
towards creating strong households, and the
second is peasants who, having received land
and the corresponding rights to it, entered into
commodity-money relations.

The implementation of the agrarian reform
of 1096-1913 demonstrates its own forms and
methods of social reflection - from mass (riots,
blocking the work of land surveying commis-
sions, village assemblies) to individual (arson,
crop burning, unauthorized deforestation, plow-
ing of land, beating land surveyors, resistance to
the police), etc. Conflicts between former mem-
bers of the community have escalated due to the
formation of peasants with different property
and social status. The objects of peasant anger
are no longer landlords, but peasants who have
been cut off or have gone to the farm. The revo-
lution of social consciousness did take place, as
community stereotypes could not resist the new
agrarian ideology.
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