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Abstract

This thesis describes the efforts of Russia’s central gov-
ernment, local governments (zemstvos) and various social institu-
tions to modernize peasant agriculture during the period 1906-17.
The focus is on the micro-economic dynamics of the development
program, on the interaction between various types of extension
workers and peasant farmers.

After a short discussion of Russia’s economic backwardness
at the beginning of the 20th century, the thesis examines the
nature of rural society and the technological characteristics of
peasant agriculture.

The agriculturadl development program which evolved after
1906 is divided into three inter-related branches: land reform,
social agronomy and cooperation. The land reform (consisting of
resettlement, increased gentry land sales to the peasantry,
privatization of peasant allotments and consolidation of strips
into consolidated farmsteads) is examined in terms of quantita-
tive results and social dynamics. We look at the strategies of
the cadres pushing through the reform, the reaction of the peas-
antry and the effects of the reform on peasant farming. Social
agronomy (mass agronomic education) was an innovative program
administered jointly by the Ministry of Agriculture and the
zemstvos; We examine in detail the work of local agronomists,
their lifestyle and their effect on peasant society. Agricultural
cooperation (agricultural societies, credit cooperatives, dairy
cooperatives, etc.) experienced rapid growth during this time; we
examine the role of cooperatives in providing farm credit, mar-
keting services, farm supplies and agronomic advice to peasant
farmers.

Finally, the thesis describes the significant impact of the
agricultural development program on agricultural technology and
Russia's agricultural progress. The expansion of the farming
sector in turn affected Russia’s economy as a whole. In order to
reinforce the hypothesis that the agricultural development pro-
gram was directly responsible for a large part of Russia’s agri-
cultural expansion, we employ regression analysis on a database
consisting of variables such as crop yields, land tenure, urbani-
zation, etc. across 42 provinces of European Russia. The conclu-
sion is that, in spite of its short life, the agricultural devel-
opment program of 1906-17 succeeded in considerably improving the
state of Russian agriculture. '
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INTRODUCTION !

The Stolypin Reform

in the summer of 1906 there was little to indicate that his term
of office would last any longer than that of his two predeces-
sors, Witte and Goremykin, both of whom had lasted less than a
year. Russia was reeling from the revolution of 1905. Industry
was paralyzed by strikes. In the countryside, the peasant Jjac-
querie was raging at full force. In the Duma, the newly-created
parliament, the majority was calling for the resignation of the
Tsar's ministers and for the expropriation of gentry lands. But
instead of being swept aside by these tumultuous forces, Stolypin
held on to his post and became the architect of Russia'’s post-
1905 order. In retrospect, Stolypin’'s accession to power in 1906
appears an important turning point in Russian history. The main
reason for this enduring historical reputation is the agrarian
reform he engineered -- the so-called Stolypin Reform.

The cornerstone of the Stolypin Reform was the decree of 9
November 1906, which undermined the peasant commune by encourag-
ing the peasant farmer to claim his land in private tenure and
consolidate his multiple strips into a single plot of land.
Having committed itself to the creation of a new type of peasant
farmer, Stolypin’s government soon found itself improvizing a
whole variety of economic modernization measures which took it

far beyond the initial legal and political aims of the land



reform. It began to pour funds into programs such as agricultural
extension and credit cooperation which on the surface had nothing
to do with the decree of 9 November 1906, but had everything to
do with encouraging the rise of a prosperous class of yeoman
farmers. With the Stolypin Reform, for the first time we can
speak of a. modern program of agricultural development -- namely
of a conscious effort by government and social organizations to
accelerate rural economic progress with a program that was both
massive in scope and micro-economic in orientation.

The effects of the reform were prodigious. It would not be
an exaggeration to say that 9 November 1906 set in motion a
transformation of rural society that was already fairly well
advanced by 1917. We see the effects first of all in land tenure:
In this brief decade, gentry landowners sold off over one fifth
of their land -- 11 million desiatins; by 1916, gentry-managed
farms accounted for just 11% of the arable land in European
Russia. Peasant agriculture, by contrast, not only expanded
rapidly, but changed in character. The old peasant commune, with
its village settlements, étrip farming, and periodic redivisions
of land, was rapidly disappearing. By 1916, about half of the
peasantry in European Russia -- almost 8 million households --
held their land as private property. Among these newly-entitled
landowners, there were about 1.8 million fully consolidated and
independent farms. Peasant demand for either privatization or
consolidation was so voracious that the government was managing
to act on less than half the petitions submitted. The private
family farm, preferably situated on a consolidated plot of land,

was emerging as the future unit of modern Russian agriculture.



Science and modern technology were also making their way
into the Russian countryside during the Stolypin Reform. A new
type of government employee appeared in the village at this time:
the agronomist. In 1905 there were a few hundred agronomists in
all of Russia and these were based mostly in the towns. By 1914,
this number had grown to about 10,000. Agronomists had an impact
on even the darkest villages in the depths of the countryside.
They organized country fairs, lectures, courses, demonstration
fields, seed-cleaning campaigns, cooperatives and a variety of
other initiatives, playing a crucial role in getting peasant
farmers to abandon age-old cultivation techniques and adopt
modern European technologies. Along with agronomists, there arose
a number of local institutions such as farm supply depots,
machine rental stations, agricultural societies and so on. All of
these helped in the giant task of disseminating better tools,
livestock breeds and production techniques to the mass of peasant
farmers.

Finally, the period of the Stolypin Reform witnessed the
flowering of the rural cooperative movement, which grew from a
fragile and largely superficial network in 1905 to a major force
in the national economy on the eve of the revolution. Thanks to
cooperation, the peasant economy in just a few years developed a
powerful banking system, which included nearly half the rural
population and had assets of almost a billion rubles by 1916.
Agricultural cooperatives also developed a strong position in
rural trade, encouraging the commercialization of the peasant
economy and standing to gain a virtual monopoly in certain

activities such as butter-making and the provision of farm



supplies. The rapid pace of cooperative development was due to
the rationality of cooperation as an idea, as well as to the
vigor and commercialization of peasant farming at this time. Also
playing a crucial role in the success of the cooperative movement
was a large group of government and private entrepreneurs who
propagated .the idea of cooperation among the peasantry.

These three parallel programs -- land reform, agricultural
extension and cooperation -- were linked by more than just the
common use of government funds. They complemented and reinforced
each other on the village level. There is substantial statistical
evidence that the same broad group of peasantry -- probably about
half of the peasant households -- made use of both land reform
and agronomic aid and cooperation. Consolidation of land tenure
was generally undertaken by the more prosperous or in any case
the more entrepreneurial among the peasants. The majority of the
membership of the agricultural and credit cooperatives was made
up of the stronger, more commercialized peasant farmers. Agrono-
mists, meanwhile, relied on agricultural pioneers -- peasants
with a certain financial soundness and entrepreneurial flair --
to introduce technological improvements. The same broad group of
peasants were involved in all three initiatives. For the peasant
farmer this made sense. The process of commercialization led the
peasant farmer to cooperation and an interest in agronomic im-
provements. Departure from the peasant commune left the farmer
independent and insecure, and drove him to seek the advice of the
agronomist and try to maximize his cash income through membership
in a cooperative. In the development of land reform, agronomy and

cooperation we see the rise of the new Russian farmer. The common



factors were the qualities of entrepreneurial initiative, open-
ness to new ideas and attentitiveness to the needs of the market.

With the successful expansion of land reform, agronomic aid
and cooperation, it is not surprising that virtually all indica-
tors of Russian agricultural production rose steeply at this time
~-- in spite of ‘the fact that the Stolypin Reform was soon cut
short by the forces of war and reveolution. Gross agricultural
production jumped some 47% over the decade. Russia’s animal hus-
bandry, which had been declining for several decades, turned
upwards. While domestic food consumption rose, Russia’s
agricultural exports rose as well, especially in higher-value
products such as butter, meat, eggs and sugar. The introduction
of new crop rotations was indicated by the increased cultivation
of non-grain crops such as clover and potatoes, by a decrease in
fallow lands and by an increase in crop yields. Employment of
modern equipment, artificial fertilizers and improved seed
varieties also rose steeply during this period, though admittedly
from low base points. Rural incomes, as measured by cash savings,
livestock ownership, landownership or agricultural production per
capita all rose sharply. Rural Russia was experiencing a renais-
sance.,

Clearly the Stolypin Reform is important for the student of
Russian history. In scope and ambition, the reform went far
beyond programs initiated by Minister of Agriculture P.D. Kiselev
in the 1840’s, for example. The Stolypin Reform gives a glimpse
of the Tsarist regime at the apex of its administrative
development -- a far from decadent eleventh hour. Tsarist policy

at this time, like Stolypin himself, represented a curious

-9-



mixture of traditional and modern elements -- a bridge between
the 18th and the 20th centuries. The Stolypin government balanced
the suppression of the 1905 revolution with a sophisticated
program of economic development, conservatism with modernization,
paternalistic administration with a liberation of local
initiative. All this added up to an example of remarkably good
government, a fact which should not be obscured by the shadow of
the 1917 revolution.

Apart from its administrative significance and impressive
economic achievements, the Stolypin Reform was important in a
sociological sense. It laid the foundation for a rural middle
class, both in the form of the new peasant farmers who arose as a
result of the reform and in the form of the professionais -
agronomists, surveyors, book-keepers, etc. -- who serviced then.
Critics could argue that the benefits the peasantry received from
the Stolypin Reform were not sufficient and that the Government
was merely trying to gloss over awkward issues of class struggle
and political representation. But such a point of view is
inaccurate. The progress of Russian agriculture at this time was
strong enough to withstand the severe strain of war, while the
rural population remained loyal to the established order up to
the end of the Tsarist regime. It was not the rural social
structure that broke down on the eve of February 1917, but rather
the transportation system, urban society and political system.
Stolypin’s structure in the countryside held firm until the last
moment when the world came down around it.

The significance of the Stolypin Reform goes beyond its

importance to the study of the late Russian Empire. The reform is
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an effective model of agricultural development and modernization
of peasant society, reaching beyond its own particular time and
circumstances. Many aspects of the Stolypin model of agricultural
development were adopted wholesale by the Soviet government
during the New Economic Policy of the 1920's. The Stolypin model
is relevant .even today, in many developing countries and é?eh.iﬁ'
the contemporary USSR. Now that the Stalinist model of
agricultural development (i.e. collectivization as implemented in
the USSR, China, Cuba, Ethiopia, etc.) is being discredited,
perhaps we will see another Russian model of agricultural
devglopment -- the Stolypin model -- take its place.

The Stolypin model of agricultural development is
interesting in two ways: as a model of government administration
and as a model of agricultural production. With respect to the
first aspect -- government administration -- Stolypin’'s
government was not content to take either a conservatively
paternalistic stance towards the countryside (similar to the one
adopted by the Ministry of Internal Affairs in the late 19th
century) or a laissez faire stance towards capitalist
development. It was an interventionist regime, actively seeking
to promote economic development and social modernization. Yet the
key to the Stolypin administrative model is that it was based on
the devolution of administrative responsibilities and the
encouragement of local self-reliance. Government policy consisted
of doling out funds for various development initiatives,
educating the farmers and disseminating the latest agricultural
technologies. Under no circumstance did government officials

impose their own views on how production should be organized. The
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goal was to awaken the activism of local entrepreneurs, widen
their understanding of economic alternatives and then allow local
people to decide what needed to be done and how.

The government consistently avoided a doctrinaire approach
to agricultural development. St. Petersburg may have favored
. breaking up the peasant commune and the creation of consolidated
family farms, but it was perfectly willing to strengthen communal
tenure by carrying out "group land settlement" or by encouraging
communal improvement of crop rotations. Every region, indeed
every village, was encouraged to follow the development course it
had chosen for itself. The Ministry of Agriculture was willing to
subsidize numerous endeavors: land consolidation in
Ekaterinoslav, market gardening in Tambov, communal grass-sowing
in Moscow, handicrafts in Viatka or cooperative butter-making in
Tobolsk. The Stolypin government’s decentralized administrative
style ensured that not only would the resulting agricultural
program be well adapted to the needs of each particular locality,
but that it would achieve maximum impact on rural society. The
mobilization of local initiative, manpower and financial
resources guaranteed a far greater effect than if the
agricultural program were funded and administered solely by the
central government. It was this aspect of Stolypin’s
administrative style that made development self-sustaining and
allowed it to continue despite the assasination of Stolypin
himself and even the outbreak of the First World War in 1914.

The evolution of the Stolypin Reform can be broken down into
four successive stages: (1) dislocation, (2) differentiation, (3)

development and (4) self-perpetuation. The first stage -- dislo-
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cation -- was necessary because the traditionalism and inertia of
peasant society had to be eliminated before any kind of mass
change could take hold of the rural society. One of the main
reasons why the Stolypin Reform was so successful was that
conditions in the countryside were favorable to it. Thanks to the
. development of market relations in the 1890’s, the revolution of
1905 and the Stolypin land reform itself, the process of
dislocation was well-advanced in the countryside and peasant
Russia was ripe for change. The second stage -- differentiation
-- underlay the whole concept of the Stolypin Reform. Once the
rigidity of traditionalism was broken, peasant society could
undergo a specialization of labor. The best farmers could
specialize in farming and grow prosperous on the land;
handicraftsmen could sell their land altogether and focus on
their crafts; those who were incapable or unwilling to make a
living in the countryside could also sell their land and move to
the city. The third stage -- development -- involved the
organization of various subsidiary enterprises such as
cooperatives or the agronomic network to help the newly-
specialized peasant enterprises prosper. The final stage --
self-perpetuation ~- began to take shape once the reform was
fairly well advanced. The fact that innovation and development
became self-perpetuating, based on the self-reliance of the local
population, was a sign of success and historical impact.

It can be argued that the four stages of dislocation, dif-
ferentiation, development and self-perpetuation mirror the evolu-
tion of economic change in general. That's true. But the fact

remains that the Stolypin Reform, aiming to accelerate and
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occasionally guide the evolution of the peasant economy, was
successful precisely because it reflected the logic of the real
world. Not every agricultural development program succeeds in
doing so.

The other interesting aspect o6f the Stolypin Reform is as a
.model. of agricultural production. A government-led agricultural
development policy may be very economical and astute, but it will
produce few results if the soil isn’t right for it. The soil for
the Stolypin Reform was the family farm operating in the context
of a market economy. The model of the commercialized family farm
remains a good one today. In an age when American agriculture is
struggling with overproduction, excessively high input costs,
heavy indebtedness, low employment and the pollution of
groundwater, many observers are looking to "low-input sustainable
agriculture" for a solution -- i.e. resucitating the small family
farm and returning to organic fertilizers and crop rotations, all
of which were strongly encouraged by the Stolypin Reform. Soviet
agriculture, meanwhile, long having taken American mechanized
agribusiness as its model, is currently seeking to overhaul its
inefficient system of large-scale collectivized agriculture. In
the opinion of this author, the architects of Mikhail Gorbachev’s
program of perestroika would do well to borrow heavily from
Russia’s first experiment with de-collectivization and
privatization eight decades ago.

The reason why the commercialized family farm is such an
effective unit of production is that it minimizes input costs and
maximizes both the industriousness of farm labor and the

entrepreneurial initiative of farm management. The result is
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usuallly a higher yield per unit of land than what a large,
highly-mechanized operation relying on hired labor could produce.
These advantages ensured that in both Europe and Russia at the
turn of the century, the commercialized family farm would edge
out both large, semi-feudal latifundia on the one hand and tiny,
-self-sufficient peasant farms on the other. A contemporary
example of the superiority of the small family farm can be found
in the flourishing community of Amish farmers in Lancaster
County, Pennsylvania; this county, with its thousands of Amish
and Mennonite farms, is the most productive non-irrigated county
in the United States, despite the fact that the Amish shun
tractors and most types of artificial fertilizers.1 Another
contemporary example of the advantages of the family farm can be
found in the Chinese agricultural reforms of 1979-87. In this
case, decollectivization of land tenure and the liberation of
market forces immediately led to a rise in productivity and gross
output. The Stolypin Reform aimed to construct Jjust such a
foundation of commercialized family farming in Russia at the
beginning of the century. The reform involved both a process of
de-collectivization (dissolution of the peasant commune) and the
commercialization of traditional peasant agriculture. Economies
of scale were achieved by binding farmers together into credit,
marketing or processing cooperatives. It was, as we shall see, a

recipe for extraordinary dynamism in the agricultural sector.
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The Methodology of this Thesis

The Stolypin Reform has received substantial attention in
Western and Soviet scholarship, but there have been surprisingly
. few .studies. of Russian agricultural development that were both
detailed and comprehensive.

For the Stolypin Reform proper, there are several excellent
works, including those of George Yaney, Dorothy Atkinson and
Judith Pallot. Yaney does not go into the problems of peasant
society and peasant economy, but examines the reform from the
point of view the central government, as an example of
administrative decentralization and pragmatism.2 Pallot and
Atkinson take a more detailed and peasant-oriented approach
towards the reform, the former examining specific regional case
studies from a geographic point of view and the latter examining
the relevant national statistics in the context of the social
resilience of the peasant land commune.3 Robinson, in his
sociological study of the Russian peasantry, devotes a chapter to
the reform and argues that it generally failed to alleviate the
poverty and political hostility of the peasantry.4 Mosse, in his
short review, also expresses the view that the Stolypin Reform
did not succeed in tackling the main problems of peasant Russia.5
From the economic point of view, many scholars have written on
the subject of whether the Stolypin Reform had a positive impact
on Russian agriculture and the Russian economy. Pavlovsky, and to
a certain extent Dubrovsky and Volin, argue that the reform had a

6
substantial impact in modernizing peasant agriculture.
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Gershenkron sees the reform in terms of liberating the peasant
agricultural sector to serve as a resevoir of labor and capital
for the fast-growing industrial sector.7 Among general
economists, Kahan and Crisp, argue that the reform had a
beneficial impact on economic development, while Gatrell
expresses a more negative point of view.8 A slew of general
economic histories also mention the Stolypin Reform in their
review of Russian economic development.9

With reference to Tsarist administration and the problems of
economic and social development at the turn of the century, we
have several works: Macey, Yaney and Hennesey have examined the
Tsarist government’s response to the "Agrarian Question", while
Weissman and Sternheimer have focused on the structural dynamics
of the Ministry of Internal Affairs.lo Concerning the Ministry of
Agriculture, we have only Yaney'’'s short piece and Krivoshein's
biography of his father, the Minister of Agriculture 1908-15.11
Soviet scholars such as Avrekh, Startsev and Diakin have produced
some thoroughly-researched works, mostly centered around the
question of whether the Tsarist government was the instrument of
the landed gentry, the bourgeoisie or a relatively classless and
independent institution.lz Stolypin himself, as a political
leader and as a man, has been the subject of several books,
notably those of Tokmakoff, Conroy, Hosking, Levin and
Zenkovsky.13 To date, there have been no Soviet biographies of
Stolypin.

The Russian peasantry and peasant society have probably

received the most attention of any topic connected with this

dissertation. Among Western texts, there have been a series of
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works, beggining with those of Robinson and Maynard in the 1930’'s '
and ending with those of Shanin and Bideleux more recently.14
Soviet scholarship has also given a lot of attention to the
peasantry both at the turn of the century and during the
Revolution.15 We even have several works examining the role of
. peasants as soldiers and'as‘revolutionarieskls'Thé‘thédriés'df'
agricultural economists such as A.V. Chayanov, have been examined
by Jasny, Shanin, Millar, Durrenberger, Solomon, Figurovskaia and
Harrison.17 There are also a number of good regional studies of
peasant society at this time: Treadgold, Tiukavkin and Skliarov
with respect to Siberia, Edelman with respect to the southwestern
Ukraine, Koch with respect to the Volga Germans, McNeal with
respect to the cossacks, and so on.18

The social and economic situation of the gentry has been
discussed in the works of Anfimov, Kovalchenko and Manning, while
the activities of the zemstvos (mostly from a purely political
standpoint) are covered by Chermenskii, Emmons, Haimson, Fallows
and Katkov.19 Concerning pre-revolutionary cooperatives there are
Ph.D. dissertations by Baker and Salzman and a book by Kabanov on
the cooperative movement during the revolution.20 Regarding the
activity of social agronomists, there is nothing except the work
of Kompaneets, which is more a history of science than a socio-
logical or economic work.21

The preceding survey of the literature makes clear that
there is a need for a new examination of the Stolypin Reform.
Western and Soviet scholarship has been very specialized with

respect to the Stolypin Reform: these works focus either on the

dynamics of the central government and gloss over the main social
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phenomena, or they focus on rural social structures while
neglecting the larger economic trends, or they focus on the
economic trends and pass over the dynamics of society at its
grassroots. Therefore, I believe that there is a need for an
examination of the Stolypin Reform from the village perspective,
but- with a comprehensive perspective, including both economic,
social and administrative dynamics -- in other words, a thorough
examination of Russian agricultural development in the period
1906-17. Though in no way do I wish to minimize the importance of
Stolypin himself, in this thesis I will bypass both him and all
his ministerial colleagues and concentrate on the local forces
shaping the development of peasant agriculture. The focus of this
dissertation will be neither the formulation of agricultural
policy and the conflicts involved therein, nor the political
maneuverings of bureaucrats, zemstvos and socialists on the
national stage, but the formulation of local development
strategies and the maneuverings of agronomists, land settlement
agents and peasant leaders to determine the fate of specific
villages. I will be examining county agronomists rather than the
zemstvo boards or the Ministry of Agriculture, the land captains
and the third element rather than the governors and the Ministry
of Internal Affairs, the peasants themselves rather than the
programs of the various peasant and socialist political parties.
Fortunately, we are endowed with a significant volume of
records, eyewitness accounts and statistical data from that
distant time. This allows us to pick up the records, the
historical detritus so to speak, to sift‘through them and

identify the contours and trends of society in this period. Both
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the Ministry of Agriculture, the Central Statistical Committee
and the zemstvos collected detailed records of what was happening
in peasant Russia at the time. The concerns and opinions of the
various regions were aired in local periodicals such as Iugo-

Vostochnyi Khoziain and Khutorianin, while a national overview of

Russian agriculture could be found in such publications as The

Russian Cooperator, Agronomicheskii Zhurnal and Trudy

Imperatorskogo Volnogo Ekonomicheskogo Obshestva. Russian

academic life at this time was blessed with a multitude of wise
and prescient minds, many of whom applied themselves to an
examination of peasant agriculture. We have the writings not just
of many agricultural analysts such as Chayanov, Makarov, Chuprov
and Chelintsev, but also of many first rate economists such as
Kondratiev, Tugan-Baranovsky and Prokopovich.

Much of the original material on the Stolypin reform comes
from the 1920's. The time lag allowed many eyewitnesses and
participants in the reform to assess it in a detached and broad-
based way. Antsiferov, Prokopovich and Bilimovich wrote
impressive studies of the reform from exile, while Lyashchenko,
Kheisin, Fabrikant, Karpov and others did so from within the
Soviet Union. Many of these works were based directly on research
the writers had carried out before the revolution. Chayanov’s
seminal book on social agronomy, for instance, is a compilation
of lectures presented at the Petrovsky Agricultural Academy in
the period 1913-17. Totomiantz’ book on cooperatives in Russia
and Makarov's study of peasant society, were also based on their
pre-revolutionary 1ectures.2? In addition, in the 1920's,

detailed studies of pre-revolutionary agricultural development
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were carried out by the Peoples Commissariat of Agriculture, as
well as by scores of periodicals such as Agronom and Puti

Selskogo Khoziaistva. The reason why the Stolypin reform

interested Soviet analysts in the 1920’'s so much, was not only
its historical proximity, but also its relevance to the
agriculture of the NEP period. The young Soviet state faced much
the same kinds of problems with respect to peasant agriculture as
its Tsarist antecedent and it is not surprising that most of its
agronomists, scholars, and Ministry of Agriculture staff were
carried over from the pre-revolutionary period. The analyses of
the Stolypin reform performed in this period are remarkably sober
-and- free- of -political prejudices -- policy-makers had to be
pragmatic in their borrowings from the past -- and this makes
them some of the most interesting works extant.

The voluminous quantity of observations, analyses and
eyewitness accounts from the period of the Stolypin reform
provides us with ample opportunities to identify the historical
trends of the time. Like an archeologist sifting through the
wreckage of some ancient civilization, picking on the fragments
of some household implements or jewelry to make generalizations
about the civilization as a whole, we can use the various records
of pre-revolutionary Russia to construct a picture of that
civilization. The volume and multiplicity of such data allows for
such deductive conclusions to be much stronger than would be the
case with most other historical periods. In addition, a
substantial amount of statistical data allows us to draw
inductive conclusions. With the help of the data of the Ministry

of Agriculture and the Central Statistical Committee we can

=21~



arrive at a fairly detailed statistical protrait of Russian
agriculture and peasant society during our period. The margin of
error in the various statistical surveys at this time was
necessarily quite large -- one analyst at the time calculated
that peasant farmers routinely under-reported the assets and
income by 10%.23 The problem of peasant under-reporting (which
was often balanced out by over-reporting on the part of local
officials), combined with problems in the collection of data made
for an especially large margin of error in Russian agricultural
statistics.24 Nonetheless, the plethora of statistical data
facilitates the historian’s task in evaluating the economic and
social ‘condition of rural Russia at this time.

In this dissertation, I have taken the opportunity to
supplement the deductive reasoning that is most historians’ stock
in trade with inductive reasoning based on the statistical data
of the period. All too often, historians rely only on anecdotal
accounts or the opinions of qualified observers to prove that a
particular phenomenon was taking place. Similarly, historians are
often content to assume that if two events occured side by side
-- say the Stolypin land reform and a rise in agricultural
production -- it means there was a causal relationship between
the two. This may be true, but it should be reinforced with other
methods of inquiry, such as local surveys showing the
relationship at the grassroots. The consensus of observers and
analysts that consolidated farms had a beneficial effect on
agricultural production, for instance, could be buttressed with

the results of the thorough survey of 24,000 consolidated farms

carried out by the Ministry of Agriculture in 1913. In addition,
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I believe that such conclusions can be supported statistically on
another level. Consequently, in Chapter 10 and the Appendix, I
have collected statistics on agricultural production, land
tenure, extension services, transportation, literacy, etc. in 42
provinces of European Russia (I am calling this the Klebnikov
database) and worked out the statistical correlation between the
various factors on the provincial level. Of course the
impossibility of precisely identifying the importance of each
factor influencing the agriculture of any given region means that
such inferences cannot be definitive. They can only be indicative
in a very broad sense. But even so, they provide a valuable
opportunity to supplement a review of the verbal records of this
period with quantitative evaluations.

I have taken the opportunity to reproduce many of the
observations and arguments of contemporaries verbatim, since 1
believe this conveys better the character of the time. The
translations are my own. Occasionally, I have taken the liberty
to condense overly wordy passages into a more readable form,
without ommitting any important qualifications and elaborations.
The way some Russian terms are translated into English reflects
the assumptions and opinions of the translator, and there are
some key terms whose translation should be mentioned here.

Though the protagonist of this thesis was usually refered to
in the literature of the time as the peasant (krestianin), I

' This is a combination of

refer to him as the "peasant farmer.'
two different concepts. The peasantry was a legal category in
Tsarist Russia, an estate which included not only

agriculturalists, but also a minority of urban-dwellers. For our
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purposes, the peasant is assumed to be a resident of the
countryside, a figure little changed from the feudal era, closely
tied to the village commune, using traditional technologies and
producing goods predominantly for his own consumption rather than
the market. The term farmer, on the other hand, conjurs up images
of an independent producer, working his own private plot or a
leasehold, and managing a highly commercialized enterprise. The
reason I combine the concepts of peasant and farmer is that
Russian agriculture was undergoing a period of transition at the
beginning of the century. The peasantry as a group was no longer
self-sufficient or tradition-bound enough for us to speak of just
"peasants". Nor was the transition well enough advanced for us to
refer simply to "farmers".

An even more difficult term is "khoziaistvo", in the sense
of the independent production unit of peasant agriculture. I
believe the term "economy" is deceptive since it usually conjurs
up images wider in scope than just the individual peasant family.
The term "household" could be widened to include production, but
it already has a Russian equivalent (dvor). I have chosen
therefore to employ a term taken from contemporary agricultural
theory: "farming system". There is a certain irony here, since
the term "farming system" grew out of Western rural development
specialists’ rediscovery of the work of A.V. Chayanov and his
analysis of the Russian peasant economy.25 I believe the term
farming system best reflects the integrated nature of peasant
farmers’ production, consumption, demographic and cultural
patterns.

I use the term "technology" quite broadly, to refer to the
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"mode of production" in marxian terminology. It encompasses not
so much the equipment used by peasant farmers, but their
production techniques -- their crop rotations, methods of animal
husbandry, work habits and so on. "Modern" technology of course
is a relative concept and refers to the methods employed by the
most advanced farmers of the time in places like Denmark, Belgium
or the United States. The main subject of this thesis is the
dissemination of modern technology to the peasant farmers;
Russian agronomists sometimes refered to it as "razprostranennie
znannii", meant to raise the "kultura" of the peasant farmer,
though the dissemination of technology clearly depends not just
on education and demonstrations, but also on the construction of
effective institutions and market conditions.

When I speak of agronomy and agronomists, I am refering to
what the Russians usually called social agronomy (obshestvennaia
agronomiia), the active dissemination of new technologies to the
farmers as distinct from their development in the laboratories,
institutes and experimental stations. I have translated the term
"uchastokovyi agronom" as county agronomist. Though strictly
speaking an "uchastok" is a bailiwick, stylistic expediency and
the similarity of the "uchastok" agronomist to the American
county agent has led me to use the word county with respect to
the area of operations of both agronomists and land captains. The
Stolypin reform, as mentioned above, is taken to encompass not
Just the land reform arising out of the decree of 9 November
1906, but also the cooperative movement and the social agronomic
programs encouraged by Stolypin’s government. A key element of

the Stolypin reform -- "samodeiatelnost" -- is perhaps the most
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difficult word to translate. Often stressed in the literature of
the time, "samodeiatelnost" can be taken to mean self-help,
though that was usually refered to as "samopomosch". The concept
is broader than self-help since it implies qualities of local
responsibility, initiative and independence. Accordingly, I have
decided to use the imperfect English equivalent of "local self-
reliance".

Having covered some of the problems involved with the
translation into English, it remains to be noted the limitations
to the subject matter of this thesis. The discussion will concern
the 50 provinces of European Russia and Western Siberia. Excluded
are Finland, the Baltic States, the Polish provinces,
Transcaucasia, Central Asia and Eastern Siberia. I have already
mentioned that I will give only cursory mention to Stolypin
himself and to the wider events on the national stage. The focus
will be on peasant agriculture and the measures undertaken to
modernize it. Lack of space prevents extensive coverage of
several topics intimately related to peasant agriculture, namely
gentry agriculture, the peasant handicrafts industry, peasant
employment in industry, the colonization of lands beyond the
Urals, and the intricacies of the stratification of peasant

society at the time., Many of these topics have been covered by

Western or Soviet historians, and those that haven’t --peasant

handicrafts, for instance -~ could easily constitute a book by
26

themselves.

Chapter 1 of this thesis will examine the economic,
demographic and technological roots of Russia’s agricultural

backwardness at the beginning of the century. Chapter 2 will
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focus on rural society -- the peasant commune, the gentry, the
clergy, the land captains and the third element -- and the degree
to which each impeded the development of a modern economy and
modern attitudes among the peasantry. Chapters 3 and 4 will look
at the implementation of the Stolypin land reform and its effect
on rural society and the rural economy. Chapters 5 and 6 are
devoted to the Ministry of Agriculture, the zemstvos and social
agronomy, examining the development of the agronomic network,
various strategies of agricultural extension work, and the
reaction of the peasantry to these programs. Chapters 7, 8 and 9
deal with rural cooperatives: the rise of the cooperative
movement in the villages, the attitude of various government
organs to the cooperatives and the effect of cooperation on
credit, farm supplies, marketing and the dissemination of new
technologies in the peasant economy. Chapter 10, using the
Klebnikov database, attempts to identify the statistical
correlation between agricultural improvements and various factors
such as land reform, agronomic aid, cooperation, urbanization,
literacy, etc. Chapter 11, concludes by giving a broad overview
of Russian agricultural progress in the period 1906-17 and of the

effect that this had on the nation’s economy.
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