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PREFACE  TO  VOLUME  ONE

The first volume contains four works (New Economic
Developments in Peasant Life, On the So-Called Market
Question, What the “Friends of the People” Are and How They
Fight the Social-Democrats, The Economic Content of Narod-
ism and the Criticism of It in Mr. Struve’s Book) written by
V. I. Lenin in 1893-1894, at the outset of his revolutionary
activity, during the first years of the struggle to establish
a  workers’  revolutionary  party  in  Russia.

In these works, which are directed against the Narodniks
and “legal Marxists,” Lenin gives a Marxist analysis of
Russia’s social and economic system at the close of the
nineteenth century, and formulates a number of programme
principles and tasks for the revolutionary struggle of the
Russian  proletariat.

The paper, On the So-Called Market Question, is included
in the fourth edition of V. I. Lenin’s Collected Works: it
did not appear in earlier editions. Lenin wrote the paper
in the autumn of 1893. The manuscript was believed to be
lost beyond recall and was discovered only in 1937, when
it  was  published  for  the  first  time.

Lenin’s work What the “Friends of the People” Are
is published in the present edition according to a new copy
of the hectographed edition of 1894 which came into the
possession of the Institute of Marxism-Leninism only in 1936,
and was not taken account of in previous editions of the
Works of V. I. Lenin. The copy mentioned contains numerous
editorial corrections apparently introduced by Lenin when
preparing to have the book published abroad. All these
corrections have been introduced into the present edition.
This edition, therefore, contains the exact text of What
the “Friends of the People” Are and How They Fight the
Social-Democrats.
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I

V. Y. Postnikov’s Peasant Farming in South Russia
(Moscow, 1891, pp. XXXII# 391), which appeared two
years ago, is an extremely detailed and thorough descrip-
tion of peasant farming in the Taurida, Kherson and Yeka-
terinoslav gubernias,* but chiefly in the mainland (north-
ern) uyezds of Taurida Gubernia. This description is based
firstly—and primarily—on the Zemstvo2 statistical in-
vestigations of the three gubernias mentioned; and, secondly,
on the author’s personal observations made partly in his
official capacity,** and partly for the special purpose of
studying  peasant  farming  in  1887-1890.

An attempt to combine into one whole the Zemstvo sta-
tistical investigations for an entire region and to set forth
the results in systematic form is in itself of tremendous
interest, since the Zemstvo statistics provide a mass of
detailed material on the economic conditions of the peas-
antry, but they do so in a form that renders these investi-
gations practically useless to the public: the Zemstvo sta-
tistical abstracts comprise whole volumes of tables (a sep-

* Administrative divisions : the biggest territorial division in
tsarist Russia was the gubernia (literally—governor’s province);
each gubernia had its capital city which was the seat of the governor.
The gubernia was divided in uyezds  (counties) each with its admin-
istrative centre and these, in turn were divided into volosts (rural
districts)  containing  a  number  of  villages.—Ed.  Eng.  ed.

** The author was an official in the Government Land Depart-
ment  of  Taurida  Gubernia.
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arate volume is usually devoted to each uyezd), the mere
summarising of which under sufficiently definite and compre-
hensive headings is a labour in itself. The need to summa-
rise and analyse Zemstvo statistical data has long been
felt. It is for this purpose that the publication of the Re-
sults of Zemstvo Statistical Investigations was recently under-
taken. The plan of this publication is as follows: a particu-
lar question related to peasant farming is taken, and a
special investigation is carried out, bringing together all
the data on this question contained in the Zemstvo statis-
tics; data are brought together relating to the black-earth
South of Russia and to the non-black-earth North, to the
exclusively agricultural gubernias and to the gubernias
where there are handicraft industries. The two published
volumes of Results have been compiled according to this
plan; the first is devoted to the “peasant community” (V. V.),
the second to “peasant rentings of non-allotment land”
(N. Karyshev).3 It is quite reasonable to doubt the correct-
ness of this method of summarising: firstly, data relating to
different economic regions with different economic conditions
have to be placed under one heading (the separate character-
isation of each region involves tremendous difficulties due
to the incompleteness of the Zemstvo investigations and the
omission of many uyezds. These difficulties were already
evident in the second volume of Results; Karyshev’s attempt
to assign the data contained in the Zemstvo statistics to defi-
nite regions was unsuccessful); secondly, it is quite impos-
sible to give a separate description of one aspect of peasant
farming without touching on others; the particular question
has to be artificially abstracted, and the completeness of
the picture is lost. Peasant rentings of non-allotment land
are divorced from the renting of allotment land, from gener-
al data on the economic classification of the peasants and
the size of the crop area; they are regarded only as part of
peasant farming, whereas actually they are often a special
method of private-landowner farming. That is why a summary
of Zemstvo statistical data for a given region where the
economic conditions are uniform would, I think, be prefer-
able.

While expressing, in passing, my views on a more correct
way of summarising Zemstvo statistical investigations,
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views to which I am led by comparing the Results with Post-
nikov’s book, I must, however, make the reservation that
Postnikov did not, in fact, aim at summarising materials:
he pushes the figures into the background and concentrates
his  attention  on  a  full  and  clear  description.

In his description, the author pays almost equal atten-
tion to questions of an economic, administrative-legal char-
acter (forms of land tenure) and of a technical character
(boundaries, farming system, harvests), but with the
intention of keeping questions of the first kind in the
foreground.

“I must confess,” says Mr. Postnikov in the Preface,
“that I devote less attention to the technique of peasant
farming than I might have done; but I take this course be-
cause, in my view, conditions of an economic character
play a much more important part in peasant farming than
technique. In our press ... the economic aspect is usually
ignored.... Very little attention is paid to investigating
fundamental economic problems, such as the agrarian and
boundary problems are for our peasant farming. It is to the
elucidation of these problems, and of the agrarian problem
in particular, that this book is chiefly devoted” (Preface,
p.  IX).

Fully sharing the author’s views on the relative impor-
tance of economic and technical questions, I intend to de-
vote my article only to that part of Mr. Postnikov’s work
in which peasant farming is subjected to political-econom-
ic  investigation.*

In his preface the author defines the main points of the
investigation  as  follows:

“The considerable employment of machines that has
recently become evident in peasant farming and the
marked increase in the size of farms belonging to the well-to-

* It seems to me that such an exposition is worthwhile, inas-
much as Mr. Postnikov’s book, one of the most outstanding in our
economic literature of recent years, has passed almost unnoticed.
This may partly be explained by the fact hat although the author
recognises the great importance of economic problems, he treats
them too fragmentarily and encumbers his exposition with details
relating  to  other  problems.
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do section of the peasantry, constitute a new phase in our
agrarian life, the development of which will undoubtedly
receive a new stimulus from the severe economic conditions
of the present year. The productivity of peasant labour and
the working capacity of the family rise considerably with
the increase in the size of the farm and the employment of
machines, a point hitherto overlooked in defining the area
that  a  peasant  family can  cultivate....

“The employment of machines in peasant farming causes
substantial changes in peasant life: by reducing the
demand for labour in agriculture and rendering the exist-
ing agricultural over-population still more acute for the
peasants, it helps to increase the number of families which,
having become superfluous in the villages, are forced to
seek outside employment and virtually become landless.
At the same time, the introduction of large machines in
peasant farming raises the peasant’s living standard, even
under the prevailing methods and extensive character of
agriculture, to a level hitherto undreamt-of. Therein lies the
guarantee of the strength of the new economic developments
in peasant life. To draw attention to and elucidate these
developments among the peasantry of South Russia is the
immediate  purpose  of  this  book”  (Preface,  p.  X).

Before proceeding to outline what, in the opinion of
our author, these new economic developments are, I must
make  two  reservations.

Firstly, it has been said above that Postnikov provides
data for Kherson, Yekaterinoslav and Taurida gubernias;
data in sufficient detail are given only for the latter gubernia,
however, and then not for the whole of it; the author
gives no data for the Crimea, where the economic conditions
are somewhat different, and confines himself exclusively to
the three northern, mainland uyezds of Taurida Gubernia—
Berdyansk, Melitopol and Dnieper uyezds. I shall confine
myself  to  the  data  for  these  three  uyezds.

Secondly, in addition to Russians, Taurida Guber-
nia is inhabited by Germans and Bulgarians, whose num-
bers, however, are small compared with the Russian popu-
lation: in Dnieper Uyezd, there are 113 households of
German colonists out of 19,586 households in the uyezd,
i.e.,  only 0.6%; in Melitopol Uyezd, there are 2,159
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(1,874# 285) German and Bulgarian households out of
34,978, i.e.,  6.1%. Lastly, in Berdyansk Uyezd, 7,224
households out of 28,794, i.e., 25%. Taken together, in all
the three uyezds, the colonists account for 9,496 households
out of 83,358, i.e., about one-ninth. Consequently, the num-
ber of colonists is, on the whole, very small, and in the
Dnieper Uyezd is quite insignificant. The author describes
the colonists’ farming in detail, always separating it from
that of the Russians. All these descriptions I omit, confin-
ing myself exclusively to the farming of the Russian peasants.
True, the figures given combine the Russians and the Ger-
mans, but, owing to the small number of the latter, their
addition cannot change the general picture, so that it is
quite permissible, on the basis of these data, to describe
Russian peasant farming. The Russian population of
Taurida Gubernia, who have settled in this region during the
past 30 years, differ from the peasantry of the other Russian
gubernias only by their greater affluence. Community land
tenure in these areas is, in the words of our author, “typical
and stable.”* In a word, if the colonists are omitted, peasant
farming in Taurida Gubernia does not differ fundamental-
ly  from  the  general  type  of  Russian  peasant  farming,

II

“At the present time,” says Postnikov, “a South-
Russian village of any size (and the same can probably be
said of most localities in Russia) presents such a variegat-
ed picture as regards the economic status of the vari-
ous groups of its inhabitants, that it is very difficult to speak
of the living standard of separate villages as single units,
or to depict this standard in average figures. Such average
figures indicate certain general conditions that determine
the economic life of the peasantry, but they do not give any
idea of the great diversity of economic phenomena that
actually  exists”  (p.  106).

A little further on, Postnikov expresses himself still
more  definitely:

* Individual  land  tenure  prevails  in  only  5  villages.
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“The diversity in economic level,” he says, “makes it
extremely difficult to settle the question of the general
prosperity of the population. People who make a cursory
tour through the large villages of Taurida Gubernia
usually draw the conclusion that the local peasants are
very prosperous. But can a village be called prosperous
when half its peasants are rich, while the other half live
in permanent poverty? And by what criteria is the rela-
tively greater or lesser prosperity of a particular village to
be determined? Obviously, average figures characterising the
condition of the population of a whole village or district
are here insufficient to draw conclusions as to the prosperity
of the peasants. This latter may be judged only from the
sum-total of many facts, by dividing the population into
groups”  (p.  154).

One might think that there is nothing new in this state-
ment of the differentiation of the peasantry; it is referred to
in practically every work dealing with peasant farming
in general. But the point is that, as a rule, when mention
is made of the fact, no significance is attached to it, it being
regarded as unimportant or even incidental. It is deemed
possible to speak of a type of peasant farming, the type
being defined by average figures; discussion takes place
about the significance of various practical measures in
relation to the peasantry as a whole. In Postnikov’s book we
see a protest against such views. He points (and does so re-
peatedly) to the “tremendous diversity in the economic status
of the various households within the village community”
(p. 323), and takes up arms against “the tendency to regard
the peasant mir* as something integral and homogeneous,
such as our urban intelligentsia still imagine it to be”
(p. 351). “The Zemstvo statistical investigations of the
past decade,” he says, “have shown that our village com-
munity is by no means the homogeneous unit our publi-
cists of the seventies thought it was, and that in the past
few decades there has taken place within it a differentiation
of the population into groups with quite different levels of
economic  prosperity”  (p.  323).

* Mir—a peasant community. See Note 4 at the end of the book.
—Ed.  Eng.  ed.
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Postnikov supports his opinion with a mass of data dis-
persed throughout the book, and we must proceed to gather
all these data systematically in order to test the truth of
this opinion and to decide who is right—whether it is the
“urban intelligentsia,” who regard the peasantry as some-
thing homogeneous, or Postnikov, who asserts that there is
tremendous heterogeneity—and then how profound is this
heterogeneity, does it prevent a general description of peas-
ant farming being given from the political-economic
standpoint, on the basis of only average data, and can it
alter the action and influence of practical measures in rela-
tion  to  the  various  categories  of  the  peasantry?

Before citing figures that supply the material to settle
these questions, it should be noted that Postnikov took
all data of this kind from the Zemstvo statistical abstracts
for Taurida Gubernia. Originally, the Zemstvo census
statistics were confined to data covering whole village
communities, no data being collected on individual
peasant households. Soon, however, differences were noted in
the property status of these households, and house-to-house
censuses were undertaken; this was the first step towards a
more thoroughgoing study of the economic status of the
peasants. The next step was the introduction of combined
tables: prompted by the conviction that the property dif-
ferences among the peasants within the village community4

are more profound than the differences between the various
juridical categories of peasants, the statisticians began to
classify all the indices of peasant economic status according
to definite property differences; for example, they grouped the
peasants according to the number of dessiatines* under
crops, the number of draught animals, the amount of
allotment  arable  per  household,  and  so  on.

The Taurida Zemstvo statistics classify the peasants
according to the number of dessiatines under crops. Postni-
kov is of the opinion that this classification “is a happy one”
(p. XII), as “under the farming conditions in the Taurida
uyezds, the amount of land under crops is the most important
criterion of the peasant’s living standard” (p. XII). “In
the South-Russian steppe territory,” says Postnikov, “the

* A  dessiatine=2.7  acres.—Ed.  Eng.  ed.
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development among the peasants of various kinds of non-
agricultural industries is as yet relatively insignificant, and
the main occupation of the vast majority of the rural popu-
lation today is agriculture based on the cultivation of
grain.” “The Zemstvo statistics show that in the northern
uyezds of Taurida Gubernia, 7.6% of the native rural
population engage exclusively in industries, while 16.3%,
in addition to farming their own land, have some sub-
sidiary occupation” (p. 108). As a matter of fact, classifica-
tion according to area under crops is far more correct even for
other parts of Russia than any other basis of classification
adopted by the Zemstvo statisticians, as, for example, num-
ber of dessiatines of allotment land or allotment arable per
household. For, on the one hand, the amount of allotment
land is no direct indication of the household’s prosperity, inas-
much as the size of the allotment is determined by the num-
ber of registered5 or of actual males in the family, and is
only indirectly dependent on the peasant’s prosperity, and
because, lastly, the peasant possibly does not use his allotment
land and leases it to others, and when he has no imple-
ments he cannot use it. On the other hand, if the principal
pursuit of the population is agriculture, the determination
of the cultivated area is necessary in order to keep account
of production, to determine the amount of grain consumed
by the peasant, purchased by him, or placed on the market,
for unless these points are ascertained, a highly important
aspect of peasant economy will remain unexplained, the
character of his farming, its significance relative to oth-
er earnings, etc., will not be made clear. Lastly, it is
precisely the cultivated area that must be made the basis
of classification, so that we can compare the economy of
the household with the so-called norms of peasant land
tenure and farming, with the food norm (Nahrungsfläche)
and the labour norm (Arbeitsfläche).* In a word, clas-

* Food norm and labour norm—as can be seen from the text Lenin
uses these expressions as translations of the German political-
economic terms “Nahrungsfläche” and “Arbeitsfläche,” the former
being the amount of land required to feed one person (or any other
unit, such as the family) and the latter the amount that can be cul-
tivated  by  one  person  (or  family).—Ed.  Eng.  ed.
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sification according to area under crops not only seems
to be a happy one; it is the best and is absolutely essential.

As to area under crops the Taurida statisticians divide
the peasants into six groups: 1) those cultivating no land;
2) those cultivating up to 5 dessiatines; 3) from 5 to 10
dessiatines; 4) from 10 to 25 dessiatines; 5) from 25 to 50
dessiatines and 6) over 50 dessiatines per household. For
the three uyezds the proportionate relation of these groups
according  to  the  number  of  households  is  as  follows:

Uyezds Average  area  (dess.)
Ber- Dnie- under  crops  per

Percentages  or  households dyansk Melitopol per household  in  all
% % % three  uyezds

Cultivating  no  land 6 7.5 9 —

” up  to  5  dess. 12 11.5 11 3.5

” 5 to 10 ” 22 21 20 8

” 10 to 25 ” 38 39 41.8 16.4

” 25 to 50 ” 19 16.6 15. 1 34.5

” over 50 ” 3 4.4 3.1 75

The general proportions (these percentages are given
for the whole population, including Germans) undergo little
change if we omit the Germans. Thus, the author reckons
that of the households in the Taurida uyezds 40% cultivate
small areas (up to 10 dessiatines), 40% medium (from 10 to
25 dessiatines) and 20% large areas. If the Germans are
excluded, the latter figure is reduced to one-sixth (16.7%,
i.e., in all 3.3% less) and correspondingly increases the
number  of  households  with  a  small  cultivated  area.

To determine the degree to which these groups differ,
let  us  begin  with  land  tenure  and  land  usage.

Postnikov gives the following table (the combined totals
of the three categories of land mentioned in it were not
calculated  by  him  [p.  145]):
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“These figures show,” says Postnikov, “that the more
affluent group of peasants in the Taurida uyezds not only
have large allotments, which may be due to the large size
of their families, but are at the same time the largest pur-
chasers  and  the  largest  renters  of  land”  (p.  146).

It seems to me that in this connection we need only say
that the increase in the amount of allotted land, as we
proceed from the bottom group to the top, cannot be
explained entirely by the larger size of families. Postnikov
gives the following table showing the family composition
by  groups  for  the  three  uyezds.

Cultivating no land 6.8 3.1 0.09 10 8.7 0.7 – 9.4 6.4 0.9 0.1 7.4

”  up  to  5  dess. 6.9 0.7 0.4 8 7.1 0.2 0.4 7.7 5.5 0.04 0.6 6.1

”   5   to   10   ” 9 – 1.1 10.1 9 0.2 1.4 10.6 8.7 0.05 1.6 10.3

”   10  to  25   ” 14.1 0.6 4 18.7 12.8 0.3 4.5 17.6 12.5 0.6 5.8 18.9

”   25  to  50   ” 27.6 2.1 9.8 39.5 23.5 1.5 13.4 38.4 16.6 2.3 17.4 36.3

”   over   50   ” 36.7 31.3 48.4 116.4 36.2 21.3 42.5 100 17.4 30 44 91.4

Per  uyezd 14.8 1.6 5 21.4 14.1 1.4 6.7 22.2 11.2 1.7 7.0 19.9

Peasant  groups
Melitopol  Uyezd Dnieper  UyezdBerdyansk  Uyezd

AVERAGE ARABLE PER HOUSEHOLD
(dessiatines)
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Average  per  family
Berdyansk Melitopol Dnieper

Uyezd Uyezd Uyezd

Cultivating  no  land 4.5 0.9 4.1 0.9 4.6 1

” up  to  5  dess. 4.9 1.1 4.6 1 4.9 1.1

” 5 to 10 ” 5.6 1.2 5.3 1.2 5.4 1.2

” 10 to 25 ” 7.1 1.6 6.8 1.5 6.3 1.4

” 25 to 50 ” 8.2 1.8 8.6 1.9 8.2 1.9

” over 50 ” 10.6 2.3 10.8 2.3 10.1 2.3

Per  uyezd 6.6 1.5 6.5 1.5 6.2 1.4

The table shows that the amount of allotment land per
household increases from the bottom group to the top much
more rapidly than the number of persons of both sexes and
the number of working members. Let us illustrate this by tak-
ing 100 as the figure for the bottom group in Dnieper Uyezd:

Allotment Working Persons of
land members both sexes

Cultivating  no  land 100 100 100

” up  to  5  dess. 86 110 106

” 5 to 10 ” 136 120 117

” 10 to 25 ” 195 140 137

” 25 to 50 ” 259 190 178

” over 50 ” 272 230 219

It is clear that what determines the size of the allotment,
apart from the composition of the family, is the prosperity
of  the  household.

Examining the data for the amount of purchased land
in the various groups, we see that the purchasers of land are
almost exclusively the top groups, with over 25 dessiatines
under crops, and chiefly the very big cultivators, those with
75 dessiatines under crops per household. Hence, the data
for purchased land fully corroborate Postnikov’s opinion
regarding the differences between the peasant groups. The
type of information as that given by the author on p. 147,
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for example, where he says that “the peasants of the Taurida
uyezds purchased 96,146 dessiatines of land,” does not in any
way describe the real situation; almost all this land is in
the hands of an insignificant minority, those already best
provided with allotment land, the “affluent” peasants, as
Postnikov calls them; and they constitute no more than
one-fifth of the population.

The same must be said of rented land. The above table
gives the total figure for rented land, allotment and non-
allotment. It appears that the area of rented land grows
quite regularly the greater the prosperity of the peasants,
and that, consequently, the better supplied the peasant is
with land, the more he rents, thus depriving the poorer
groups of the land they need.

It should be noted that this phenomenon is common to
the whole of Russia. Prof. Karyshev, summarising the facts
of  peasant  non-a l lotment  rent ings  throughout  Russia ,
wherever Zemstvo statistical investigations are available,
formulates the general law that the amount of rented land
depends directly on the renter’s degree of affluence.*

Postnikov, incidentally, cites even more detailed figures
about the distribution of rented land (non-allotment and
allotment together), which I give here:

Berdyansk Melitopol Dnieper
Uyezd Uyezd Uyezd
Arable Arable Arable

Cultivating  up  to
5  dess. 18.7 2.1 11 14.4 3 5.50 25 2.4 15.25

” 5 to 10 ” 33.6 3.2 9.20 34.8 4.1 5.52 42 3.9 12

” 10 to 25 ” 57 7 7.65 59.3 7.5 5.74 69 8.5 4.75

” 25 to 50 ” 60.6 16.1 6.80 80.5 16.9 6.30 88 20 3.75

” over 50 ” 78.5 62 4.20 88.8 47.6 3.93 91 48.6 3.55

Per  uyezd 44.8 11.1 5.80 50 12.4 4.86 56.2 12.4 4.23

* Results of the Economic Investigation of Russia According to
Zemstvo Statistical Data;  Vol.  II,  N. Karyshev, Peasant Renting
of  Non-Allotment  Land,  Dorpat,  1892.  Pp.  122,  133  et  al.
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We see that here, too, average figures do not in any way
describe the real situation. When we say, for example, that
in Dnieper Uyezd 56% of the peasants rent land, we give
a very incomplete picture of this renting, for the percentage
of renters in the groups who (as will be shown later) have
insufficient land of their own is much lower—only 25% in
the first group, whereas the top group, those who have
sufficient land of their own, almost all resort to renting
(91%). The difference in the number of rented dessiatines
per renting household is even more considerable: the top
category rents 30, 15 and 24 times more than the bottom
one. Obviously, this alters the very character of the renting,
for in the top category it is already a commercial undertak-
ing, whereas in the bottom one it may be an operation
necessitated by dire need. This latter assumption is corrob-
orated by data on rentals: they show that the bottom groups
pay a higher rent for the land, sometimes four times
as much as the top category (in Dnieper Uyezd). It should
be recalled in this connection that the increase in rent as
the amount of rented land grows smaller is not peculiar to
South Russia; Karyshev’s work shows the general applica-
bility  of  this  law.

“Land in the Taurida uyezds,” says Postnikov with regard
to these data, “is rented chiefly by the well-to-do peasants,
who have enough allotment land and land of their own;
this should be said in particular of the renting of non-allot-
ment land, i.e., of privately-owned and government, land,
situated at greater distances from the villages. Actually
this is quite natural: to be able to rent distant land the
peasant must have sufficient draught animals, whereas the
less prosperous peasants in these areas have not enough
even  to  cultivate  their  allotment  land”  (p.  148).

It should not be thought that this distribution of rented
land is due to its being rented by individuals. There is no
difference at all where the land is rented by the commu-
nity, and for the simple reason that the land is distributed
on the same principle, that is, “according to where the money
lies.”

“According to the registers of the Administration of
State Property,” says Postnikov, “in 1890, out of 133,852
dessiatines of government land leased on contract in the
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three uyezds, 84,756 dessiatines of good land, or about 63% of
the total area, were used by peasant communities. But the
land rented by the peasant communities was used by a
comparatively small number of householders, mostly well-
to-do at that. The Zemstvo house-to-house census makes
this  fact  quite  clear”  (p.  150).*

“Thus,” concludes Postnikov, “in Dnieper Uyezd
more than half of all the rented arable, in Berdyansk
Uyezd over two-thirds, and in Melitopol Uyezd, where
mostly government land is rented, even more than four-
fifths of the rented land was in the hands of the group of
well-to-do peasants. On the other hand, the group of poor
peasants (cultivating up to 10 dessiatines of arable), held in
all the uyezds a total of 1,938 dessiatines, or about 4% of the
rented land” (p. 150). The author then cites many examples
of the uneven distribution of community-rented land, but
there  is  no  need  to  quote  them  here.

As to Postnikov’s conclusion about the amount of rent-
ed land being dependent upon the degree of prosperity of
the renter, it is highly interesting to note the opposite view
of  the  Zemstvo  statisticians.

Postnikov placed an article, “On Zemstvo Statistical
Work in Taurida, Kherson and Yekaterinoslav Guber-
nias” (pp. XI-XXXII), at the beginning of his book. Here,
among other things, he examines the Taurida Gubernia
Handbook, published by the Taurida Zemstvo in 1889, in
which the entire investigation was briefly summarised. An-
alysing the section of the book which deals with renting,
Postnikov  says:

“In our land-abundant southern and eastern gubernias,
the Zemstvo statistics have revealed that a fairly substan-
tial proportion of well-to-do peasants, in addition to hav-
ing considerable allotments of their own, rent fairly large
amounts of land on the side. Farming is here conducted not
only to satisfy the requirements of the family itself, but
also to obtain some surplus, an income with which to improve
buildings, acquire machines and buy additional land. This

* The last section of this table (the totals for the three uyezds)
is not given by Postnikov. In a note to the table he says that “under
the terms of lease the peasants may plough up only one-third of the
rented  land.”
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is quite a natural desire, and there is nothing reprehensible
about it, for in itself it contains no elements of kulakism.”
[There are no elements of kulakism here, it is true; but there
undoubtedly are elements of exploitation: by renting land
far in excess of their requirements, the prosperous peasants
deprive the poor of land needed for their subsistence; by
enlarging their farms they need extra hands and resort to
hiring labour.] “But some of the Zemstvo statisticians,
evidently regarding such manifestations in peasant life as
something illegitimate, try to belittle their importance and
to prove that it is chiefly the need for food that drives the
peasant to rent land, and that even if the well-to-do peas-
ants do rent a great deal of land, these renters constitute
a percentage that decreases steadily as the size of the allot-
ment increases” (p. XVII)—to prove this point, Mr. Wer-
ner, the compiler of the Handbook, grouped together, accord-
ing to the size of their allotments, the peasant families
of the entire Taurida Gubernia who had 1 or 2 working mem-
bers and 2 or 3 draught animals. It turned out that “as the
size of the allotment increases, there is a regular decrease
in the percentage of renting households and a less regular
decrease in the amount of land rented per household”
(p. XVIII). Postnikov quite rightly says that this method is
not conclusive at all, since a section of the peasants (only
those possessing 2 or 3 draught animals) has been selected
arbitrarily, it being precisely the well-to-do peasants who
have been omitted, and that, moreover, to lump together
the mainland uyezds of Taurida Gubernia and the
Crimea is impermissible, since the conditions of renting in
the two areas are not identical: in the Crimea, one half to
three-fourths of the population are landless (so-called dessia-
tiners),6 whereas in the northern uyezds only 3 or 4% are
landless. In the Crimea, it is almost always easy to find land
for hire; in the northern uyezds it is sometimes impossible.
It is interesting to note that the Zemstvo statisticians of
other gubernias have been observed to make similar at-
tempts (of course, equally unsuccessful) to tone down such
“illegitimate” manifestations in peasant life as renting land
to  provide  an  income.  (See  Karyshev,  op.  cit.)

If, accordingly, the distribution of peasant non-allotment
renting reveals the existence among the various peasant
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farms of differences that are not only quantitative (he rents
much, he rents little), but also qualitative (he rents through
need of food; he rents for commercial purposes), still
more has this to be said of the renting of allotment
land.

“The total allotment arable rented by peasants from
other peasants,” says Postnikov, “as registered in the three
Taurida uyezds by the 1884-1886 house-to-house census of the
peasantry amounted to 256,716 dessiatines, which here con-
stitutes one-fourth of the total peasant allotment arable; and
this does not include land let by peasants to all sorts of
people who live in the countryside, or to clerks, teach-
ers, priests and other persons who do not belong to the
peasantry and are not covered by the house-to-house census.
Practically all this land is rented by peasants who belong to
the well-to-do groups, as the following figures show. The
amount of allotment arable rented by peasants from their
neighbours,  as  recorded  by  the  census,  was  as  follows:

Cultivating   up   to   10   dess.
per  household 16,594 dess.,  i.e., 6%

Cultivating   10   to   25   dess.

per  household 89,526 ” ” 35%

Cultivating more than 25 dess.

per  household 150,596 ” ” 59%

Total 256,716 dess. 100%

“The major part, however, of this leased land, like most
of the lessors themselves, belongs to the group of peasants
who cultivate no land, do no farming of any sort, or to those
who cultivate but little land. Thus, a considerable number
of the peasants of the Taurida uyezds (approximately one-
third of the total population) do not exploit their whole
allotment—some for lack of desire, but mostly for lack of
the necessary animals and implements with which to engage
in farming—but lease it to others and thereby increase the
land in use by the other, better-off section of the peasants.
The majority of the lessors undoubtedly belong to the
category of impoverished, declining householders” (pp.
136-37).
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Corroboration of this is furnished by the following
table “for two uyezds of Taurida Gubernia (the Zemstvo
statistics provide no information for Melitopol Uyezd),
which shows the proportion of householders who lease their
allotments to others, and the percentage of allotment arable
leased by them” (p. 135):

Berdyansk  Uyezd Dnieper  Uyezd

%  of %  of
h’holders %  of h’holders %  of

leasing leased leasing leased
their allotment their allotment

allotment land allotment land
land land

Cultivating  no  land 73.0 97.0 80.0 97.1

” up  to  5  dess. 65.0 54 30 38.4
” 5 to 10 ” 46.0 23.6 23 17.2

” 10 to 25 ” 21.5 8.3 16 8.1
” 25 to 50 ” 9 2.7 7 2.9

” over 50 ” 12.7 6.3 7 13.8

For uyezd   .   . 32.7 11.2 25.7 14.9

Let us now pass from peasant land tenure and land
usage to the distribution of farm stock and implements.
Postnikov gives the following data—for all three uyezds
together—on the number of draught animals possessed by
the groups:

Average  per  house-
hold

Total

Cultivating  no  land — — 0.3 0.8 1.1 80.5

” up   to   5  dess. 6,467 3,082 1.0 1.4 2.4 48.3
” 5  to  10 ” 25,152 8,924 1.9 2.3 4.2 12.5

” 10  to  25 ” 80,517 24,943 3.2 4.1 7.3 1.4
” 25  to  50 ” 62,823 19,030 5.8 8.1 13.9 0.1

” over  50 ” 21,003 11,648 10.5 19.5 30 0.03

Total .   .   . 195,962 67,627 3.1 4.5 7.6 —

* In  terms  of  cattle
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These figures, by themselves, do not characterise the
categories—that will be done below, when we describe the
technique of agriculture and classify the peasants according
to economic category. Here we shall only mention that the
difference between peasant groups with regard to the number
of draught animals they own is so profound that we see far
more animals in the top groups than can possibly be re-
quired for the needs of the family, while the bottom groups
have so few (especially draught animals) that independent
farming  becomes  impossible.

Similar in every respect are data on the distribution of
farm implements. The house-to-house census, that registered
the peasant-owned iron ploughs and drill ploughs, gives the
following figures for the entire population of the uyezds”
(p.  214):

Percentage  of  households

with  no  plough- with  only with  an  iron
ing  implements a  drill  plough plough,  etc.

Berdyansk  Uyezd 33 10 57

Melitopol ” 37.8 28.2 34

Dnieper ” 39.3 7 53.7

This table shows how very large a group of peasants is
unable to carry on independent farming. The situation among
the top groups can be seen from the following data on the
number of implements per household in the various groups,
classified  according  to  area  under  crops:

Implements  per  household

Melitopol Dnieper
Berdyansk  Uyezd

Uyezd Uyezd

Carting (irons Cart- Plough- Cart- Plough-
wagons, ploughs  and ing ing ing ing

etc.) drill  ploughs)

Cultivating 5  to  10  dess. 0.8 0.5 0.8 0.4 0.8 0.5

” 10  to  25 ” 1 .2 1.3 1 .2 1 1 1

” 25  to  50 ” 2.1 2 2 1.6 1.7 1.5

” over  50 ” 3.4 3.3 3.2 2.8 2.7 2.4

As regards the number of implements, the top group has
4 to 6 times more than the bottom one (the group with less
than 5 dessiatines under crops is entirely disregarded by
the author); as regards the number of working members in the
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families,* however, it has �  times, i.e., less than twice,

as many as the same group. This alone shows that the top
group has to resort to the hire of labour, while in the bottom
group half the households are without farm implements
(N.B.—this “bottom” group is the third from below)
and, consequently, are unable to carry on independent farm-
ing.
     Naturally, the above-mentioned differences in the amount
of land and implements held are the cause of differences in
the amount of land under crops. The area under crops per
household in the six groups has been given above. The total
area cultivated by the peasants of Taurida Gubernia is
distributed  by  groups  as  follows:

Dessia-
tines  under %

crops

Cultivating up  to  5  dess. 34,070 2.4 12%  of  crop  area  held

” 5  to  10 ” 140,426 9.7 by  40%  of  population
” 10  to  25 ” 540,093 37.6 38%  of  crop  area  held

by  40%  of  population
” 25  to  50 ” 230,583 34.3 50%  of  crop  area  held

” over   50 ” 230,583 16 by  20%  of  population

Total 1,439,267 100%

These figures speak for themselves. It should only be
added that for a family to live by farming alone, Postni-
kov estimates (p. 272), a crop area of 16 to 18 dessia-
lines  per  household  is  required.

III

     In the previous chapter, data showing the property status
of the different groups of peasants and the size of their
farms were summarised. We must now sum up data indi-
cating the character of the farming of the various groups
or peasants and their methods and systems of farming.

* See above, the table showing the family composition of the
various  groups.

{

{
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Let us first dwell on Postnikov’s proposition that “the
productivity of peasant labour and the working capacity of
the family rise considerably with the increase in the size
of the farm and the employment of machines” (p. X). The
author demonstrates this proposition by calculating the
number of workers and draught animals per given area under
crops in the different economic groups. In so doing, however,
it is impossible to use the data of family composition, as
“the bottom economic groups release part of their working
members for outside employment as farm labourers, while
the top groups take labourers into employment” (p. 114).
The Taurida Zemstvo statistics do not give the number of
labourers hired or released for hire, and Postnikov esti-
mates it approximately by taking the Zemstvo statistical
data for the number of households which hired people and by
calculating how many working people were needed for the
given cultivated area. Postnikov admits that he can lay no
claim to perfect accuracy for these estimates, but he believes
that it is only in the two top groups that his calculations
may considerably change the family composition, as the
number of hired labourers in the other groups is small. By
comparing the data on family composition given above with
the following table the reader can test the correctness of
this  view:

In  the  three  uyezds  of  Taurida  Gubernia

Working persons Average per household

Number  in Working
Released Differ- family persons*Hired
for  hire ence

(with hired labourers)

Cultivating   no   land 239 1,077 —   838 4.3 0.9

” up  to  5  dess. 247 1,484 — 1,237 4.8 1.0
” 5  to  10 ” 465 4,292 —3.827 5.2 1.0

” 10  to  25 ” 2,846 3,389 —   543 6.8 1.6
” 25  to  50 ” 6,041 — # 6,041 8.9 2.4

” over   50 ” 8,241 — #8,241 13.3 5.0

Total 18,079 10,242 # 7,837 — —

* Working persons—this somewhat un-English term is used for
“working members, men and women of a peasant family or house-
hold”  as  opposed  to  hired  labourers.—Ed.  Eng.  ed.
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Comparing the last column with the data of family
composition, we see that Postnikov has somewhat understat-
ed the number of workers in the bottom and overstated it
in the top groups. As his purpose was to prove that the num-
ber of workers per given area under crops decreases as the
size of the farm increases, his approximate estimates suc-
ceeded in minimising rather than exaggerating this de-
crease.

Having made this preliminary calculation, Postnikov
gives the following table showing the relation between the
crop area and the number of working persons, draught ani-
mals, and then population generally for different groups of
peasants  (p.  117):

Per  100  dess.  of  crop  area

Area  under
crops  per House- Per- Work-

Number of
pair  of

holds sons ers
draught

draught (with  hired animals
animals labourers)

Cultivating  up  to  5  dess. 7.1 dess. 28.7 136 28.5 28.2

” 5 to 10 ” 8.2 ” 12.9 67 12.6 25

” 10 to 25 ” 10.2 ” 6.1 41.2 9.3 20

” 25 to 50 ” 12.5 ” 2.9 25.5 7 16.6
” over  50 ” 14.5 ” 1.3 18 6.8 14

Average 10. 9 dess. 5.4 36.6 9 18.3

“Thus, with the increase in the size of the farm and in
the area cultivated by the peasant, the expenditure on the
maintenance of labour-power, human and animal, that prime
item of expenditure in agriculture, progressively decreases,
and among the groups that cultivate large areas, drops to
nearly one-half per dessiatine under crops of what it
is among the groups with small cultivated areas” (p. 117).

The proposition that the maintenance of working persons
and draught animals is the predominant item of expenditure
in agriculture is confirmed by the author later when he cites

7

penditure, 24.3% is general expenditure on the farm;
23.6% is expenditure on draught animals and 52.1% on
working  persons  (p.  284).

Postnikov attributes great importance to his conclusion
that the productivity of labour increases with the increase

the detailed budget of a Mennonite  farm: of the total ex-
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in the size of the farm (as is shown from the above quotation,
taken from his preface); and, indeed, one cannot but admit
its importance—firstly, for a study of the economic life of
our peasantry and the character of the farming of the vari-
ous groups; and, secondly, in connection with the general
question of the relation between small-scale and large-
scale farming. This latter question has been greatly con-
fused by many writers, the chief cause of the confusion being
that comparison was made between dissimilar farms, ex-
isting in different social conditions and differing in
the type of farming; for example, farms whose income was
derived from the output of agricultural produce were com-
pared with farms whose income was derived from exploiting
other households’ need of land (e.g., peasant and landlord
farms in the period immediately following the Reform of
1861).8 Postnikov is entirely free of this error and does not
forget the first rule of all comparisons, namely, that the
things  compared  must  be  of  a  similar  order.

The author gives a more detailed proof of his proposi-
tion in respect of the Taurida uyezds, and cites data, firstly,
for each uyezd separately and, secondly, for the Russian
population separately, or, rather, for its most numerous
group,  the  former  state  peasants  (pp.  273-74).

Dessiatines  under  crops  per  pair  of  draught
animals

For  the  uyezds  in In  the  group  of  former
general state  peasants

Ber- Meli- Dnie- Ber- Meli- Dnie-
dyansk topol per dyansk topol per

Cultivating up  to  5  dess. 8.9 8.7 4.3 — — —

” 5  to  10 ” 8.9 8.7 6.8 8.9 9.1 6.8

” 10  to  25 ” 10.2 10.6 9.7 10.3 10.9 9.6

” 25  to  50 ” 11.6 12.4 12.3 12.3 12.8 11.9

” over   50 ” 13.5 13.8 15.7 13.7 14.3 15

Average 10.7 11.3 10.1 — — —

The conclusion reached is the same, that “on the small-
scale farm the relative number of draught animals per
given crop area is one and a half times or double the number
on the ‘full’ peasant farm. The same law is revealed by the
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house-to-house census in the case of all the other, smaller,
groups—former landlords’ peasants, tenant farmers, etc.—
and in all localities, even in the smallest, confined to one
volost  or  even  one  village”  (p.  274).

The relation between size of crop area and farm expendi-
ture is also found to be unfavourable for the small farms in
respect of another type of expenditure—the maintenance
of  implements  and  productive  animals.

We have already seen how rapidly both these items in-
crease per farm as we proceed from the bottom group to the
top one. If we calculate the quantity of implements per
given crop area, we find that it decreases from the bottom to
the  top  group  (p. 318):

Per  100  dessiatines  of  crop  area

Productive Iron  ploughs
animals a  drill  ploughs Waggons

Cultivating  up  to  5  dess. 42 head 4.7 10

” 5 to 10 ” 28.8 ” 5.9 9

” 10 to 25 ” 24.9 ” 6.5 7

” 25 to 50 ” 23.7 ” 4.8 5.7
” over 50 ” 25.8 ” 3.8 4.3

For  the  three  uyezds 25.5 head 5.4 6.5

“This table shows that as the crop area per household
increases, the biggest implements (for cultivation and
cartage) progressively decrease in number per given crop
area, and, consequently, on the farms of the top groups the
cost of maintaining cultivation and cartage implements
should be relatively less per dessiatine. The group with up to
10 dessiatines per household under crops constitutes an ex-
ception: there are comparatively fewer farm implements than
in the next group, with its 16 dessiatines per household under
crops, but that is only because many of the peasants do not
work with their own implements, but with hired ones, which
does not, however, in any way reduce the expenditure on
implements”  (p.  318).

“Zemstvo statistics,” says Postnikov, “prove incontroverti-
bly that the larger the size of a peasant farm, the smaller
the number of implements, workers and draught animals
employed  on  a  given  cultivated  area”  (p.  162).
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“In previous chapters,” says Postnikov further on, “it
has been shown that in the Taurida uyezds this phenomenon
occurs in all the groups of peasants and in all localities.
It can be seen in peasant farming, as the Zemstvo statistics
show, in other gubernias as well, where agriculture is also
the main branch of peasant economy. This phenomenon,
therefore, is widespread and assumes the form of a law, eco-
nomically of great importance, for it robs small crop farm-
ing, to a considerable degree, of all economic sense”
(p.  313).

This last remark of Postnikov’s is somewhat premature:
to prove the inevitability of small farms being ousted by
large ones, it is not enough to demonstrate the greater ad-
vantage of the latter (the lower price of the product); the
predominance of money (more precisely, commodity) econ-
omy over natural economy must also be established;
under natural economy, when the product is consumed by
the producer himself and is not sent to the market, the cheap
product does not encounter the more costly product on
the market, and is therefore unable to oust it. But of that
more  anon.

To prove that the above-established law is applicable
to all Russia, Postnikov takes those uyezds for which the
Zemstvo statistics contain a detailed economic classifica-
tion of the population, and calculates the cultivated area
per pair of draught animals and per working person in the
various groups. The conclusion is the same: “where the peas-
ant farm is a small one the cultivated area has to bear a
cost of maintaining labour-power one and a half times to
twice as large as when the farm is of a more adequate size”
(p. 316). This is true for both Perm (p. 314) and Voronezh
gubernias, for both Saratov and Chernigov gubernias (p. 315),
so that Postnikov has undoubtedly proved this law to be
applicable  to  all  Russia.

Let us now pass to the question of the “incomes and ex-
penditures” (Chapter IX) of the different groups of peasant
farms  and  of  their  relation  to  the  market.

“The territory of every farm that is an independent unit,”
says Postnikov, “consists of the following four parts: one
part produces food for the sustenance of the working family
and of the labourers who live on the farm; this, in the
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narrow sense, is the food area of the farm. Another part pro-
vides fodder for the cattle working on the farm, and may
be called the fodder area. A third part consists of the farm-
yard, roads, ponds, etc., and of that part of the crop area
that produces seed; it may be called the farm-service area,
as it serves the needs of the whole farm without distinction.
Lastly, the fourth part produces grain and plants destined,
either raw or processed, for sale on the market; this is the
market or commercial area of the farm. The division of the
territory into these four parts is determined in each separate
farm, not by the crops grown, but by the immediate purpose
of  their  cultivation.

“The cash income of the farm is determined by the com-
mercial part of its territory, and the larger the latter and the
greater the relative value of the produce obtained from it,
the greater the demand made by the farmers on the market
and the larger the amount of labour the country can maintain
outside of agriculture within the vicinity of its market;
the greater, too, is the state (fiscal) and cultural impor-
tance of agriculture to the country, and the greater, too,
are the net income of the cultivator himself and the re-
sources at his disposal for farm expenses and for improve-
ments”  (p.  257).

This argument of Postnikov’s would be perfectly true,
if one, fairly substantial, correction were made: the author
speaks of the importance of the farm’s commercial area to the
country in general, whereas this can obviously be said only
of a country where money economy predominates, where the
greater part of the produce assumes the form of commodities.
To forget this condition, to consider it self-evident, and to
omit a precise investigation of how far it is applicable to
the given country, would be to fall into the error of vulgar
political  economy.

To single out the market area from the farm as a whole is
very important. For the home market it is by no means the
producer’s income in general (by which the level of his pros-
perity is determined) that is significant, but exclusively
his income in cash. The producer’s possession of monetary
resources is not determined by his degree of prosperity:
the peasant who obtains from his plot of land sufficient prod-
uce to satisfy his own requirements fully, but who engages
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in natural economy, is well-off, but he possesses no monetary
resources; on the other hand, the half-ruined peasant who
obtains from his plot of land only a small part of the grain
he needs and who secures the rest (although in a lesser
amount and of poorer quality) by casual earnings, is not
well-off, but possesses monetary resources. It is clear from
this that no discussion on the importance to the market of
peasant farms and the incomes they yield can be of any value
if not based on a calculation of the cash part of the income.

In order to determine the size of these four parts of the
crop area on the farms of the different groups of peasants,
Postnikov first estimates the annual consumption of grain,
taking the round figure of two chetverts* of grain per head
(p. 259), which means two-thirds of a dessiatine per head
out of the crop area. He then estimates the fodder area at
one and a half dessiatines per horse, and the seed area at
6% of the total under crops, and arrives at the following
results**  (p.  319):

100  dess.  under  crops  consist  of Cash  income

Farm- Commer- Per dess. Per
service

Food Fodder
cial under house-

a r e a s crops hold
(rubles)

Cultivating up  to  5  dess. 6 90.7 42.3 —39 — —

” 5  to  10 ” 6 44.7 37.5 # 11 .8 3.77 30

” 10  to  25 ” 6 27.5 30 36.5 11.68 191
” 25  to  50 ” 6 17 25 52 16.64 574

” over   50 ” 6 12 2 1 61 19.52 1.500

“The difference indicated in the cash income of the
various groups,” says Postnikov, “is sufficient to illustrate
the importance of the size of the farms; but, actually, this
difference between the incomes of the various groups from
cropping should be even greater, for it must be assumed
that the top groups obtain larger harvests per dessiatine and
secure  better  prices  for  the  grain  they  sell.

* A  chetvert  equals  about  six  bushels.—Ed. Eng. ed.
** To determine the cash income Postnikov proceeded as follows:

he assumed that the entire commercial area is sown to the dearest
kind of grain—wheat—and, knowing the average crop and prevail-
ing prices, he calculated the value of the produce obtainable from
this  area.
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“In this record of income obtained, we have included
the cultivated, and not the total area of the farm, for we
have no precise data on the way in which the peasant farms
of the Taurida uyezds make use of other farmland for vari-
ous kinds of livestock; but inasmuch as the cash income of
the South-Russian peasant, whose sole pursuit is cropping,
is almost entirely determined by the crop area, the above
figures fairly accurately depict the difference in the cash
income from farming between the various groups of peasants.
These figures show how markedly this income changes with
the size of the area under crops. A family with 75 dessiatines
under crops obtains a cash income of as much as 1,500 ru-

bles a year; a family with 34 @ dessiatines under crops obtains

574 rubles a year, whereas one with 16 # dessiatines under

crops obtains only 191 rubles. A family which cultivates 8
dessiatines obtains only 30 rubles, a sum insufficient to cover
the cash expenditure of the farm without outside earnings. Of
course, the figures quoted do not show the net income of the
farms; to obtain this we have to deduct the expenditure of the
household on taxes, implements, buildings, the purchase of
clothing, footwear, etc. But such expenditure does not increase
proportionately as the size of the farm increases. Expend-
iture on maintaining the family increases in proportion to
its size, and the latter, as the table shows, increases far more
slowly than the crop area of the various groups. As to
total farm expenditure (payment of land tax and rental,
repair of buildings and implements), they, at any rate, do
not increase more than proportionately to the size of farms,
whereas the gross cash income from the farm, as the previous
table shows, increases in more than direct proportion to the
size of the crop area. What is more, all these expenses
are very small compared with the main item of farm
expenditure, the maintenance of labour-power. We are thus
able to formulate the rule that, in peasant economy, the
net proceeds per dessiatine from cropping grow progres-
sively  smaller  as  the  size  of  the  farm  decreases”  (p.  320).

We thus see from Postnikov’s figures that peasant farm-
ing in the different groups varies substantially with re-
spect to the market: the top groups (with more than 25
dessiatines under crops per household) conduct what is
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already commercial farming; they grow grain for the income
it provides. In the bottom groups, on the contrary, crop-
ping does not cover the family’s essential needs (this ap-
plies to those who cultivate up to 10 dessiatines per house-
hold); if we make an exact calculation of all farm expendi-
ture we shall most certainly find that in these groups the farm
is  run  at  a  loss.

It is also very interesting to make use of data cited by
Postnikov to settle the problem of the relationship between
the splitting of the peasantry into different groups
and the extent of the market demand. We know that the
extent of this demand depends on the size of the commercial
area and that the latter becomes greater as the size of the
farm increases; but parallel to this increase in the size of
the farm in the top groups there is a decrease in its size in
the bottom groups. As to the number of farms, the bottom
groups contain twice as many as the top: the former constitute
40% in the Taurida uyezds, the latter only 20%. Do we not
get the result, in general, that the above-mentioned econom-
ic split decreases the extent of the market demand? Prop-
erly speaking, we are entitled to answer this question in
the negative on purely a priori grounds: the fact is that in
the bottom groups, the farm is so small that the family’s
needs cannot be fully covered by agriculture; to avoid dying
of starvation, the members of these bottom groups have to
take their labour-power to the market, where its sale pro-
vides them with monetary resources and thus counterbal-
ances (to some degree) the lesser demand due to the smaller
size of the farms. But Postnikov’s data enable us to give a
more  precise  answer  to  the  problem  raised.

Let us take some crop area, say, 1,600 dessiatines, and let
us imagine it divided in two ways: firstly, among an econom-
ically homogeneous peasantry, and, secondly, among peas-
ants split up into different groups such as we find in the
Taurida uyezds today. In the first case, assuming that an
average peasant farm has 16 dessiatines under crops (as is ac-
tually the case in the Taurida uyezds), we get 100 farms that
fully cover their needs by agriculture. The demand made on
the market will equal 1918 100=19,100 rubles. Second
case: the 1,600 dessiatines under crops are divided among the
100 households differently, exactly as the crop area is actu-
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ally divided among the peasants of the Taurida uyezds:
8 households have no crop area at all; 12 cultivate 4 dessia-
tines each; 20—8 dessiatines each; 40—16 dessiatines each;
17—34 dessiatines each, and 3—75 dessiatines (a total of 1,583
dessiatines, i.e., even a little less than 1,600 dessiatines). With
such a distribution, a very considerable section of the peasants
(40%) will not be in a position to derive a sufficient return
from their land to cover all their needs. The extent of the
monetary demand made on the market, counting only the
farms with over 5 dessiatines under crops per household, will
be as follows: (20830)# (408 191)# (178574)# (38 1,500)=
21,350 rubles. We thus find that, despite the omission of 20
households [undoubtedly these also have a cash income,
but it is not obtained from the sale of their produce],
and despite the reduction of the crop area to 1,535 dessia-
tines, the total monetary demand on the market is higher.9

It has already been said that the peasants of the bottom
economic groups are forced to sell their labour-power; the
members of the top groups, on the contrary, have to buy
it, for the workers in their own families are inadequate for
the cultivation of their large crop areas. We must now dwell
in greater detail on this important fact. Postnikov apparent-
ly does not class it under the “new economic developments in
peasant life” (at least, he does not mention it in his preface,
where he sums up the results of his work), but it is deserv-
ing of far more attention than the introduction of machines
or  the  extension  of  cropping  by  the  well-to-do  peasants.

“The more affluent peasantry in the Taurida uyezds,”
the author says, “generally employ hired labourers to a consid-
erable extent and farm an area that far exceeds the working
capacity of the families themselves. Thus, in the three
uyezds the percentage of families in all categories of peas-
ants  employing  hired  labourers  is  as  follows:

Cultivating  no  land . . . . . . . . . . 3.8%

” up  to  5  dess. . . . . . . . 2.5

” 5  to 10 ” . . . . . . . 2.6

” 10  to  25 ” . . . . . . .  8.7

” 25  to  50 ” . . . . . . . 34.7

” over  50 ” . . . . . . . 64.1

Average. . . . . 12.9%
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“These figures show that it is mostly the well-to-do
farmers with the larger cultivated areas that employ hired
labourers”  (p. 144).

Comparing the data already given on family composition
by groups without hired labourers (for the three uyezds
separately) and with hired labourers (for the three uyezds
together), we find that by hiring labourers, farmers who sow
from 25 to 50 dessiatines per household increase the number
of hands on their farms by about one-third (from 1.8 or 1.9
working persons per family to 2.4), while farmers with
over 50 dessiatines under crops per household almost double
the number of their workers (from 2.3 to 5); even more than
double according to the estimate of the author, who con-
siders that they have to hire 8,241 workers (p. 115), while
they have only 7,129 of their own. That the bottom groups
have to release workers on the side in very large numbers
is clear from the very fact that cropping cannot provide them
with the amount of produce which they need for their own
subsistence. Unfortunately, we have no precise data as to the
number of persons released for outside work. An indirect
indication of this number may be found in the number of
householders who lease their allotments; above we have cited
Postnikov’s statement to the effect that about one-third of
the inhabitants of the Taurida uyezds do not exploit their
allotment  land  to  the  full.

IV

It can be seen from the data given above that Postnikov
has fully proved his point on the “tremendous diversity”
in the economic status of the various households. This
diversity applies not only to the property status of the
peasants and the size of the areas they cultivate, but even
to the character of the farming in the different groups. That
is still not all. It turns out that the terms “diversity” and
“differentiation” are inadequate for a full description of the
phenomenon. When one peasant owns one draught animal and
another 10, we call that differentiation; but when one rents
scores of dessiatines of land above the allotment that satis-
fies his needs, with the sole object of deriving profit from
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its exploitation, thus depriving another peasant of the oppor-
tunity of renting land which he requires in order to feed his
family, we obviously are faced with something much bigger;
we have to call that sort of thing “strife” p. 323), a “struggle
of economic interests” (p. XXXII). Although he employs
these terms, Postnikov does not fully appreciate their
importance; nor does he see that the terms themselves are
inadequate. To rent allotment land from the impoverished
section of the population, and to hire as a labourer the
peasant who has ceased to run his own farm is something
more  than  mere  strife—it  is  downright  exploitation.

Recognising the profound economic strife among the
peasantry of today, we can no longer restrict ourselves to
just dividing the peasants into several strata according to
the property they possess. Such a division would suffice
if the diversity mentioned above amounted to mere quantita-
tive differences. But that is not so. If, in the case of one
section of the peasants, the aim of agriculture is commer-
cial profit and the result is a large cash income, whereas
in the case of another, agriculture cannot cover even the
family’s essential needs; if the top peasant groups base
their improved farming on the ruin of the bottom groups;
if the prosperous peasantry employ hired labour on a
considerable scale, while the poor are compelled to resort
to the sale of their labour-power—these are undoubtedly
qualitative differences, and our task must now be to classify
the peasantry according to differences in the character of
the farming itself (meaning by character of farming
peculiarities not of a technical but of an economic order).

Postnikov has devoted too little attention to these
latter differences. Therefore, while he recognises the need
for a “more general division of the population into groups”
(p. 110) and attempts to make such a division, this attempt,
as we shall soon see, cannot be considered quite success-
ful.

“To achieve a more general division of the population
into economic groups,” says Postnikov, “we shall adopt a
different criterion which, although not of uniform econom-
ic significance in all localities, is more in conformity with
the division into groups made by the peasants themselves
and that has also been noted in all uyezds by the Zemstvo
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statisticians. This division is made according to the degree
of the farmers’ independence in the conduct of their farms,
depending on the number of draught animals owned”
(p.  110).

“At the present time the peasants of the South-Russian
region may be divided, according to the degree of their
economic independence and at the same time their methods
of  farming,  into  the  three following  main  groups:

“1) Peasant households owning a full team of animals, i.e.,
with enough animals to work a plough or some other plough-
ing implement and who can cultivate their land with
their own animals without having to hire or to yoke10 with
other peasants. When the implement used is a plough or a
drill plough the peasant has two, three or more pairs of
draught animals and, correspondingly, three or at least two
adult  workers  and  a  part-time  worker  in  the  household.

“2) Peasants with insufficient animals, or yokers, i.e.,
peasants who yoke with one another for field work because
their own animals do not suffice for independent harnessing.
Such peasants have one or one and a half, in some cases even
two pairs of draught animals and, correspondingly, one or two
adult workers. Where the soil is heavy and a plough (or
a drill plough) needs three pairs of draught animals the
peasants invariably yoke with each other, even if they
have  two  pairs  of  draught  animals  of  their  own.

“3) ‘Footers,’ or householders who have no animals
whatever or have one (more often than not a horse, as oxen
are generally kept in pairs and harnessed only in pairs).
They work by hiring animals from others, or let their land
for a part of the harvest and have no cultivated land of
their  own.

“This classification of the peasants according to an
economic criterion fundamental to peasant life, such as in
the present instance the number of draught animals and the
manner of harnessing them, is usually made by the peas-
ants themselves. But there are considerable variations of
it, both within the bounds of each separate group enumer-
ated above, and in the division of the groups themselves”
(p.  121).

These groups constitute the following percentages of the
total  number  of  households  (p.  125):
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I II III

Working Working Working With  no
with  own on  yoking with  hired land  under
animals basis animals crops

Berdyansk  Uyezd 37 44.6 11.7 6.7

Melitopol ” 32.7 46.8 13 7.5

Dnieper ” 43 34.8 13.2 9

Side by side with this table, the author gives a classi-
fication of households according to the number of draught
animals they own, in order to show how the animals are dis-
tributed  in  the  uyezds  described:

Percentage  of  total  number  of  households

Draught  animals  (per  household)

4  or  more 2  or  3 one none

Berdyansk  Uyezd 36.2 41.6 7.2 15
Melitopol ” 34.4 44.7 5.3 15.6
Dnieper ” 44.3 36.6 5.1 14

Consequently, in the Taurida uyezds, a full team con-
sists  of  no  less  than  four  draught  animals.

This classification, as made by Postnikov, cannot be
considered altogether happy, first of all because marked dif-
ferences are to be observed within each of the three groups:

“In the group of householders owning a team of draught
animals,” the author says, “there is considerable diversity
evident in South Russia: side by side with the large numbers
of animals of the well-to-do peasants there are the small
teams of the poorer peasants. The former, in their turn, may
be subdivided into those with full working teams (6 to 8 or
more animals) and those with less than a full team (4 to
6 animals).... The category of ‘footer’ householders also
presents considerable variety in degree of affluence” (p. 124).

Another inconvenience in the division adopted by Post-
nikov is, as we have already indicated, that the Zemstvo
statistics do not classify the population according to the
number of draught animals owned, but according to cul-
tivated area. In order, therefore, to be able to express

« ’ ’ ‘ ’ ’ »
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accurately the property status of the various groups, this
classification according to cultivated area has to be used.

On this basis Postnikov also divides the population into
three groups: householders who are small cultivators—
with up to 10 dessiatines under crops, or none at all; middle
cultivators—with 10 to 25 dessiatines; and large cultivators—
with over 25 dessiatines per household under crops. The
author calls the first group “poor,” the second middle,
and  the  third  well-to-do.

In respect of the size of these groups, Postnikov says:
“In general, among the Taurida peasants (excluding the

colonists), the large cultivators constitute about one-sixth
of the total number of households; those with medium-sized
crop areas about 40%, while the households with small crop
areas and those with none at all constitute a little over
40%. Taking the population of the Taurida uyezds as a
whole (including the colonists), the large cultivators consti-
tute one-fifth, or about 20%, the middle 40%, and the
small cultivators and those with no tillage about 40%”
(p.  112).

Hence, the composition of the groups is altered very slightly
by the inclusion of the German colonists, so that no
error will arise from using the general data for a whole uyezd.

We now have to describe as accurately as possible the
economic status of each of these groups separately, and
to try to ascertain the extent and causes of the economic
strife  among  the  peasantry.

Postnikov did not set himself this task; that is why the
data he quotes are markedly very scattered and his general
observations  on  the  groups  are  not  definite  enough.

Let us begin with the bottom group, the poor peasants,
to which two-fifths of the population of the Taurida uyezds
belong.

The number of draught animals (the chief instrument
of production in agriculture) owned by this group is the
best indication of how poor they really are. In the three
uyezds of Taurida Gubernia, out of a total of 263,589
draught animals, the bottom group possess (p. 117) 43,625, or

17% in all, which is 2 # times less than the average. The data

on the percentage of households possessing no draught animals
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were given above (80%, 48% and 12% for the three subdivi-
sions of the bottom group). On the basis of these data,
Postnikov arrived at the conclusion that “the percentage of
householders who possess no animals of their own is consid-
erable only in the groups with no land under crops or with
crop areas of up to 10 dessiatines per household” (p. 135).
The crop area of this group corresponds to the number of
animals: on their own land they cultivate 146,114 dessia-
tines out of the total of 962,933 dessiatines (in the three
uyezds), that is, 15%. The addition of rented land raises the
sown area to 174,496 dessiatines; but since the sown area of
the other groups also increases and does so to a larger extent
than in the bottom group, the result is that the area cultivat-
ed by the bottom group constitutes only 12% of the total;
in other words, there is only one-eighth of the cultivated
area to more than three-eighths of the population. If we re-
member that it is the medium-sized area cultivated by the
Taurida peasant which the author regards as normal (i.e.,
covering all the family’s needs) we can easily see how this

group, with a sown area 3 # times less than the average, is

deprived  of  its  just  share.
It is quite natural that, under these circumstances,

the farming of this group is in a very bad way. We have
already seen that 33% to 39% of the population in the
Taurida uyezds—consequently, the overwhelming majority
of the bottom group—have no ploughing implements
whatever. Lack of implements compels the peasants to give
up the land, to lease their allotments: Postnikov estimates
that such lessors (whose farms are undoubtedly already utter-
ly ruined) comprise about one-third of the population, that
is, again a considerable majority of the poor group. Let
us note in passing that this practice of “selling” allotments
(to borrow the customary expression of the peasants) has
been reflected in Zemstvo statistics everywhere, and on
a very large scale. The periodicals which have drawn atten-
tion to this fact have already managed to invent a remedy
for it—the inalienability of allotments. Postnikov quite
rightly questions the effectiveness of such measures, which
reveal in their authors a purely bureaucratic faith in the
power of the decrees of the authorities.  There can be no
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doubt,” he says, “that merely to prohibit the leasing of land
will not eliminate it when it is so deeply rooted in the present
economic structure of peasant life. A peasant who has no
implements and means with which to run his own farm is
virtually unable to make use of his allotment and has to
lease it to other peasants who are in a position to farm it.
The direct prohibition of the leasing of land will force the
peasant to do it surreptitiously, without control, and most
likely on terms that are worse for the lessor than at present,
since he is forced to lease his land. Furthermore, allotments
will increasingly be leased through the village courts11 in
payment of taxation arrears, and such leasing is the least
advantageous  for  the  poor  peasant”  (p.  140).

Absolute economic decline is to be observed in the case
of  all  the  members  of  the  poor  group.

“At bottom,” says Postnikov, “there is no great difference
in economic status between the householders who sow noth-
ing and those who sow little, cultivating their land with
hired animals. The former lease the whole of their land to
their fellow villagers, the latter only part; but both groups
either serve as labourers for their fellow villagers, or engage
in outside employments, mostly agricultural, while continuing
to live at home. Hence, both these categories of peasants—
those who sow nothing and those who sow little—may be
examined together; both belong to the class of peasants
who are losing their farms, who in most cases are ruined
or on the verge of ruin, and are without the livestock and
implements  with  which  to  work  their  farms”  (p.  135).

“While the non-farming, non-cultivating households are in
most cases those that are already ruined,” says Postnikov a
little later on, “those that cultivate little, that lease their
land, are candidates for membership of that category. Every
severe harvest failure, or chance calamity such as fire, loss
of horses, etc., drives some of the householders out of this
group into the category of non-farming peasants and farm
labourers. A householder who, from one cause or another,
loses his draught animals, takes the first step along the
road to ruin. Cultivating the land with hired animals is
too casual and unsystematic, and usually leads to a reduc-
tion of cropping. Such a muzhik is refused credit by the
village loan-and-savings societies and by his fellow villag-
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ers” [a footnote says: “In the Taurida uyezds there are very
many loan-and-savings societies in the big villages, operat-
ing with funds borrowed from the State Bank; but it is
only the rich and well-to-do householders who obtain loans
from them”]; “when he does get a loan, it is usually on worse
terms than those obtained by the ‘thriving’ peasants. ‘How
can you lend him anything if he has nothing to pay with?’
the peasants say. Once he gets involved in debt, the first
stroke of ill luck robs him of his land too, especially if he
is  also  in  arrears  with  his  taxes”  (p.  139).

The extent of the decline of farming among the peas-
ants of the poor group can best be seen from the fact that the
author does not even attempt to answer the question of
exactly how they run their farms. In the case of farms that
cultivate less than 10 dessiatines per household, he says,
“the conditions of farming are too fortuitous for it to be
described  by  any  definite  system”  (p.  278).

The characteristics of peasant farming in the bottom group
that have been cited are, despite their considerable
number, still quite inadequate; they are exclusively nega-
tive in character, although there surely must be positive
characteristics. All we have heard so far is that the peas-
ants of this group cannot be regarded as independent agri-
culturists, because their farms are in absolute decline,
their cultivated area is far too inadequate and because,
lastly, their farms are run haphazardly. “Only the pros-
perous and well-to-do farmers, who are not in need of seed,”
remark the statisticians in describing Bakhmut Uyezd,
“can observe any sort of system in sowing crops; but the
poor peasants sow whatever happens to be on hand, any-
where and anyhow” (p. 278). Nevertheless, the existence of
all this mass of the peasantry embraced by the bottom group
(in the three Taurida uyezds, over 30,000 households and
over 200,000 persons of both sexes) cannot be accidental. If
they do not live on the produce of their own farms, how do
they live? Chiefly by the sale of their labour-power. We have
seen above that Postnikov says of this group of peasants
that they live by farm-labouring and other outside earn-
ings. In view of the almost total absence of handicraft
industries in the South, such earnings are mostly agricul-
tural which means, in fact, that the peasants are hiring


