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ABSTRACT

The Stolypin Land Reform passed in 1906 provided for the
enclosure of the land of individual peasant households in European

Russia. The political, social and legal aspects of the Reform have
been studied in detail in the past but 1little attention has been
focused on the actual results the Reform achieved on the ground. It
1s the author's contention that examination of the results of the
Reform is essential if conclusions are to be reached about the
significance of the enclosure movement to the changes taking place
during the inter-revolutionary period in Russia and to the 1917
Revolution itself. The study of the enclosure movement in Russia is
also relevant to the more general discussion among geographers of
agrarian change and revolutions.

In the thesis, with reference to three provinces selected
from different functional regions of pre-Revolutionary Russia, the
pattern of adoption of enclosure is described and an attempt made to
explain the patterns. In the first part the number of peasant
households that enclosed their land, the method by which enclosure
was effected and the resultant type of farming units formed in the
sample provinces is investigated and hypotheses explaining the patterns
observed tested. It was found that the peasants' response to the
Reform varied considerably and that this was due to differences in the
socio-economic composition of the peasant class, the level of
agricultural technique, the existing spatial organisation of the land
and ecological conditions. In the second part the post-enclosure
situation is examined, attention being focused in particular on the
type of farming system that evolved on the newly formed enclosed farms.
It was found that, contrary to the expectations of the authors of the
enclosure legislation, the improvements of farming in the way of
intensification was not widespread on farms after enclosure. The
improvement of farming was found to be depencent more upon the resources
possessed by individual peasant farmers than upon the system of tenure

and spatial organisation of the land.




CONTENTS

PAGE
Title Page ]
ABSTRACT 2
CONTENTS 3
LIST OF TABLES 10
LIST OF FIGURES 18
INTRODUCTION: - 20
1. The Significance of the Stolypin Land Reform in
Early Twentieth Century Russian History 20
2. The Results of the Stolypin Land Reform: Measures
of 1ts Success. 24
3. The Problem and Methods of Investigation. 28
4. Source Materials. 32
NOTES TO THE INTRODUCTION. 34
PART 1
PATTERNS OF ADOPTION OF THE STOLYPIN LAND REFORM : ANALYSIS
AND EXPLANATIONS 36
Chapter:
I. AGRARIAN CRISIS AND REFORM - THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
TO THE STOLYPIN LAND REFORM. 37
[-1 The Emancipation of 1861. 3/
[-2 The Commune. 40
I[-3 The Problems of Communal Tenure and Farming
1861 - 1905. 43
-4 The Official Answer to the Agrarian Problem: the
Stolypin Land Reform 1906 - 1911. 47

[-5 The Pattern of Adoption of the Stolypin Land Reform. o0
NOTES TO CHAPTER 1I. 53




Chapter:

II. THE CONDITIONS OF PEASANT FARMING AND THE PEASANT ECONOMY
IN TVER, TULA AND SAMARA PROVINCES IN THE LATE NINETEENTH

CENTURY AND EARLY TWENTIETH CENTURIES - THE NEED FOR
REFORM.,

II-1 The Spatial Organisation of Peasant Land in Tver,
Tula and Samara.

IT-1a The fragmentation of commune land in the
three Provinces.

II-1b The fragmentation of the land of peasant
households in the three Provinces.

II-2 The Size of Peasant Landholdings in Tver, Tula and
Samara.

II-3 Peasant Farming and the Peasant Economy in Tver,
Tula and Samara.
I[I-3a The extension of the arable.
[I-3b The intensification of farming.

[IT-3¢ The search for alternative sources of income.

[I-4 The Extent of Poverty in the Three Provinces.
NOTES TO CHAPTER II.

III THE SPATIAL REDISTRIBUTION OF PEASANT LAND IN TVER, TULA
AND SAMARA - THE IMMEDIATE IMPACT OF THE STOLYPIN LAND

REFORM.
ITI-1 Group Land Settlement in the Three Provinces.

[II-2 Enclosure in the Three Provinces: Unitary Land
Settlement.

111-3 The Peasant Land Bank: its Contribution to Enclosure

in the Three Provinces.

111-4 Other Enclosed Farms: the Special Case of Samara
Province.
[1I-4a Official enclosure programmes prior to 1906.
I11I-4b Enclosed farms arising naturally in Samara

prior to 1906.

[TII-5 Summary.
NOTES TO CHAPTER III.

PAGE

6

O

65

69

/3

82

o4

86

100

105
107

113
113

119

136

142
142

156
157
158



Chapter: PAGE

IV. THE VARIATION IN THE ADOPTION OF ENCLOSURE - ANALYSIS

AND EXPLANATION. E 160
IV-1 The Legal Status of the Commune. 161
IV-2 The Spatial Organisation and Use of Communally
Owned Land. 163
IV-3 Ecological Conditions in the Commune. - 167
IV-4 The Economic Wellbeing of the Peasant Class. 172
IV-5 Involvement in Off-Farm Employment. 179
IV-6 Peasant Opposition to Enclosure. 180
IV-7 The Obstacles to Individual Enclosure. 182
IV-8 Summary 185
NOTES TO CHAPTER 1IV. 186
PART I1I
ENCLOSURE AND AGRICULTURAL PROGRESS 190

V. ENCLOSURE AND AGRICULTURAL PROGRESS - THE ADVANTAGES OF THE
ENCLOSED FARMS. 191
V=l The Land Resource Base of the Enclosed Farms in Tver,

Tula and Samara. 192
V-2 Livestock and Farm Implements in the Ownership of the

Households that Enclosed. 199
V-3 The Differences in the Resource Endowment of the

Households that Enclosed. 202
V-4 Enclosure and Agricultural Progress: the Preconditions.202
NOTES TO CHAPTER V. 205

V1. ENCLOSURE AND AGRICULTURAL PROGRESS - THE CASE OF TVER

PROVINCE. 206
VI-1 The Enclosed Farms Investigated in Tver Province:
Sources of Information. 207
VI-2 Aspects of Farming: the Enclosed and Non-Enclosed
Farms Compared. 208
VI-2a Land use. 208
VI-2b The distribution of crops. 211
VI-2¢c Livestock. 212
VI-2d Farm implements and machinery. 215
215

VI-2e The use of fertilisers.




Chapter:

VI-3 The System of Farming on the Enclosed and Non-
Enclosed Farms Compared.

VI-4 The Productivity of the Land on the Enclosed Farms.

VI-5 Involvement of Peasants on the Enclosed Farms in
Off-Farm Employment.

VI-6 State Agricultural Aid Programmes for Peasant Farms
in Tver Province.

NOTES TO CHAPTER VI.

VII.

ENCLOSURE AND AGRICULTURAL PROGRESS - THE CASE OF TULA

PROV INCE.

VII-1 The Enclosed Farms Investigated in Tula Province:
Sources of Information.

VII-2 The Motives for Enclosure: the Findings of
Mozzhukhin's Survey in Bogoroditskiy Uyezd.

VII-3 Aspects of Farming: the Enclosed and Non-Enclosed

Farms Compared.

VII-3a Land use.
VII-3b The distribution of crops.
VII-3c Livestock.
VII-3d Farm implements and machinery.
VII-3e The use of fertilisers.
VII-4 The System of Farming and the Farming Economy on

the Enclosed Farms.
VII-5 The Productivity of the Land on the Enclosed Farms.

VII-6 Output per Head on the Enclosed Farms.
VII-7 The Involvement of Peasants on the Enclosed Farms

in Off-Farm Employment.
V1I-8 The Peasants' Appraisal of the Enclosed Farms.
VII-9 State Agricultural Aid Programmes for Peasant Farms

in Tula Province.
NOTES TO CHAPTER VII.

PAGE

217
222

223

226
233

236

237

239

241
241
246
2438
254
258

259
269
271

2172
2174

277
282



Chapter: DAGE

VIII. ENCLOSURE AND AGRICULTURAL PROGRESS - THE CASE OF

SAMARA PROVINCE. 285
VIII-1 The Enclosed Farms Investigated in Samara Province:
Sources of Information. 287
VIII-2 Hereditary Tenure: its Influence on the
Evolution of Peasant Farms. 288

VIII-3 Aspects of Farming and the Farming Economy on the
Enclosed Farms Formed as a Result of Government
Programmes Prior to 1906 (1). 294
VIII-3a Aspects of farming and the farming

economy on the hereditary family holdings

in Samarskiy uyezd (1a). 295
VIII-3b Aspects of farming and the farming

economy on the farms of the Mennonite

Colonists in Samarskiy uyezd (1b). 301
VIII-3c Aspects of farming and the farming

economy on the enclosed farms formed

on rented appanage land in Nikolayevskiy

uyezd (1c). 309
VIII-3d The propaganda value of the enclosed farms. 312

VIII-4 Aspects of Farming and the Farming Economy on the
Fnclosed Farms Formed Prior to 1906 as a Result
of the Grass-Roots Initiative of the Peasants (2). 314

VIII-4a Land use and the distribution of crops. 315
VIII-4b Livestock. 316
VIII-4c Fertilisers and farm machinery. 320
VIII-4d The system of farming and the farming

economy of the enclosed farms. 322
VIII-4e Yields on the enclosed farms. 325

VIII-4f The propaganda value of the enclosed farms. 326

VIII-5 Aspects of Farming and the Farming Economy oOn the
Enclosed Farms Formed as a Result of the Adoption

of the Stolypin Land Reform (3). 330
VIII-5a Land use and the distribution of crops on
the enclosed farms. 330
VIII-5b Livestock numbers before and after
331

enclosure.




Chapter

IX.

VIII-5¢ Fertilisers and machinery on the

enclosed farms.
VIII-56d

VIII-5e Yields on the enclosed farms.

VIII-6 State Agricultural Aid Programmes for Peasant

Farms in Samara Province.
NOTES TO CHAPTER VIII.

THE THEORY AND PRACTICE OF THE STOLYPIN LAND REFORM.

IX-1 The Concept of the Stolypin Land Reform: its
Validity for the Three Provinces.

[X-2 The Reality of the Stolypin Land Reform: its
Achievement in the Three Provinces.

IX-3 The Stolypin Land Reform as the "Universal
Solution" to the Agrarian Problem.

[X-4 The Element of Determinism in the Stolypin Land
Reform.

I[X-5 Concluding Remarks: Enclosure and the Inter-

Revolutionary Period in Russia.
NOTES TO CHAPTER IX.

KEY TO SOURCES OF DATA USED IN THE TABLES.
GLOSSARY OF RUSSIAN WORDS USED IN THE TEXT.
ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE TEXT.

APPENDICES:

I.

PRINCIPAL SOURCES USED IN RESEARCH:
I-1 The Zemstvo Household Censuses.

[-2 Mozzhukhin, I.V., Enclosure in Bogoroditskiy Uyezd.

[-3 Slobodchikov, D.Ya., The Economy of Hereditary
Farms and Khutors in Samara Province. An

Agricultural Survey.
[-4 The Economy of Enclosed Farms: Combined Totals of

the Household Census of the Economic Changes 1n
12 Uyezds during the First Years after Enclosure.

G.U.Z.1.LZ.
I-5 The Witte Commission.

PAGE

332

334
335

336
347

351

351

353

354

357

360
36|

362
364
366
367
36/
36/
370

371

372
375



AppEﬂdiX: PAGE

II.  LAND SETTLEMENT IN EUROPEAN RUSSIA. 377

[I1.  THE CALCULATION OF THE OPTIMUM SIZE OF PEASANT FARMS
BY THE PEASANT LAND BANK. 378

IV.  AVERAGE ANNUAL INCREASE IN GRAIN YIELDS IN PUDS PER

DESYATINA ON PEASANT LAND IN 50 PROVINCES OF RUSSIA
1883 - 1915. 381

V. THE PEASANT-INDUSTRIAL WORKERS OF PRE-REVOLUTIONARY RUSSIA. 383

VI.  OFFICIAL STATISTICS OF THE G.U.Z.i.Z. FOR THE THREE

PROVINCES. 385
VI-T Tenure Changes Attendant on Land Settlement. 335
VI-2 Group Land Settlement in Tver and Tula by Uyezds

1906 - 1917. 387

VII. HEREDITARY FAMILY HOLDINGS IN PETROPAVLOVSKIY VOLOST -

RETURNS FOR INDIVIDUAL HOUSEHOLDS. 333
VII-1 Distribution of Crops. 383
VII-2 Livestock. 389

VIII. MENNONITE FARMS IN SAMARSKIY UYEZD - RETURNS FOR
INDIVIDUAL HOUSEHOLDS. 390

IX. ENCLOSED FARMS ON RENTED APPANAGE LAND IN NIKOLAYEVSKIY UYEZD
- RETURNS FOR INDIVIDUAL HOUSEHOLDS. 393

X. ENCLOSED FARMS FORMED PRIOR TO 1906 ON THE PEASANTS'

INITIATIVE - RETURNS FOR INDIVIDUAL HOUSEHOLDS. 394
X-1 In Samarskiy Uyezd. 394
X-2 On Allotment Land in Malouzenskiy Volost. 396
X=3 On Rented Land in Pokrovskiy Volost. 398
X-4 On Purchased Land in Novouzenskiy Uyezd. 399

401

BIBLIOGRAPHY.




10

LIST OF TABLES

NUMBER PAGE
1. Changes in Tenure and Enclosure in European Russia. Ol
2. The Results of the Stolypin Land Reform Summarised. 52
3. The Fragmentation of Commune Land - Tver Province,

1911 - 1913. 65
4. The Fragmentation of Commune Land - Yepifanskiy
Uyezd, 1899. 66
5. The Fragmentation of Peasant Farms in the Commune -
Tver Province, 1911 - 1913. /0
o. Size of Separate Land Parcels on Peasant Farms in the
Commune - Tver Province, 1911 - 1913. /0
/. Fragmentation of Peasant Farms in the Commune - a
Sample of Farms in Rzhevskiy and Nikolayevskiy Uyezds. /1
8. '‘Distant Land' on Peasant Farms in the Commune - a
Sample of Farms in Rzhevskiy and Nikolayevskiy Uyezds. /2
9. Abandoned Land in Yepifanskiy Uyezd, 1899. /3
10. Allotment Land per Peasant Household and Population
Density in the Three Provinces. /6
i1, The Distribution of Peasant Households by Size of Farm
in the Three Provinces, 1905 /7
12. The Share of Communally Owned and Private Land i1n the
Use of Peasant Households in the Three Provinces, 1905. /3
13. Land Rent by Peasant Households in Selected Uyezds
of the Three Provinces. 80
14. Land Rent by Size of Farm in Yepifanskiy and Rzhevskiy
Uyezds. 30
15. Rental Contracts of Peasant Households in Yepifanskiy
Uyezd by Size of Farm, 1899. 81
16. Grain Production on Peasant Land in Three Regions,
1864 - 1913. 83
17. The Area of Unploughed Land in Tula Province, 1899. o4
18. Lland Use in Tver Province, 1900. 85
19. The Distribution of Crops on Peasant Land 1n
Rzhevskiy Uyezd, 1883 - 1916. 33



NUMBER

20.

21.
22.

23.
24 .

25.

26 .

2/ .

28.

29.

30.

31.
32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

Ranking of Crops on Peasant Land in the Twelve
Uyezds of Tver Province, 1916.

Livestock on Peasant Farms in Tver Province.

The Distribution of Crops on Peasant Land in Tula
Province.

Livestock on Peasant Farms in Tula Province.

The Distribution of Crops on Peasant Land in Samara
Province.

Yields in puds per desyatina on Peasant Land in
Samara, 1901 - 1915.

Off-Farm Employment in Selected Uyezds of the Three
Provinces, 1910 / 1912.

Off-Farm Employment -  Place of Work in Rzhevskiy

and Bogoroditskiy Uyezds.

Off-Farm Employment - Time Involved in Rzhevskiy and
Bogoroditskiy Uyezds.

Horse Ownership in Selected Uyezds of the Three

Provinces.

The Economic Wellbeing of Peasant Households in
Bogoroditskiy and Yepifanskiy Uyezds.

Land Settlement in the Three Provinces, 1906 - 1916.
Group Land Settiement in the Three Provinces,

1906 - 1917.
Enclosure in Samara Province, 1908 - 1916.

Fnclosure in Tver and Tula Provinces, 1906 - 1917.
Enclosure in the Uyezds of Tver, Tula and Samara

Provinces, 1906 - 1916.
Tvpe of Enclosed Farms Formed in Selected Uyezds of

the Three Provinces.
The Change in the Distribution of Land on Enclosure in

Rzhevskiy and Nikolayevskiy Uyezds.
by the Peasant Land Bank in the Three

Land Sales

Provinces, 1906 - 1914,
land on which Enclosed Farms were Formed in the Three

Provinces, 1907 - 1917/.

11

PAGE

90
92

94
95

97
99

101

103

104

106

106
114

115
120
122

123

125

127

137

137



NUMBER

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

he.

53.

Type of Enclosed Farms Formed on the Land of the

Peasant Land Bank in Selected Uyezds of the Three
Provinces.

Common and 'Unorganised' Land in the Use of Enclosed

Farms in Nikolayevskiy and Yepifanskiy Uyezds.
Land Parcels per Household on Mennonite Farms,
1854 - 1897.

Land Parcels per Household on Enclosed Farms Formed
on Rented Appanage Land, 1909.

Expenditure Incurred and Loans Granted to Peasants
in the Formation of Khutors and Otrubs on the Land
of the Peasant Land Bank in Nikolayevskiy and

Yepifanskiy Uyezds.

Expenditure Incurred and Loans Granted to Peasants
in the Formation of Khutors and Otrubs on Allotment

Land in Nikolayevskiy and Rzhevskiy Uyezds.

Average Size of Farms by Type in Selected Uyezds of

the Three Provinces.

The Distribution of Enclosed and Non-enclosed Farms
by Size in Selected Uyezds of the Three Provinces.
The Sale of Enclosed Farms in Nikolayevskiy and

Rzhevskiy Uyezds.
Man/Land Ratios on Farms of Different Types and Sizes

in Rzhevskiy and Yepifanskiy Uyezds.
| ivestock on Peasant Farms that were Enclosed 1n

Selected Uyezds of the Three Provinces Compared with

Farms remaining in the Commune.

Farm Implements and Machinery on Peasant Farms that
were Enclosed in Selected Uyezds of the Three Provinces
Compared with Farms remaining in the Commune.

Ownership of Livestock and Agricultural Machinery at
the time of Enclosure in Bogoroditskiy Uyezd by Size

of Farm.
land Use on Enclosed and Non-enclosed Farms 1n

Rzhevskiy Uyezd.

12

PAGE

139

141

153

156

174

175

193

194

196

193

200

20]

203

209



NUMBER

54

55.

56.

5/ .

23 .

59.

60.

6l.

62.

63.

64.

6°.

66.

6/.

63.

69.

Arable and Hayland on Enclosed and Non-enclosed
Farms 1n Rzhevskiy Uyezd, 1913,

Land Use on the Allotment, Purchased and Rented Land
of the Enclosed and Non-enclosed Farms in Rzhevskiy
Uyezd, 1912.

Land Use on the Arable of Enclosed and Non-enclosed
Farms in Rzhevskiy Uyezd, 1912.

The Distribution of Crops on Enclosed and Non-enclosed
Farms in Rzhevskiy Uyezd, 1913.

Livestock Before and After Enclosure in Rzhevskiy
Uyezd.

Livestock on Enclosed and Non-enclosed Farms in
Rzhevskiy Uyezd, 1912.

Livestock on Enclosed and Non-Enclosed Farms by Size

1n Rzhevskiy Uyezd, 1912.

Agricultural Implements and Machinery on Farms in
Rzhevskiy Uyezd Before and After Enclosure.

Fertilisers and Head of Livestock to Sown Area on
Enclosed and Non-enclosed Farms in Rzhevskiy Uyezd.

Crop Rotations on Enclosed Farms in Rzhevskiy Uyezd,

1913.
The Area of Natural and Cultivated Grasslands to

Number of Livestock in Rzhevskiy Uyezd.
Summer Feeding of Livestock on Enclosed Farms 1in

Rzhevskiy Uyezd, 1913.
Yields on the Enclosed and Non-enclosed Farms and on

the Estates of the Landed Nobility in 1912 and 1913.
Involvement in Off-farm Employment - Enclosed and
Non-enclosed Farms in Rzhevskiy Uyezd, 1912.
Involvement in Off-farm Employment by Size of Farm =

fnclosed and Non-enclosed, 1912.
Expenditure of the lTver land Settlement Committee's

Agricultural Section, 1903 - 1913.

13

PAGE

209

210
2] ]
212
213
214
214
216
216
218
220
221
223
225

226

23]



NUMBER

/0.

/1.

/2.

/3.

/4.

/5.

/6.

/7.

/8.

/9.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

89.

86.

The Year of Formation of Enclosed Farms Investigated
1n Bogoroditskiy Uyezd.

Motives for Enclosure Given by Peasants on Farms
[nvestigated in Bogoroditskiy Uyezd.

Land Use on Enclosed and Non-enclosed Farms in
Bogoroditskiy and Yepifanskiy Uyezds.

Ratio of Hay to Arable on Enclosed and Non-Enclosed
Farms in Bogoroditskiy Uyezd, 1912.

Land Use on Enclosed Farms in Bogoroditskiy Uyezd
by Size of Farm, 1912.

The Distribution of Crops on the Arable of Enclosed
and Non-enclosed Farms in Bogoroditskiy Uyezd.

Percentage of Grain Harvest Marketed on Khutors in
the Southern Uyezds of Tula Province, 1909.

The Distribution of Crops on Arable of Enclosed Farms
1n Bogoroditskiy Uyezd by Size, 1912.

Livestock on Enclosed Farms in Bogoroditskiy Uyezd

Before and After Enclosure (A).
Livestock on Enclosed Farms in Bogoroditskiy Uyezd

Before and After Enclosure (B).

Horses to Sown Land on Enclosed and Non-enclosed Farms
in Yepifanskiy Uyezd, 1911.

Horses to Sown Land on Enclosed Farms

in Bogoroditskiy Uyezd, 1912.
Livestock on Enclosed and Non-enclosed Farms 1n

Bogoroditskiy Uyezd, 1912.
Farm Implements on the Enclosed Farms in Bogoroditskiy

Uyezd Before and After Enclosure (A).
Farm Implements on the Enclosed Farms in Bogoroditskiy

Uyezd Before and After Enclosure (B).
Farm Machinery on Enclosed Farms in Bogoroditskiy Uyezd

Before and After Enclosure.
Use of Fertilisers on Enclosed and Non-enclosed Farms

in Bogoroditskiy Uyezd, 1912.

14

PAGE

237
240
242
243
244
246

247

249

250
251
252
253
254
255
256

257

258



NUMBER

87.

88.

39.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94 .

93.

96.

97.

93.

99.

100.

101.

102.

Use of Fertilisers on Enclosed Farms in Bogoroditskiy
Uyezd by Size, 1912.

Rotations Used on Enclosed Farms in Bogoroditskiy
and Yepifanskiy Uyezds.

Rotations Used on the Enclosed Farms in Bogoroditskiy
Uyezd by Size of Farm, 1912.

Ploughing Regime on the Enclosed Farms in
Bogoroditskiy Uyezd, 1912.

Yields on the Enclosed Farms in Bogoroditskiy Uyezd
by Size, 1912.

Yields on Enclosed and Non-enclosed Farms and on the

15

PAGE

260
261
264

2606

270

Estates of the Landed Nobility in Yepifanskiy Uyezd, 1912.27]1

Output of Grain per Head on Enclosed Farms in
Bogoroditskiy Uyezd, 1912.

Off-Farm Employment on Enclosed Farms in Bogoroditskiy
Uyezd, 1912.

Peasants' Appraisal of Enclosed Farms in Bogoroditskiy
Uyezd, 1912.
Principal Advantages and Disadvantages of Farming on

Enclosed Farms given by Peasants Interviewed 1n

Bogoroditskiy Uyezd.
The Distribution of Hereditary Family Holdings by Size

in Samarskiy Uyezd, 1848 - 1909.

of Samarskiy Uyezd, 1909.
Number of Mennonite Farms in Samarskiy Uyezd,

1850's - 1909.
The Distribution of Mennonite Farms by Size 1in Alek -

sandratalskiy Volost, Samarskiy Uyezd, 1850 - 1909.

land Use and Rotations in the Villages of
Petropavlovskiy Volost 1n Hereditary Family Tenure,

1909.

The Distribution of Crops on Hereditary Family Holdings

in Petropaviovskiy Volost and on Farms in the Commune

in Neighbouring Volosts.

271

273

275

276

289

290

292

293

296

298




16

NUMBER PAGE

103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

109.

110.

111,

112.

113.

114.

115.

116.

117.

L1vestock on the Hereditary Family Holdings in

Petropaviovskiy Volost and on Farms in the Commune
in Neighbouring Volosts.

Farm Implements and Machinery on Hereditary Family

Holdings in Petropavlovskiy Volost and on Farms in
the Commune in Neighbouring Volosts.

Land Use on the Mennonite Farms in Samarskiy Uyezd
by Size.

The Distribution of Crops on Mennonite Farms

Compared with Russian Peasant Farms in Samarskiy
Uyezd.

Implements and Farm Machinery on Mennonite Farms

Compared with Russian Peasant Farms in Samarskiy Uyezd
1909.

Livestock on the Mennonite and Russian Peasant Farms

in Samarskiy Uyezd.

Land Use, Farm Implements and Livestock on Enclosed
Farms Formed on Rented Appanage Land in Nikolayevskiy

Uyezd, 1909.
The Size of Enclosed Farms Formed Prior to 1906 in

Novouzenskiy and Samarskiy Uyezds Compared with

Farms in the Commune, 1909.
Land Use on the Enclosed Farms in Samarskiy and

Novouzenskiy Uyezds.
Livestock on the Enclosed Farms in Samarskiy and

Novouzenskiy Uyezds.
Working and Productive Livestock on the Enclosed Farms

in Samarskiy and Novouzenskiy - Uyezds by Size, 1909.
Working Livestock Relative to Arable on the Enclosed
Farms in Samarskiy and Novouzenskiy Uyezds, 1909.

Farm Implements and Machinery on the Enclosed Farms 1n

Samarskiy and Novouzenskiy Uyezds by Size, 1909.
Productivity of Cows on Enclosed Farms 1n Samarskiy

Uyezd, 1909.
Marketing of Livestock Products on Enclosed Farms 1n

Samarskiy Uyezd, 1909.

299

300

302

303

305

307

311

315

315

317

318

319

321

324

325



NUMBER

118.

119.

120.

121.

122.

123.

124.

125.

126.

127.

128.

129.

Yields for the Major Grains on Enclosed Farms in
Samarskiy Uyezd, 1909.

Farms Identified by the Zemstvo as being Suitable 'model’

for the Local Population in Samarskiy and
Novouzenskiy Uyezds.

Land Use on the Enclosed Farms 1in Nikolayevskiy
Uyezd, 1913.

The Distribution of Crops on arable on Enclosed Farms in

Nikolayevskiy Uyezd, 1913.

Livestock on the Enclosed Farms in Nikolayevskiy
Uyezd Before and After Enclosure.

Fertiliser Use and Machinery on Enclosed Farms in
Nikolayevskiy Uyezd.

Rotations Used on Enclosed Farms in Nikolayevskiy
Uyezd, 1913.

The Use of Communal Pasture and Land Rent on

Enclosed Farms in Nikolayevskiy Uyezd, 1913.

Yields on the Enclosed Farms in Nikolayevskiy Uyezd

Compared with Peasant Farms in the Commune and
the Estates of the Landed Nobility, 1913.

Results of the Questionnaire Survey Conducted among the
Zemstvo Agronomists in Samara Province, 1914.

Results of the Questionnaire Survey Conducted among

478 Peasant Farmers, Samara Province, 1914 (A).
Results of the Questionnaire Survey Conducted among
478 Peasant Farms in Samara Province, 1914 (B).

17

PAGE

325

327

331

331

332

333

334

335

336

341

342

344




18

LIST OF FIGURES

Smedovaya and Klischino and by the Nobility in Tula
and Ryazan after Group Land Settlement.

NUMBER PAGE
i. Pre-Revolutionary European Russia - Provincial
Boundaries and Capitals. 30
2. Pre-Revolutionary Russia - Principal Regions. 3]
3. Number of Enclosed Farms in European Russia by
Provinces. 55
4. Communal Enclosure on Peasant Allotment Land in
European Russia 1906 - 1st January, 1916. 06
5. Individual Enclosure on Peasant Allotment Land 1in
European Russia 1906 - 1st January, 1916. o/
b. Enclosed Farms Formed on the Estates of the Peasant
Land Bank 1906 - 1st January, 1916. 03
/. Group Land Settlement in European Russia 1907 - 1914. 59
8. Enclosure as a Share of all Land Settlement Projects
1907 - 1914. 60
9. Administrative Map of Tver Province. 62
10. Administrative Map of Tula Province. 63
11. Administrative Map of Samara Province. 64
12. Sketch Plan of Otrezki Taken in Communal Land of Two
Villages in Tver Province. 6/
13. Average Amount of Allotment Land per Peasant Household
in European Russia, in 1905. /4
14. Agricultural Regions of European Russia before the
Revolution (1). 87
15. Agricultural Regions of European Russia before the
Revolution (2). 8%
6. Nistribution of Land Held by the Communes of
Smedovaya and Klischino and by the Nobility in Tula
and Ryazan before Group Land Settlement. 116
17. Distribution of Land Held by the Communes of

117




NUMBER

18.

19.

20.

21.

22 .

23.

24.

25.

26 .
2/ .

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Stupino Village, Rzhevskiy Uyezd, Tver Province
after Communal Enclosure, 1912.

Grachevka Village, Samarskiy Uyezd, Samara Province
before Enclosure.

Grachevka Village, Samarskiy Uyezd, Samara Province
after Enclosure into Khutors.

Borma Village, Samarskiy Uyezd, Samara Province
before Enclosure.

Borma Village, Samarskiy Uyezd. Samara Province
after Enclosure into Khutors and otrub-hamlets.
Sub-division of an Estate of the Peasant Land Bank

into Khutors and otrub-hamlets in Nikolayevskiy Uyezd,

Samara Province.

Plan of Vvedenka Village, Samarskiy Uyezd - Hereditary

Family Farms Organised in Lenti.

Plan of Tukshum Village, Samarskiy Uyezd - Hereditary

Family Farms Organised in Karti.
Plan of Petropavlovskiy Volost, Samarskiy Uyezd.

Plan of Aleksandratalskiy Volost, Samarskiy Uyezd -

Mennonite Koloniyas.

Plan of Lizandberg Koloniya, Malishinskiy Volost,
Novouzenskiy Uyezd.

Plan of Frenzengiyem Koloniya, Malishinskiy Volost,

Novouzenskiy Uyezd.
Plan of Mekkerovskiy hamlet on Rented Appanage Land,

Nikolayevskiy Uyezd.
Plan of Novo-Domoseykina Village Before and After

Group Land Settlement.
Rzhevskiy Uyezd - Distribution of Enclosed Farms

Investigated in 1913 and G.U.Z.i.Z. Agricultural Aid
Stations.

Yepifanskiy Uyezd - Distribution of Enclosed Farms
Investigated in 1913 and G.U.Z.1.Z. Agricultural Aid
Stations.

Nikolayevskiy Uyezd - Distribution of Enclosed Farms
Investigated in 1913 and G.U.Z.1.Z. Agricultural Aid

Stations.

19

PAGE

128

131

132

134

135

140

144

145
147

150

15]

152

155

168

232

280

339



20

INTRODUCTION

1. The Significance of the Stolypin Land Reform in Early Twentieth
Century Russian History

The study of the enclosure movement in Russia during the two
decades preceding the Revolution of 1917 is important in relation to
the influence the changes - or lack of them - in the lot of the
peasant had on the course of history. And in any examination of
subsequent developments and of the present day state of agriculture in
the Soviet Union, the relevance of pre-Revolution trends is of
significantfinterest.

Tne enclosure movement did not begin to develop in Russia
until the early part of the twentieth century when the Government of
Tsar Nicholas II introduced what subsequently has come to be called the
Stolypin Land Reform. Under the provisions of an Imperial Edict and
Acts passed between 1906 and 1914, the Russian peasant was given the
opportunity to withdraw from the rural commune to which he had been
bound since the 1mposition of serfdom in the sixteenth century and to
demand that his land be consolidated into a single unit. The Reform,
if adopted universally, would have transformed the face of rural Russia
and would have effected a major change in the social and economic
relationships between peasant households.

What prompted the Government into introducing legislation of
potentially such far reaching consequence was primarily fear of peasant
revolt in the future. In the revolution of 1905 the peasants had
proved themselves to be a force which, if not challenging the monarchy
directly, certainly constituted nosmall threat to the stability of the
existing order. The Stolypin Land Reform was the official answer to
this threat: it was designed to neutralise discontent in the country-
side and to create a contented and politically reliable peasant class.
Whether the particular measures introduced were the optimum for
achieving this aim is debatable and will be discussed in the chapters
following, but it is important to note at this stage that the path
thus chosen was by no means an easy one. The Government was, however,
optimistic of its chances of success. It was thought that initially
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only the economically stronger and more progressive peasant households
in the commune would opt to enclose their land (hence the designation
of the Reform as the 'Wager on the Strong') but that in time, their
example would be followed by the weaker households and enclosure
would become a mass movement. It was estimated that the whole process
would take twenty years to complete. Subsequent events were to prove
that the Government's optimism was not well founded: eleven years
after the Land Reform was introduced the majority of peasants allied
themselves firmly behind the revolutionary parties thus helping to
seal the fate of the Romanov Dynasty.

Like all the reform initiatives taken in the wake of the
1905 revolution, the Stolypin Land Reform has remained to this day a
subject of considerable controversy. Interest, predictably, has been
focused on the question of whether, had it been allowed to run its full
term, the Reform would have achieved its aim. This question is of
relevance to the analysis of the inter-revolutionary period in Russia
and to the debate surrounding the 1917 Revolution itself. At its very
simplest, if it were possible to prove that during the years that it
did operate the Reform achieved a reasonable measure of success and thus
that its longer term prospects were good, a powerful argument would be
provided in support of the view that Russia after 1905 had begun to move
along the path of evolutionary change, a process which in all probab-
ility would have continued had it not been for the unpropitious
outbreak of war in 1914. If, on the other hand, it could be established
that the Stolypin policy was an unqualified failure and was doomed to
be such from the outset, the counter view, that of Russia after 1905
s1iding irreversibly down the path to revolution, would be lent support.
Opinion in the West is divided, but it would be true to say that the
majority of writers on Stolypin have tended to come down with varying
degrees of conviction in favour of the former, more 'optimistic’ view
of the Reform.

Among the Western scholars, Pavlovsky (1) and Bilimovich (2)
give the most generous account of the Stolypin Land Reform. Arguing
that the Reform was the product of many years research and active
concern for the plight of the peasant, Pavlovsky and Bilimovich
naintain that the measures introduced were exactly what were required
at the time to solve Russia's serious agrarian problem and, further,
that they came within a stone's throw of success. Pavlovsky explains
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why this was the case: "At the time of the inauguration of the

agrarian reform by Stolypin the Russian countryside was already ripe
for individualisation and only awaited the opportunity of breaking
away from the bonds imposed by communal tenure and the open field
system™ (3). The Reform as formulated, he argues, gave the peasants
this opportunity and the results, in his judgement, were impressive:
the enclosure movement assumed "enormous proportions" and the rural
commune “"ceased to exist" (4). Other authors, while agreeing that the
Reform ‘answered the purpose' of the Russian peasant, are more qualified
in their assessment of its achievements - actual and potential. Volin,
for example, reaches the conclusion that, "if the Stolypin policy of
the wager on the strong could have been implemented for a period of
several decades it is possible, though by no means certain, that the
projected bulwark against an agrarian revolution might well have been
created"” (5). Even Robinson, who stresses the problems existing in
the countryside at the beginning of the century and warns against
exaggeration of the "breadth and depth" of the change following 1906,
admits that, "..... it 1s possible that by reason of the economic and
legal developments ..... the likelihood of a general uprising of the
peasants against the landlords was diminishing" (6).

The 'optimistic' view of the Stolypin Reform has been
challenged outside the Soviet Union by Mosse (7) and Owen (8). Both
authors are of the opinion that the Reform was strictly a makeshift
and i1l1-conceived measure and as such was incapable of solving the
agrarian problem. Mosse argues that "it must ..... appear more than
doubtful whether the results achieved would have been significantly
different if Stolypin's legislation had operated for twenty years .....
(the) estimate of a hundred years required for the success of the
policy might well have proved nearer the mark than the twenly years
stipulated by Stolypin" (9).

Soviet historians working within the framework of the
general laws of history laid down by Marx, add another dimension to
the debate. Obliged to view the period 1905 to 1917 as one of

sustained revolutionary crisis, they reject any suggestion that the
Stolypin policy was to the advantage of the mass of the peasants. They

are united in agreement that the Reform was designed specifically to
favour the richest peasants and that its implementation therefore
cerved to widen and deepen further the already existing chasms between
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Classes in the countryside: the Reform thus contributed, rather than
constituted a threat, to the victory of the Bolsheviks in 1917. The
official Soviet attitude is best summarised by quoting the words of
Dubrovskiy, an authority on the Reform: "..... withdrawal from the
~commune was only the outward manifestation of the complex processes
taking place in the countryside. The change in title to the land and
the decay of the commune was the consequence of the increasing develop-
ment of capitalism in agriculture and the differentiation of the peasant
class .... the development of capitalism at a time when there were
still remnants of feudalism in the countryside, the proletarianisation
of the peasants, the growth of a class of capitalist peasant farmers
..... together engendered those internal contradictions that led to
the strengthening of class conflict in the village" (10).

For the most part, the ev%dence put forward by the various
schools of thought in support of their view of the Stolypin Land
Reform has failed to be convincing. Thus the debate has continued
unresolved. The main problem, it would appear, lies in the fact that
most detailed research has been somewhat narrowly focused on the
purely political and legal aspects of the Reform which, in the case of
the Western writers, is no doubt partly due to the difficulty of access
to suitable sources. Thus analyses have been made of the intentions
of the Government in introducing the Reform, the provisions of the
legislation passed, the institutions created for carrying out the Reform
and their method of operation, and the attitude towards i1t of the
political parties of the day. Put another way, there has been a tendency
for writers to examine the Reform from above - to explore what 1t was
designed to achieve and what it might have achieved. What the Reform
actually achieved in practice has, by comparison, received little

serious attention. _
While the value of the work produced on the Stolypin Reform 1is

not to be denied, a different approach - one that examines the Reform
more from the standpoint of the peasant farmers themselves - would seem
to be called for. It is the present author's view that 1f any
conclusions are to be arrived at of the relevance of the measures

passed from 1906 onwards and their immediate impact and long term

prospects, it is essential to examine the problems that the measures
were designed to solve, to look at the ways in which the peasants
responded to thesemeasures and to understand why they responded as they

did. The need, therefore, is to analyse in detail the results of the




24

Stolypin Land Reform during the period that it was 1n operation and,
more 1importantly, to account for these results.

2. The Results of the Stolypin Land Reform: Measures of its Success

Russia is the number of peasant households that after 1906 enclosed
their land. Judging from the official records compiled at the time,
the number was in fact not great - under 10% of the total. A
considerably greater number, however, was affected by the 1906 and
subsequent legislation in other ways: approximately 20% took out, or
were deemed to have taken out, title to their land but did not
consolidate, while countless others remaining in the commune were
affected by partial redistributions of land that fell short of
enclosure. Detailed analyses have been made by Robinson, Bilimovich
and Dubrovskiy of the official returns relating to all the changes
effected under the provisions of the Stolypin legislation, but primary
concern here 1s with the number of actual enclosures that took place.
Where the returns for enclosure are concerned, the most
notable feature is that the percentage number of peasant households
that had by the outbreak of the war in 1914 enclosed their land varied
very markedly from one region of European Russia to another. At one
extreme, there were provinces such as Yekaterinoslav, Petrograd,
Samara and Taurida in which the enclosure movement, judging from the
numbers involved, 'caught on', but at the other there were provinces,
including Archangel, Vyatka and Kostroma, in which the movement made
little or no headway. Using figures of the number of peasant households
that enclosed, authors of the different schools of thought have made
claim either for the success or for the failure of the Reform. Those
holding the 'optimistic' view of the Reform, concentrate on the former
group of provinces 1n which the enclosure movement seemed to have
achieved a considerable measure of success, while the 'pessimists’ tend
to lay stress more on the latter group. The interpretation of the
<tatistics has thus been highly subjective. In the final analysis,
<tatements as to the relative success of the enclosure movement have

rested entirely on the significance attached to particular percentages

by different authors.



in different regions of Russia responded favourable or unfavourably to

the Stolypin Land Reform. However, it presents only part of the total
picture. There are other measures of success or failure, largely

The 1906 Tegislation provided that enclosure could take
place in one of two ways. Either an individual peasant could withdraw
unilaterally from the commune and consolidate his land or, alternatively,
a whole commune could come to a decision at the communal assembly (the
majority required depended on the type of commune) to disband itself
and consolidate the land of all its members. For the sake of simplicity,
the former process has been termed 'individual enclosure' and the latter
‘communal enclosure'. Although for each household concerned the result
was the same, the dominance of one method over the other can be taken
as an indication of how the Reform was received by any given group of
peasants. Individual enclosure was a minority activity and often, as
shall be shown, was effected in the face of bitter opposition on the
part of the non-enclosers. It tended, moreover, to be confined to the
wealthiest members of the commune. Communal enclosure was by contrast
a majority activity and wherever it took place enclosure had, by

implication, found popular support. Mosse argues the point: “.....
the separation ..... of individual households or small minority groups

can be credited as a success for the Stolypin policy only with
reservations. It was only where entire village communities reached
an amicable agreement to separate that the policy can be said to have

achieved its real purpose” (11).
In European Russia as a whole, the majority of enclosed farms

that came into being after 1906 were formed as a result of communal
enclosure and Yaney (12) has found that there was a clearly discernable
trend in favour of this method and away from individual separation, a
sign, in his view, of the peasants' acceptance of the "radical Land
Reform". Looked at regionally, however, the picture was far more

complex, with communal enclosure dominating in some provinces but
virtually absent in others. It might reasonably be expected that 1in

those provinces in which the number of peasant households that enclosed



was high, communal enclosure would have been dominant and vice versa
for provinces in which the number of peasant households enclosing was
low. Comparison of the relevant figures reveals, however, that this
was not always the case. In Samara and Yekaterinoslav, to quote but
two examples, communal enclosure was considerably less dominant than

in the majority of other provinces of Russia although in both the number
0of households that enclosed was well above average. The existence of
such anomalies suggests that the use of the percentage number of peasant
households enclosing as a barometer of the peasants' response to the
Reform is not altogether satisfactory. At the very least, these
anomalies require some explanation.

The physical organisation of the enclosed farms is another
feature of the Reform's results that deserves more consideration than
1t has received in the past. The authors of the 1906 legislation had
a very clear vision of the 'model' enclosed farm. This was the khutor,
a fully consolidated unit of land on which the proprietor's dwelling and
farm buildings were located. On a khutor, it was believed, the peasant

farmer would be able to reap the benefits of being in close proximity

to his land and, in addition, would be completely independent and thus
able to introduce the system of farming most appropriate to the farm's
conditions. Data are fragmentary, but it is clear that the majority of
enclosed farms formed fell short of the desired model. For reasons that
shall be discussed later, it often proved impossible for all a peasant's
fields to be consolidated into a single unit or for the farm buildings

to be relocated from the existing village on to the land parcel. The
result was that on enclosure, instead of creating a dispersed settlement
system such as was implied in khutor formation, the old system of
nucleated villages was more often than not retained with individual
peasant farms consisting of several parts: the dwelling and outbuiidings
and kitchen garden in the village and one or more (but rarely over four)
land parcels at varying distances away. Wherever the main land parcel(s)
remained physically separated from the peasant's dwelling, the enclosed
farm thus formed was called an otrub. The formation of otrubs in
oreference to khutors represented something of a failure for the
initiators of the Stolypin Reform. The degree of failure (that 1s how
far removed from the model the enclosed farms turned out in practice to
be) varied and this must be taken into consideration in any assessment

of the Reform's achievements.
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Perhaps the most surprising omission in works on the Stolypin
Reform is consideration of the effect, if any, that enclosure had on the

actual system of peasant farming in Russia. Discussion of this aspect
of the Reform's results would seem to be of first importance to the

ongoing debate. Even if the most optimistic forecasts of the Government
had been fuifilled, with all peasant households in Russia opting to
enclose their land, the Reform could in no circumstances be considered
successful unless change in title and consolidation of the land were
accompanied by an improvement in the economic well-being of the peasants,
the low level of which of itself usually demanded that some change be
introduced in the existing system of farming. The impression gained
from reading contemporary commentaries is that many officials of the day
believed that enclosure would inevitably be accompanied by the
modernisation of farming. This belijef would seem by implication (since
1t has rarely been discussed) to have been preserved to the present day.
The assumption that enclosure was synonymous with the
modernisation of farming is to an extent understandable: 1initially at
least it was the richer peasants who enclosed their land and they were
by definition the more successful farmers in the commune and could be
expected to be the more progressive. Even if this was the case, however,
the question still remains of whether the system of farming on the
enclosed farms was or might become more advanced than that on similar

farms 1n the commune.
So far as it has been possible to judge from the evidence

available to the author, the improvement of farming was far from being
the inevitable corollary of enclosure. Nor for that matter was
enclosure, as it was argued at the time and later, a necessary pre-

requisite for the improvement of farming. In some provinces of Russia

the standard of farming was as high in the commune as On many of the

new enclosed farms. Interestingly, in one province studied where the

enclosure movement made little headway, in that only a small number of

peasant households enclosed, the few enclosed farms were among the most

progressive in turopean Russia, while the opposite was true of another
province in which the movement numerically made considerable headway.
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3. The Problem and Methods of Investigation
W

Stolypin Land Reform. Taken together, however, they present a
complicated and often contradictory picture. Enclosure was 3 complex
process and 1t is inevitable that it gave rise to complex results. In
the present work it is the intention, in the first instance, to describe

this complexity and, in the second, and more importantly, to investigate
the reasons for it.

The first part of the work is concerned with analysing the
development of the enclosure movement in Russia. It attempts to identify
the factors that governed the pattern of adoption of the Reform (the
number of peasant households that enclosed and the method by which this
was effected), as well as to describe the different types of farms thus
formed, and to offer an explanation for the observed variations. This,
as intimated earlier, requires analysis of the response of the individual
peasant households to the Reform - what influenced the peasant farmer in
the decision whether or not to enclose, and, if enclosure were adopted,
what constraints were imposed.

The second part is concerned with the post-enclosure situation
on the peasant farms. It examines the changes attendant on enclosure
in the peasant farmer's economy, in the system of farming practised and,
to a lesser extent, in the social relationships of the peasants.

Further, 1t suggests reasons for these changes or, as the case may be,
the lack of them. Throughout, the situation on the enclosed farms is

compared with that on the non-enclosed.
While it is intended that some conclusions be reached about

the enclosure movement in European Russia as a whole, only three provinces,
which together occupied a small fraction of the total land area, have

been investigated in detail. The drawbacks of restricting the
investigation in this way are well appreciated. It became apparent,
however, as research proceeded and other provinces were also investigated
that if all the provinces of Russia were to be considered no account

could be taken of the local peculiarities which, as 1t transpired, had

3 decisive influence on the course of the enclosure movement, and also
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that the resultant work would amount to Tittle more than a restatement
of previous, untested, hypotheses. It would have been possible at the
other extreme to make a detailed analysis of a single province and
this was given serious consideration; the strong arqument against this
approach is that 1t would be too specific. So 1little work has been
done on the results of the enclosure movement in Russia and so many
general questions remained unanswered that such a study would
inevitably stand in a void and would add 1ittle to the wider debate on
the Reform. The choice of three provinces as opposed to four, five or
six 1s to an extent arbitrary but it was found to be the number which,
given the constraints of time and word limitation, best allowed
conclusions to be reached both of a general and specific nature. It
1s the intention of the author to test the conclusions of the present
work against a larger sample of provinces in the future.

In selecting the provinces for investigation two major
considerations were borne in mind. Firstly, it was considered necessary
that the provinces should be drawn from functionally and physically<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>