ORR Notes - Russia

KQ: Did Stolypin’s land reforms have any real chance of success?
Historians disagree about how realistic Stolypin’s land reforms really were. Most historians agree that the Russian peasantry was so backward that he had little real chance of achieving significant reform. 
What did Stolypin achieve?

1) The authority of the MIR and of the land captains (nobles in charge of the MIR) was reduced since peasants were free to leave the village.

2) Redemption payments ended in 1907 as promised in 1905.
3) There was a substantial amount of land transfer not only between landlords and peasants but also within peasant ranks. Poor peasants sold out to more prosperous peasants who were developing large farms. The amount of land rented increased with more peasants paying money rents.
4) Colonisation of Siberia, the Steppes and Central Asia was a success although a sixth of the colonists returned. Wheat, livestock and dairy products began to be produced. 
5) Farming methods improved not only on noble farms but also on peasant holdings with 66,000 reapers in European Russia by 1911. Co-operatives were set up in the villages to provide credit to but fertiliser. 
Give a brief set of bullet points on what Stolypin achieved.

There were some factors outside of Stolypin’s control, for example the weather, poverty and the underlying problem of rural overpopulation. However we can say that his reforms were limited in certain areas.

1) Most of the land transfer occurred between 1908 and 1913. Stolypin underestimated the conservatism of the peasantry, especially those living in central areas who had been affected by the peasant disturbances of 1905. They preferred to keep the collective security of the MIR. By 1914 only 10% of the strip farms had been converted to larger compact farms. 

2) Peasant poverty continued and tensions remained. A strong rural economy with a vested interest in the status quo did not develop as shown by the peasant protests in 1917. 
According to this information, how successful was Stolypin?

Historians’ assessments of Stolypin’s rural reforms

R.B. MacKean, The Russian Constitutional Monarchy, 1907-17. 

“The agrarian reforms stood little chance of developing a conservative capitalist peasantry. In the absence of class struggle in the Marxist sense in the countryside and in the face of peasant belief in collective ownership of land, the premises of the Stolypin legislation are false.”

Translated! 

Stolypin was aiming to create a group of peasants who owned land and therefore would want to maintain law and order so no one could take their land away. However there was no reason for the villagers to change their farming methods, and they felt it was safer to remain within the MIR. Due to this, Stolypin had no chance. 

Hugh Seton-Watson, The Russian Empire 1801-1917.

“The extravagant claims made by some on his (Stolypin’s) behalf, that he was a statesman who placed Russia on the way to a peaceful happy future from which she was diverted only by a war forced on her by others, may be discounted…”

Translated!

Some people have said that Stolypin was a success but needed more time for his reforms to create a peaceful society. They have said that the war prevented this state of affairs from happening. Seton-Watson does not accept this. 

Stolypin did in fact talk of needing  20 years before his reforms would take effect but this of course was not achieved with his untimely death in 1911 and the outbreak of war in 1914.
What criticisms have historians made of Stolypin and how can his actions be justified?
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