Vitaliy LOZOVYI

UDC 94(477)1917/1921”:316.324.5
DOI 10.24919/2519-058X.21.246902

Vitaliy LOZOVYI
PhD hab. (History), Professor, chief consultant, National Institute for Strategic Studies,
7-A Pyrohova Street, Kyiv, Ukraine, postal code 01030 (lozovyi v@ukr.net)

ORCID: 0000-0002-5057-2838

Bimaniii TJO30BUH
O00KMOp  ICMOpUdHUX HAyK, npoghecop, 20106Hull KoHcytomanm Hayionanwho2o  iHcmumyny
cmpameziunux dociodcensy, 8y Llupoeosa, 74, m. Kuis, Yrpaina, inoexc 01054 (lozovyi v@ukr.net)

Bibliographic Description of the Article: Lozovyi, V. (2021). Peasant Agrarianist
Approaches and Practices of Resolving the Agrarian Issue during the Period of the Ukrainian
Revolution of 1917 —1921. Skhidnoievropeiskyi Istorychnyi Visnyk [ East European Historical
Bulletin], 21, 78-86. doi: 10.24919/2519-058X.21.246902

PEASANT AGRARIANIST APPROACHES AND PRACTICES
OF RESOLVING THE AGRARIAN ISSUE DURING THE PERIOD
OF THE UKRAINIAN REVOLUTION OF 1917 - 1921

Abstract. The purpose of the article is to analyse the agrarianist by their content approaches and
practices of solving the agrarian issue as a realization in practice of peasants’hopes and ideas about their just
future; to establish criteria for clarifying the agrarianist essence of practices for solving the agrarian issue,
to determine the types of these practices; show the dynamics of changes in peasant agrarian approaches
and practices under different forms of government during the Ukrainian Revolution of 1917 — 1921.
The research methodology is a socio-cultural approach, which allows to explain how Ukrainian peasantry s
mental guidelines, ways of seeing the solution of the agrarian issue affected the practices of solving the
land issue and influenced the emergence of domestic agrarianism in 1917 — 1921. The scientific novelty
consists in the following: it has been substantiated that during the revolutionary period of 1917 — 1921 there
was a dynamic change in peasant agrarianist approaches and practices to solve the agrarian issue: from
socialization policy based on the rejection of private ownership of land, free requisition of land from the
owners and its transfer to the peasants for cultivation, to the inclination of the peasant community to
receive land in private ownership for redemption to the state. The Conclusions. The following criteria for
the agrarianist essence of approaches and practices for solving the agrarian issue during the revolution
of 1917 — 1921 have been defined: if we consider the Bolshevik-Communist model, it is a denial of the
nationalization of land and collective management on it; if we consider the bourgeois and capitalist model,
it is a denial of large private ownership of land. Since in the grain growers’ mentality the fundamental
principle of land ownership or use was personal work on it, the main peasant agrarian approaches and
practices to solve the agrarian question during the revolution of 1917 — 1921 were: 1. preservation of small
peasant private ownership of land; 2. transfer of land for life with the right of inheritance (which in the
understanding of the peasantry was close to the right of private property in addition to the possibility of
selling land). At the same time, a large part of the peasantry saw socialization as a certain transition period
to private property, which had to go through the following stages: confiscation of land from landlords — its
transfer to peasants for life — legitimization of peasant private ownership of this land.

Key words: peasantry, Ukrainian revolution of 1917 — 1921, agrarian issue, socialization, private
property, land, Ukrainian agrarianism.
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CEJISTHCBKI ATPAPUCTCBKI IIJIXOAU TA IPAKTUKHA
BUPILIEHHSI ATPAPHOI'O IIUTAHHSI
Y NEPIOJ YKPATHCBKOI PEBOJTIOLIII 1917 — 1921 pp.

Anomauia. Mema cmammi — npoananizyéamu azpapucmcovKi 3a 3mMicmom nioxoou ma npakmuku
PO38 A3AHHA AZPAPHO20 NUMAHHA K Peanizayilo Ha NPAKMuyi CeAHCLKUX CROOIBAHD | YA8IeHb NPO iXHE
cnpaseonue MatlbOymue; 6CMAaHo8UmMu Kpumepii O1s 3 SCYBANHA AZPAPUCIICLKOT CYMHOCHI NPAKMUK
i3 po36’A3anHA a2papHo20 NUMAHHSA, BUSHAYUMU DIZHOGUOU YUX NPAKMUK, NOKA3AMU OUHAMIKY 3MiHU
CENAHCLKUX  AZPAPUCICHKUX NIOX00i8 ma NPaKmuk 3a pisnux ¢opm e1aou y nepiod Yxpainucvkol
pesomoyii 1917 — 1921 pp. Memooonoziclo 00cnidxyicennsa ¢ coyioKyibmypuull nioxio, wjo oac
MOJICTUBICTING NOACHUMU, K MEHMATbHI HACMAHOBU, CNOCODU DAUenHtsl PO38 SI3AHHS ACPAPHO20 NUMAHHSL
VKPAiHCLKO20 CeNaHCMBA, NOHAYUNUCS HA NPAKMUKAX PO36 SI3AHHS 3eMelbHOI npobnemu ma 6nauHyIu Ha
nosgy simuususaHoeo azpapusmy ¢ 1917 — 1921 pp. Haykoea nosusna nonseae 6 o0IpyHmy68auHi moeo,
wo npomsicom pesonoyiiinozo nepiody 1917—-1921 pp. cnocmepicaemvcsi OUHAMIKA 3MIHU CENSIHCOKUX
azpapucmcvbKux nioxodie ma Npakmux po3e sA3aHHA azpapHoi npobremu: 6i0 noaimuxu coyianizayii,
6a308anol Ha 6I0MOGI 8I0 NPUBAMHOL BIACHOCME HA 3eMII0, OE30NIaAMHOL PeKi3uYii 3eMIl Y 61ACHUKIE ma
nepeoaui ii cenanam y Kopucmy8auHs, 00 CXUIAHH: CEAHCLKO20 3a2asty OMPUMAmiL 3eMI0 Y NPUSAINHY
enacHicms 3a guxyn oepoicasi. Bucnoexu. Busnaueno maxi kpumepii acpapucmcvkoi cymnocmi nioxooie
ma npakmux i3 po3e s3anHs azpapHoi npobremu ¢ nepioo peeomoyii 1917 — 1921 pp.: skwo 6pamu
OINbLUIOBUYLKO-KOMYHICMUYIY MOO€Nb — Ye 3anepedentsi 00epiiCAGlieHHs 3eMii mda KOAeKMUHO20
20CNO0APIOGAHHs HA HIl, SKWO Opamu OYPIHCYA3HO-KANIMANiCMUyHy — ye 3anepeyeHHst GeluKoi
npusammuoi énachocmi Ha 3emaro. OCKinbKu )y X1i60poOCHKitlh MEeHMAnIbHOCMi  QyHOAMEHMATbHOIO
3aca0oio BON00IHHSA U KOPUCHTYB8AHHS 3eMael0 O)Y1a 0coOuUCma npays Ha Hitll, OCHOBHUMU CEAHCLKUMU
azpapucmcbLKuUMu nioxo0amu ma npaKkmukamil i3 po3e sA3anHs azpapHo20 NUMants y nepioo pesouoyii
1917 — 1921 pp. oynu: 1) 36epexcents OpiOHOT celaHCbKOT NpUeamHoi 61acHOCmi Ha 3eMio, 2) nepedaud
3eMal Y NONCUMMEBE KOPUCTYBAHHS 3 NPABOM YCNAOKYBAHHA (WO Y POSYMIHHI cenancmea Oyno Onusbke
00 npasa npueammoi 61ACHOCMI Kpim MOJICIUBOCII 3eMio npooasamu). Boonouac 3naunor uacmunoio
censiHemea coyianizayis bauanacs sk neeuull nepexionutl nepiod 00 NPUBAMHOL 6IACHOCI, KA MAald
npouimu maxi emanu: KoH@ickayisa 3emui y NOMiWuKie — nepeoaya ii cenaHam y 008iuHe KOpUucmyeaHHs —
Je2IMUMi3ayisi CensaHCbKoi NPUBAMHOI 61ACHOCMI HA YI0 3eMIIO.

Knrwouosi cnosa: censncmeo, Yrpaincoeka peeomoyis 1917 — 1921 pp., aecpapune numanms,
coyianizayis, npuGAMHA 61ACHICMb, 3eMIsl, YKPATHCOKUL ACPAPUIM.

The Problem Statement. Currently there are complex processes of land reform,
implementation of the agricultural land market in our country. For the qualitative
implementation of this reform in Ukraine, it is important not only to study the achievements
of other countries, but also the powerful constructive experience that our country had during
different periods of its history, including the revolutionary period of 1917 — 1921.

Peasant and agrarian topics are a traditional segment of the domestic historiographical
process. However, some issues have not been properly understood and developed. Therefore,
among the important areas of further study of the history of the Ukrainian Revolution of
1917 — 1921 is to clarify the peasant agrarianist approaches and practices of solving the
agrarian issue in the context of the socio-political model of the Ukrainian agrarianism.

The purpose of the article is to analyse the agrarianist by their content approaches and
practices of solving the agrarian issue as a realization in practice of peasants’ hopes and
ideas about their just future; to establish criteria for clarifying the agrarianist essence of
practices for solving the agrarian issue, to determine the types of these practices; to show the
dynamics of changes in peasant agrarianist approaches and practices under different forms of
government during the Ukrainian Revolution of 1917 — 1921.

The Analysis of Recent Researches. Domestic historians fruitfully research various
aspects of the topic of agrarianism. In the collective monograph “Peasant-centric Dimension
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of the Socio-cultural Space of Ukraine during the Revolution of 1917 — 1921” low-studied
issues of modern domestic and foreign historiography concerning the content of agriculture as
apeasant-centric phenomenon of the Ukrainian revolution of 1917 — 1921 and the phenomenon
of Central and Eastern European countries during the socio-political changes at the beginning
of the twentieth century (Kornovenko, Telvak, et Lozovyi). Considering the subjective factor
of the agrarian issue as one of the preconditions for the revolutionary events of 1917 — 1921,
S. Kornovenko concluded that a new active subject appeared on the forefront of history — the
peasant-ideoman (Kornovenko, 2017, pp. 83-94). S. Kornovenko and N. Zemziulina studied
the phenomenon of the Ukrainian agrarianism during the Ukrainian Revolution of 1917 —
1921 as a variant of Eastern European agrarianism, represented in the political programs of
the Ukrainian national parties (Kornovenko, Zemziulina, 2019, pp. 14-20). S. Kornovenko
and Y. Pasichna highlighted the intellectual foundations of the Ukrainian agrarianism of the
revolutionary era in the views of V. Lypynsky (Kornovenko, Pasichna, 2021, pp. 107-121).
The mentioned authors also found out the reasons for the emergence of Eastern European
agrarianism, revealed the understanding of this concept, and along with other variants of
agrarianism, singled out its Ukrainian variety (Kornovenko, Pasichna, 2019, pp. 24-30).
S. Kornovenko and V. Telvak elucidated the origins and essence of agrarianism phenomenon
in the countries of Central and South-Eastern Europe in the second half of the nineteenth —
the first third of the twentieth centuries and gave it its own definition (Kornovenko, Telvak,
2020, pp. 10-16). K. Galushko, having studied the “grain grower ideology” of V. Lypynsky,
came to the conclusion that it is similar to Czechoslovak and Bulgarian agrarianisms, which
represent an attempt to solve a set of socio-political issues of agrarian society, which suffered
from the consequences of modernization (Halushko, 2000, pp. 164-200). However, the topic
of peasant agrarianist approaches and practices of solving the agrarian issue in the context
of clarifying the issue of formation and implementation of agrarian policy in the times of the
Ukrainian Revolution of 1917 — 1921 is poorly developed and needs further research.

The Main Material Statement. The social structure of the Ukrainian society in the
Dnieper region at the beginning of the twentieth century was dominated by the peasantry.
A characteristic feature of agrarian relations in Ukraine was the presence of large landowners
and peasant smallholdings, which caused social tension. About 19% of Ukrainian peasants
employed in agriculture were landless (Koval’ova, 2020, p. 116).

During the Ukrainian Revolution of 1917 — 1921, the peasantry became the subject of
the political process and gave a strong voice to the solution of the most important issue
for themselves — the land one. The socio-political model of the Ukrainian agrarianism was
an alternative to the bourgeois capitalist and Bolshevik-communist models, the “third”,
“different” peasant way of society development (Kornovenko, Pasichna, 2019, pp. 24-30).

By peasant agrarianist approaches and practices of solving the agrarian issue, we mean the
activity of the peasantry as a subject of socio-political process, which intends to solve the land issue
according to its socio-economic interests and accordingly historically formed mental guidelines.

To understand the system of worldviews adequately and to some extent the ideological
views of the peasantry, there should be considered the social values and ideals that it
professed. Their views on property, especially land, can explain the phenomena of peasant
behaviour. In the minds of peasants, the labour invested was valued above the right of
private property legally enshrined in state (for peasants — lordly) laws (Ryl’skiy, 1903, p. 26);
(Shanin, 1997, pp. 221-222). They claimed that the land “was not made by anyone, but
created by God”, the landowners seized the land and used the labour of the peasants
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(Kolysnychenko, 2006, p. 62). Therefore, the ownership of land by lords who do not work on
it is not fair. The peasant worldview always meant that the land owned by the landowner for
centuries was cultivated by “labour and sweat” of many generations of grain growers in the
village and accumulated the whole set of their labour efforts. The peasants understood this
material connection with their predecessors well and believed that the landlord’s property
was objectified by an additional product created by their labour and the labour of their great-
grandparents. This formed a strong belief that the landlord’s wealth in truth and law should
belong to the peasants and became a kind of peasant ideological justification for the need to
expropriate land from the landlords and transfer it to working grain growers.

The consciousness of the peasantry determined the relations of property with the existing
state institutions, with the relations of power. As the latter change, so must property relations.
When, after the revolution of 1917, the old system collapsed, its components — the repressive
power, the payment of taxes, and private ownership of land by landlords — ceased to be
perceived as legitimate in the peasant consciousness.

In June of 1917, the First All-Ukrainian Peasants’ Congress proclaimed the socialization
of land and decided to seek the abolition of private ownership of land and its transfer without
redemption to the Ukrainian land fund for further distribution among poor peasants (Ukrayinskyy
natsionalno-vyzvolnyy rukh, 2003-34). 350). At the same time, a great public discussion began
about the implementation of socialization. Some noted that the Ukrainian peasant “more or less
the owner and he wanted” to have the right to own land. The others argued that socialization
would ensure social justice in the countryside (Zemelne pytannya, 1917, p. 13).

At the initial stage of the revolution, when the SR propaganda was only gaining
momentum, the peasants, according to ancient traditions, advocated family possession or
use of land, but with mandatory indication of the principle of personal work. It should be
noted that this circumstance, which, in our opinion, significantly influenced the attitude of the
peasantry to the agrarian policy of different governments: the people’s legal consciousness
did not clearly distinguish between “property”, “possession”, “use” (Ukrayins'’kaRSR v
period hromadyans'koyi viyny, 1970, p. 16). For the peasants, all these concepts merged into
one: to have a piece of land to ensure the existence of their family.

It is self-evident that a significant part of the Ukrainian peasants, having no experience
of communal redistribution of land, preferred individual land tenure. However, later, under
the pressure of political and socio-economic circumstances, their views evolved. This was
prompted by the dynamics of revolutionary events after February of 1917, as a frantic
propaganda campaign to popularize the idea of socialization was launched by the Ukrainian
and Russian Socialist-Revolutionaries. The principles of agrarian transformation developed
by them were approved by numerous peasant congresses of various levels and in fact
legitimized in the minds of the general public the socialization of land as a manifestation
of peasant aspirations. In the socialist press, at rallies and meetings, it was argued that
socialization best reflected the interests of the peasants.

In addition, it should be noted the specifics of socio-economic differentiation of peasants.
Within the community, there was a division on the basis of property between the rich and
the poor, those who had land and those who sought to have it (Pervyy kamen (otkrytye
volostnoho zemstva), 1917, p. 2). It is self-evident that these two strata of the peasant
community had completely opposite orientations in resolving the agrarian issue. With the
spread of democratization and the elimination of administrative pressure, the poor and
middle peasants, being in the majority, could make decisions that became the decisions of the
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gathering, i.e., the whole community, and elect their representatives to various congresses,
who voted for socialization.

Peasants-small landowners were afraid of socialization, because they believed that their
land earned and bought by hard work could be taken away from them. In the newspaper
“The Peasant Union” it was claimed: “The worst way to reconcile with the socialization
of the land of those small landowners who work hard, without exploiting another, got
a dozen acres of land and hold it with his teeth and hands. The greatest excitement and
concern in the countryside over the land issue is in that part of the peasants who own rags
of 10 — 25 dessiatyns of land...” (Pro zemlyu, 1917, p. 2).

The press noted the paradoxical situation in the countryside: the Ukrainian peasants-
individualists, i.e., owners, supported socialization, i.e., the abolition of private property, at their
forums. This situation can be explained by the propaganda of the thesis that land ownership
“brings poison into the life of the peasant”. To buy land, the grain grower works hard and “does
not see the light”. When he knows that his children will already have land, that is, use it, it will
bring peace and confidence in his soul that he will not die of starvation. The peasants were told
that when there was no property, everyone would become “the master of the land, not a hireling,
a half-worker or a worker for a sheaf” (Dumky pro zemlyu, 1917, p. 1). The latter statement had
a special weight for the peasant mentality, so it sounded quite convincing.

A peculiar customary law justification for the return of land to the peasants was the dominant
principle of “capture law” by the landlords in the peasant consciousness (CSAHAAU, f. 1412,
d. 1, c. 8, p. 137). Accordingly, grain growers began to seize and divide privately owned land.
Regional land administrations explained the agrarian movement by the fact that among peasants
there was a strong notion that land that could not be cultivated by their own, personal labour
should be “alienated for smallholders and landless” (CSAHAAU, f. 1412, d. 1, c. 46, p. 39).

In November of 1917, the Central Council, with its Third Universal, abolished land
ownership and declared it an all-people property (CSAHAAU, f. 1115, d. 1, c. 4, p. 9). The
main principle of the agrarian ideology of the Central Rada was the principle of personal
labour inherent in peasant psychology, which was especially emphasized in the appeals
and instructional documents of the Ukrainian authorities. Therefore, it was noted that the
property is cancelled only by those who “do not work with their own hands”. At the same
time, landowners who have land areas of less than 50 dessiatyns, i.e., “in the size of the
labour economy the Universal does not affect. Such labour property is not abolished, but
remains as it was” until the Constituent Assembly (CSAHAAU, f. 1412, d. 1, c. 10, p. 28).
Discussion in December of 1917 of the agrarian law of the UPR at a meeting of the Central
Council, where representatives of the peasantry strongly opposed the proposed slightly lower
labour rate of 40 dessiatyns (Ukrayinska Tsentralna Rada, 1997, pp. 26-27), shows that the
rules left to the owners’ land in 40 — 50 acres peasants considered unjust.

Peasants were mostly in favour of the transfer of land to the hereditary, indefinite permanent
use, although proposals were made to endow the land for 10 — 15 years (CSAHAAU, f. 1390,
d. 1, c. 105, pp. 1-74). At the same time, almost everywhere the Ukrainian peasantry opposed
joint land management (CSAHAAU, f. 1060, d. 1, c. 26, pp. 63—64).

Wealthy peasants and some middle peasants reacted to the agrarian reform of the Central
Rada “with distrust, and even hostility”, because they believed that its implementation
could end in “economic catastrophe” (CSAHAAU, f. 1793, d. 1, c. 41, pp. 4, 107). In some
regions, where there were a large number of wealthy peasants, they strongly opposed the
implementation of land transformations.
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Uncertainty over land led to a significant reduction of sown areas in the spring of
1918. Grain growers did not know whether the land would remain in their use or would
be redistributed within the community. The peasants sought certainty, and they showed a
powerful instinct of the individual owner-landowner. Regional administrations reported to
Kyiv that “uncertainty in land affairs is very harmful, although the peasantry has divided the
land, does not know whether it will be their property or not...” and that many peasants came
to the local authorities and said that the land should be given “at least less, but in property”
(CSAHAAU, f. 1793, d. 1, c. 41, p. 93).

An interesting phenomenon was observed: evidence of the peasants’ desire to transfer
land to private ownership was contained in the reports of local authorities, but in fact did
not appear in the decisions of provincial and county peasant congresses, which should
express and record the agrarian aspirations of the peasantry and legitimize them in public
consciousness for further implementation.

In our view, this paradoxical phenomenon testifies to the struggle between the immanent
for peasant nature’s desire for private property and the vision of social justice that was spread
by SR propaganda. The ideal of social justice of the Russian community “to equalize all”
was instilled on the Ukrainian soil. Not only smallholders and landless, but also the middle
peasantry came under its influence, because in their understanding agrarian equality and
the use of a few dessiatyns to ensure the biological existence of the family was a better
socio-economic system than the existence of highly productive farms with large amounts
of land. But, in this case, for the Ukrainian peasant, the question was not so much property
(which he wanted) as justice. And the path to the second led through the abolition of the first,
because the implementation of the requirement of justice led to the receipt of land, because its
“surplus” from the owners had to be redistributed. And here it is necessary to state a typical
peasant “trick”, which determined the paradox of their behaviour: to get ownership of land,
farmers supported the abolition of private property of landlords.

Here we should emphasize another circumstance: the regional difference in land tenure.
If everything is clear with the Left Bank and the South, because there, at the gatherings,
the peasants passed sentences on the transfer of land to communal use, then the issue arises
about the Right Bank: did really the peasants who had land in individual possession, agree to
socialization and want their property to become a national good? Paradoxically, the fact is that
the peasants of the Right Bank almost did not declare at congresses and gatherings that they
want the land to be privately owned. Thus, in our opinion, the Ukrainian peasants in regions
with predominant individual land ownership recepted socialization only as a transitional
stage — the stage of land expropriation from landlords, and further hoped to obtain land and
through the mechanism of hereditary land use actually make it their private property. Thus,
during the implementation of agrarian reform, the peasants of the Right Bank did not expect
the abolition of property, but primarily the change of ownership, the ideological justification
of which, as noted, was to be the principle of personal labour. And the community peasants,
defending the transfer of privately owned lands to the rural community, with a ban on their
sale, hoped that the distributed plots would be in their use almost forever.

Ethnographers who studied in the 20s of the twentieth century the phenomenon of seizure
of landlord land by peasants during the revolution of 1917 — 1921 from the point of view of
customary law wrote: “The revolution gave the peasants the opportunity to return the land
actually, but the revolutionary method of seizure was not considered completely legal by the
peasants. Honest feeling, legal consciousness was not completely reassured; the fact of seizure
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the peasants still felt, despite the decrees of the early days of the revolution on the right of
all workers to land. Obviously, for a long time the traditions of the centuries that established
the forms of land acquisition competed with the new norms, but the tradition, which gave
certain habits, won, the element of crime felt in the seized lands through individuals and
entire communities did not calm down until then until it is formalized by a resolution of
the land department on the consolidation of land, giving it legal force” (Pratsi Komisiyi,
1928, pp. 307-308). That is, having seized the landlord’s lands, which the peasants already
considered their own, they still sought to legalize this fact.

Dissatisfaction of the owners you used the Ukrainian Democratic-Agricultural Party and
held on April 7, 1918 in Lubny the grain grower congress of six povits of Poltava region. This
representative assembly (more than 2,000 delegates) recognized the agrarian policy of the UPR
government as destructive for the economy and demanded the restoration of private ownership
of land. The Grain Growers’ Forum proposed its principles of agrarian transformation: to leave
a certain minimum of land to large farms, and to lease the rest to small farmers. Delegations with
similar requirements came to Kyiv from different regions of Ukraine (Koval’ova, Kornovenko,
Malynovs’kyy, Mykhaylyuk & Morozov, 2007, p. 87). But this part of the rural population was
not heard by the Central Rada and the UPR government.

With the coming of Hetman P. Skoropadsky to power, private ownership of the land
was restored, which was ordered to be returned to the landlords. All statements of higher
authorities emphasized that the main task of agricultural policy is to protect and strengthen
small land ownership, “to meet the land needs of smallholder and landless grain growers”
(Pravytelstvenne povidomlennya, 1918, p. 2.). It was declared that peasants would be able to
increase their households by purchasing land purchased by the state from large landowners
after the law established a certain size of land tenure.

The Hetman’s government restored the rule of law and did not pay any attention to the
fact that the psychology of the peasant masses had changed dramatically during the year of
the revolution. The peasantry considered the previous agrarian division in their favour quite
legitimate and just, and hoped for a favourable solution to the land issue. But the authorities
actively pursued a policy of returning land and property to former landlords, which caused
peasant riots and uprisings.

During the period of the Directory, which returned to the policy of land socialization,
there is a clear tendency to change the agrarian approaches of the peasantry. The local
authorities of the Ukrainian People’s Republic noted a “change in the mood of the peasantry,
which turned from socialization to the perpetual possession of land”, and that the peasant
“wants the land only in property” (CSAHAAU, f. 2192, d. 2, c. 6, p. 93). At its meetings and
conventions, it increasingly expressed a desire to obtain land for possession and redemption
to the state. Even if the peasants spoke out against private ownership of land, they still
insisted that it should be in the individual hereditary use of members of a certain family
(CSAHAAU, f. 1062,d. 1, c. 89, pp. 189, 213), i. e, it little different from private ownership.
The peasants advocated such a land reform, under which land was to be given to each farm
separately, and opposed the nationalization of land and collective management, which was
promoted by the Bolsheviks and part of the SRs.

The peasants saw that during the whole period of agrarian transformations their status
as land users was not determined. The land was given, then taken away. Then the pragmatic
mind of the peasant began to incline to the purchase of land and the establishment of private
ownership of it. The peasants claimed that they would be willing to pay the state for the land
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(CSAHAAU, £. 1062, d. 1, c. 89, p. 213). This would give the peasant the confidence of the
landowner and would lead to the restoration of productive forces in the countryside. But
the socialists in the UPR government adhered to their doctrines, ignoring the mood of the
peasantry and the political expediency of changing agrarian policy to a more adequate socio-
economic situation in the countryside.

The Conclusions. Thus, the peasant agrarianist approaches and practices of solving the
agrarian issue and the agrarian and revolutionary process in the countryside were influenced
by the following important factors: 1. historically formed mental guidelines of the peasantry to
solve the land issue (denial of ownership of non-working elements and the belief that “the land
belongs to God”, and it must be owned by those who work on it”’; the tendency of the peasantry
to individual land ownership or land use); 2. dominance in the political space of socialist parties,
which strongly spread their ideology (propaganda and agitation for the socialization of the land);
3. the dynamics of political change, the constant change of government, which saw the solution to
the land issue in different ways and none of them was able to implement agrarian reform.

Since the socio-political model of the Ukrainian agrarianism was an alternative to the
bourgeois capitalist and Bolshevik-communist models, the “third”, “separate” peasant way
of society development, we can define such criteria of agrarianist essence of approaches and
practices to solve the agrarian issue during the revolution of 1917 — 1921: if we take the Bolshevik-
Communist model, it is a denial of the nationalization of land and collective management on it; if
we take the bourgeois capitalist model, it is a denial of large private ownership of land.

In the grain grower mentality, the fundamental principle of owning or using land was personal
work on it. The main peasant agrarian approaches and practices for solving the agrarian issue
during the revolution of 1917 — 1921 were: 1. preservation of small peasant private ownership
of land; 2. transfer of land for life inheritance (which in the understanding of the peasantry was
close to the right of private property except the possibility of selling land). At the same time,
a large part of the peasantry saw socialization as a certain transition period to private property,
which had to go through the following stages: confiscation of land from landlords — its transfer
to peasants for life — legitimization of peasant private ownership of this land.

During the revolutionary period of 1917 — 1921 there was a dynamic change in peasant
agrarianist approaches and practices of solving the agrarian issue from the policy of
socialization based on the renunciation of private land ownership, free requisition of land
from owners and its transfer to peasants for use, to persuading the peasant community to get
land in private property for redemption to the state.
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