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HAMLET FARM DEVELOPMENT IN THE SOUTH OF UKRAINE
(the end of the XVIIIth — the first third of the XXth century)

Abstract. The purpose of the research is to study the hamlet form of management in the South
of Ukraine at the end of the XVIIIth — the first third of the XXth century. The Methodology of the
Research. It was possible to achieve the goal with the help of the use of postmodern methodology. The
research is based on the principles of objectivity, multifactorialism, historicism, the implementation of
which took place due to the use of historical genetics, problem chronological, narrative, retrospective,
classification, historical biographical methods and content analysis. The scientific novelty is that for
the first time a comprehensive study of the hamlet farm development in the South of Ukraine at the
end of the XVIIIth — the first third of the XXth century has been carried out. Numerous new sources
have been involved in the scientific circulation, which allows expanding the idea of the existing farm
management system in the region. The criteria of the analysis have been formulated and the hamlet
classification has been developed, the periodization of hamlet development has been offered. The issues
of preconditions, conditions, social mechanisms, algorithms of creation and distribution of hamlets
have been elucidated.
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The Conclusions. The emergence and spread of hamlets had been an integral part of the settlement
and economic development of southern Ukraine since the end 1880s. The upper chronological limit
of their existence in the region coincided with the beginning of collectivization. For almost a century
and a halfin the rural areas of the south there were developed eight varieties of farmland: 1) one-yard
hamlets of wealthy peasants that existed on privately owned, rented and allotted lands; 2) multi-yard
hamlets of wealthy peasants and middle class peasants (on privately owned and rented lands); 3)
multi-yard hamlets of wealthy peasants on allotted lands; 4) multi-yard hamlets of poor peasants on
allotted lands; 5) one-yard privately owned hamlets of the Azov and Danube troops’ officers; 6) one-
yard hamlets of wealthy Cossacks on the allotted lands of troops, 7) multi-yard hamlets of wealthy and
middle-class Cossacks on the allotted lands of troops; 8) multi-yard hamlets of the wealthy German-
speaking colonists on allotted and privately owned lands.

There wre five stages in their development in the region: the end of the XVIIIth century — 1861, in
1861—1906,in 1906 — 1914, in 1914— 1921, in 1921 —1929. During the first stage the Cossack, colonial
and peasant hamlet became one of the main natural and economic forms of settlement and economic
development of the region. During the inter-reform period, i. e., at the second stage, the peasantry was
the main subject of the hamlets foundation. At the same time, one-yard as well as in groups and by
renting and buying privately owned land, wealthy and middle-class strata spread the hamlet system
of management in the region in the competition for land with the community, colonists, burghers, and
merchants. There was a noticeable trend in the spread of hamlets-vyselkiv and experimental rental
farms. The defining method of spreading hamlet was intra-allotment land management at the third
stage. In 1906 — 1917 plot of land strips of rural communities became an arena of internal competition
for land. The spread of plot of land management system became widespread at that time. Not only
economically stable peasants but also indigenous peasants became owners of hamlets. During the
fourth stage — during the period of World War I and the revolution — hamlet development system was
regressive. Its defining features were the return of small-scale land hamlet-peasants to the communal
system and the forced destruction farms of the German-speaking colonists. During the NEP years,
that is at the fifth stage, there was a slight revival of the hamlet system in some southern Ukrainian
territories. The destruction of hamlet system took place during collectivization.

Key words: hamlet, agriculture, land use, agrarian reform, peasantry.

PO3BHUTOK XYTIPCBKOI'O TOCIIOJAPCTBA HA IIB/HI YKPATHA
B KIHIII XVIII - TEPIITA TPETUHI XX cT.

Anomayin. Mema cmammi nonseac y 00CRiOdceHHI Xymipcokoi hopmu 20cnooaprosants Ha
Iisoni Vipainu xin. XVIII — I mpemunu XX cm. Memoodonozia docnioscenns. /Jocsenenns memu
CMano MOoNCIUBUM 3AB0AKU GUKOPUCTNAHNIO Memo0on02ii nocmmooepny. B ocrogy docnionuybrkozo
NOULYKY NOKAAOEHO NPUHYUnU 00 €KmMueHocmi, 6azamopaxmoprocmi, icmopusmy, peanizayis
AKUX  8I00YNACA  3AB0AKU  3ACMOCYBAHHIO  ICIOPUKO-2EHEMUYHO20, NPOOIEMHO-XPOHONOSTUHOZO,
HApamueHo20, pempocnekmuerozo, Kiacugikayii, icmopuxo-oioepagiunozo memodie ma KOHmMeHmM-
ananizy. Haykoea noeusma nonsecac y momy, wo enepuie 30ilicHeHe KOMNIEKCHe OO0CHiONCeHHs
PO36UMKY Xymipcokux eocnooapcms na Ilieoni Yrpainu xin. XVIII — I mpemunu XX cm. [Jo nayxosozo
006i2y 3anyyeno HU3Ky HOGUX Odicepel, Wo O0alo 3MO2y PO3UUPUMU YAGNEeHH NpPO HaAc ICHYBAMHA
cucmemu OLISIHKO8020 20cnodapiogants y pecioni. Chopmynvosano kpumepii ananizy ma po3pooneHo
Kaacugixayiro xymopis, 3anponoHo8ano nepioouzayito po3eumky Xymipcokux 2cocnooapcms. Poskpumo
numanHa nepeoymos, YMo8, COYIAnbHUX MeXauizmie, aicopummie CMEOPeHHA i PO3N0GCIO0NCCHHS
xymopis. Bucnoexku. Bunuxnenns i nowupenns xXymopie 6y10 Hegid EMHOI CKIA0060I0 3ACeNeHH S |
2ocnooapcvkozo oceoenns I1ieons Yrpainu 3 kin. 1880-x pp. Bepxua xpononozciuna medica ix icnysanms
y pezioni 30ienacs 3 noyamkom Korekmusgisayii. 3a maiiosce nismopa cmonimmas y CilbCoKitl Micyegocmi
NIGOHS OMPUMANU PO3GUMOK GICIM PI3HO8UOIE OLIIHKOSUX 2ocnodapcmes: 1) 00HOOGIpHI Xymopu
3AMOJNCHUX CelAH, WO ICHY8ANU HA NPUBAMHOBIACHUYLKUX, OPEHOOBAHUX MA HAOIIbHUX 3eMIAX,
2) 6a2amo0sipHi Xymopu 3aMONCHUX CELAH MA CePeOHAKIE (Ha NPUBAMHOBIACHUYbKUX MA OPEHOOBAHUX
semasx); 3) 6a2amoosipHi Xymopu 3aMOAICHUX CENSIH HA HAOLIbHUX 3eMsx; 4) 6aeamoosipui xymopu
CeNAHCHKOI OIOHOMU HA HAOLIbHUX 3eMAX, 5) 0OHOOBIPIHI NPUBAMHOGIACHUYLKI XYMOPU CIMAPUIUHU
Azo6cvkozo ma J[ynaticokoeo 8iticok; 6) 00HOOBIPHI XYyMOPU 3AMONCHUX KO3AKIE HA HAOLTbHUX 3eMAAX
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BILICbK, 7) 6a2amoosipHi Xymopu 3aMOICHOI ma cepeOHAYbKOI 6epcme Ko3aymed Ha HAOLIbHUX
3eMaax Giticok; §) Oaeamoo8ipHi Xymopu 3aMONMCHUX HIMEYbKOMOBHUX KOJIOHICMIE HA HAOIIbHUX Md
NPUBAMHOBIACHUYLKUX 3EMIISX.

V ix pozeumxy € pecioni moowcna euoxpemumu n’smv emanig: kin. XVII cm. — 1861 p.;
1861 — 1906 pp.; 19061914 pp., 1914 — 1921 pp., 1921 — 1929 pp. IIpomsazom nepuio2o 3 yux emanis
KO3aYbKI, KOJIOHICMCbKI Ma CETTHCHKL XYMOopU CMaiu 0OHIEI0 3 20106HUX NPUPOOHO-EKOHOMIYHUX (opM
3acenens i 20Cn00apcbKo20 0CBOEHHs peiony. Y midcpepopmenuil nepiod, mobmo na opyeomy emani,
20NI0BHUM CYO €EKMOM CMBOPEHHS Xymopie cmano ceasincmeo. OOHOOBIPHO i epynamiuL WIsIXOM OpeHOU i
KYRIGIL Y NPUSAMHY GILACHICIb OUISTHOK NPE0CMAGHUKU 3AMONCHOI Ma CePEOHAYbKOT CMpam 0CmanHb020
NOWUPIOBATU 8 Pe2iOHI XYMIPCbKY Cucmemy 20Cno0apio8ants y KOHKYpeHmuiti bopomu0i 3a 3emiio
3 obwunoro, kononicmamu, miwjanamu, Kyneymeom. Ilomimnoro 6yna menoenyis po3nogcroodicenis
XYmMOpI6-6UCENKI6 MA eKCNePUMEHMANbHUX OPEHOHUX Xymopie. Busnauaibnum cnocobom nowupenns
Xymopie Ha mpemvomy emani cmanio 6HympiuHbOHAOLIbHE 3emaesnopaokyeants. Cmyau CitbCbKux
oowun 6 1906 — 1917 pp. nepemgopunuca Ha apeHy HYMpiutHbOCMAHOBUX KOHKYDEHMHUX 3MA2aHb 3d
semao. Tlowupennsa OiNANKOBOI cucmemu 20cno0aplosants y moil 4ac Habyno Maco8ozo xapakmepy.
Bracnuxamu xymopie cmanu He nuuie eKOHOMIYHO CMIUKI celsiHu, a U He3amodcui. llpomscom
yemeepmoeo emany — 6 poxu Ilepwioi c6imoeoi ilinu ma pegontoyii — po3eumox XymipcoKoi cucmemu
Mae pezpecusHuil xapakmep. Busnauanbnumu pucamu io2o cmanu nogepHens OpioHo3eMenbHUux celH-
XYMOopsiH 00 0OWUHHO20 YCMPOIO MaA NPUMYCO8e 3HUWeHHS OLTAHKOBUX 20CN00APCME HIMEYbKOMOBHUX
Kononicmis. B poxu neny, mobmo ma n’amomy emani, Ha mepumopii 0eaxkux ni60eHHOYKPAaiHCbKUX
OKpY2i8 Mano Micye He3HauHe i0POONCeHHSI XYMIPChKOL cucmemu. SHUWEHHsT OCMAaHHbOT 6i00Y10Cs
nio wac Konexmusizayii.

Kniouogi cnosa: xymip, cinbcbke 20cnooapcmeo, 3eMIeKOpUCHyB8ants, azpapua pegopma,
CensAHCMBO.

The Problem Statement. The study of historical forms of social and economic
organization of the rural population is a key point for understanding the patterns of the agrarian
systemdevelopment in Ukraine. Hence, the topicality of studying the genesis of hamlet
management system is outlined by the role of the latter in the domestic agricultural history.
Much attention was not paid to the topic by the experts. Published scientific papers need to be
rethought because they are fragmentary and contain ideologues. Solving the above-mentioned
issue, taking into consideration the regional aspect, would have not only theoretical but also
practical consequences. Experience of farming in hamlet would be useful for modern Ukrainian
farmers. It would be positive to install it in the context of land market introduction.

The Analysis of Recent Researches and Publications. Traditionally, in the historical
literature, the spread of hamlet management system is associated with the course of
land management during the Stolypin reform. In classical studies of S. M. Dubrovsky,
S. M. Sidyelnikova, A. Ya. Avrekha, A. M. Anfimova, O. 1. Syzonenko, I. L. Sabadyryeva,
P. M. Zyryanova it is emphasized that the main task of government policy direction was to
destroy the community and stimulate the development of commodity-market relations in
rural areas (Pryimak, 2002, pp. 4-5). At the same time, both in their content and in modern
publications (Mykhailenko & Cheremisin, 2020, p. 42) the South of Ukraine was defined
as the region with a relatively deeper penetration of capitalism in the agricultural sector,
polyethnic and multi-religious composition of the rural population (Savchuk & Vasylchuk,
2020, p. 163). The peculiarities of origin of hamlet and vidrub (land allocated to a peasant on
the rights of personal property without the transfer of the estate) on its territory in 1906 — 1917
were analyzed in historiography in great detail. Much attention should be paid to the issue
of the essence of the rural community adaptation mechanisms to new conditions of land use,
forms of social resistance to land management work in the colonist settlements, desire of the
bourgeoisie to create local farms.
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At the same time, nowadays there are no complex works in the scientific historical
literature, the pages of which would elucidate the issue of hamlet system development
in the South of Ukraine at the end of the XVIIIth — the first third of the XXth century.
The tradition of recognizing Katerynoslav, Tavriya and Kherson hubernia (provinces) as
regions of communal land use is deeply rooted in historiography and prevents scholars from
expanding the chronological boundaries of research and covering the entire existence of
local farms. The publication by M. A. Yakymenko is considered to be the only attempt to
violate it. In the publication content, the assumption was made about the small number of
hamlet economies in the steppe zone on the eve of the reform of 1906 — 1917 (Yakymenko,
1996, p. 26). In historical and local works of lore nature (Karagodin, 1998; Boiko, 2005;
Malenko, 2008) there is only delineation of the issue field boundaries of research. The issue
of hamlet classification, periodization of their development, preconditions, conditions, social
mechanisms, algorithms of creation and distribution remains open. This gap can be bridged,
because the statistics of that time, reported of the capital auditors, analytical notes of Zemstvo
officials (Avgustinovich, 1882; Loginov, 1906), study of the economic system of the southern
Ukrainian peasantry economic (Postnikov, 1891) sociological (Stolypin, 1892) sections, other
historical sources have a high degree of information and reliability. The outlined moments
prompted the authors to write this article.

The purpose of the research is to study the hamlet form of management in the South of
Ukraine at the end of the XVIIIth — the first third of the XXth century.

The Results of the Research. Hamlet — a type of a rural settlement, where homestead and
field work was performed alone or by a group of related or congenial by common economic
human interests (Hurzhii, Shevchenko & Avramenko, 2013, p. 442). The main reason for
the relatively late period of settlement and economic development of the South of Ukraine
was that the first farms on its territory were founded only, for example, at the end of the
XVIIIth century. The reason for their disappearance was the implementation of the course of
collectivization proclaimed by the Soviet authorities in 1929. For almost a century and a half,
a significant number of varieties of this form of management emerged in the region. In order
to classify them, the following four basic criteria are provided: 1) by caste of the khutorianyn;
2) by the level of his socio-economic well-being; 3) by the form of ownership of the land
plot; 4) by number of the households.

Due to the application of the first criterion, it was possible to single out the following
three groups of hamlet — the Cossack, the peasant and the colonist. The discrepancy between
them was not only in the legal status of their owners but also in the traditions of land tenure,
land use, agriculture. Each family of the German-speaking colonists, for example, at the
time of settlement received a plot of 60 acres. The plot was inherited on the basis of the
right of the majorat. The colonists used a multi-field system of crop rotation and had the best
stock, cattle (CSHAM, f. 419, d. 1, c. 1877, p. 116). The Cossacks of the Azov and Danube
troops founded hamlets based on the customary law of self-occupation of land. Livestock
breeding and fishing provided the power of their farms. There was always a homestead on
the peasant’s hamlet, but agriculture had an extensive feature mostly. The area of arable land
could range from a few desiatyn to several hundreds. After the owner’s death, the arable land
was divided among all male heirs (CSHAM, f. 419, d. 1, c. 1877, p. 121).

According to the second criterion, the farms of hamlet dwellers can be divided into rich,
middle-class and poor. The difference issue between them in terms of land, stock, livestock,
etc., in our opinion, does not require thorough coverage. It is covered in detail in scientific
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literature in the context of socio-economic structure of the rural population of Ukraine and can
be extrapolated to the subject of this publication. Consequently, owing to the third criterion
there were singled out hamlets that were based either on the principle of a private property, or
rent, or allotment use. The fourth criterion came in handy during the conditional division of
the southern Ukrainian hamlets on the basis of the number of households (yards) in each of
them. The starting point was the understanding that during the covered period there was some
identity between the concepts of family, distant family, yard. They were defined as a group
of close relatives, who lived together and ran a joint household. Hence, there were one-yard
hamlets (those consisting of one household) and multi-yard hamlets (those consisting of two
or more households) in the region. Due to the lack of fresh drinking water the multi-yard
hamlets were founded. Hence, the hamlet owners built two or four houses near the well. The
surveyors took a plot of arable land around the hamlet.

Owing to the application of the above-mentioned criteria it was possible to provide the
following classification of the southern Ukrainian hamlet varieties discovered during the
research: 1) one-yard hamlets of wealthy peasants (existed on privately owned, as well
as rented and allotted lands); 2) multi-yard hamlets of wealthy peasants and middle class
peasants (on privately owned and rented lands); 3) multi-yard hamlets of wealthy peasants on
allotted lands; 4) multi-yard hamlets of the indigenous peasant on allotted lands; 5) one-yard
privately owned hamlets of the Azov and Danube troops’ officers; 6) one-yard hamlets of the
wealthy Cossacks on the allotted lands of troops; 7) multi-yard hamlets of the wealthy and
middle-class Cossacks on the allotted lands of the troops; 8) multi-yard hamlets of the wealthy
German-speaking colonists on allotted and privately owned lands. The levers of agricultural
policy and public management mechanisms of stimulating development, socio-economic
and socio-cultural factors of distribution, the quantitative ratio and economic power of these
types of plot farms had been different since the end of 1780s to the end of 1920s. Hence, there
were five stages in the evolution of hamlet system in the South of Ukraine.

At the first stage, from the end of the X VIIIth century and before the abolition of serfdom,
the Cossacks of the Danube and Azov troops, the peasants migrants from Poltava, Chernihiv,
Kyiv, Kharkiv hubernia (provinces), as well as the German-speaking colonists were the
founders of hamlets in the region. Under conditions of a low population density, establishment
of the above-mentioned hamlets was based on the customary law of self-occupation of land.
Generally, they chose a convenient place near the source of fresh drinking water, where the
first settler built residential and commercial buildings, a dam with a mill or a windmill. The
Cossack received permission to establish one-yard hamlet from the village yurt (community)
on condition that there were no obstacles to the others. That is, he became a user of the land
on the area lands, which was owned by the Army (Malenko, 2008, p. 112). The Cossack’s
economy hamlet had a commodity orientation and, before the transformation of the south
into a region of capitalized grain growing, specialized mainly in sheep breeding. The
ancillary industries such as fishing, honey hunting, gardening, horticulture, etc., were also
important. The value of the property could reach 3 thousand karbovantsi in silver. According
to contemporaries, those hamlets resembled Zaporizhzhia zymivnyky of the second half of
the XVIIIth century in terms of the type of management, form of housing and ancillary
facilities (Malenko, 2008, p. 114).

At the same time, after obtaining permission to establish a settlement within the state land
fund in the South, the peasants transferred the experience of local management from the place
of previous residence — the Left Bank or Slobozhanshchyna. Recepting Tavria as an endless
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place with ample opportunities to realize the dreams of free management, the latter often
rejected even the idea that the land could be privately owned. The belief that “it is God’s” was
the basis for the peasant in order to develop the soil until his economic interests collided with
those of his neighbours. One-yard hamlets with an agricultural direction turned into settlements
over time (Karagodin, 1998, p. 76). The inefficient ones, due to the desire of the local state
administration to regulate and provide organized forms of settlement of state lands, were
destroyed during the period of the 1830s and 1830s, and their owners were relocated to large
settlements by force (CSHAM, f. 419, d. 1, c. 1877, p. 48). However, highly profitable, large
in area, focused on commercial breeding of merino sheep, one-yard peasant hamlets continued
to exist in the steppes of Azov and Kherson regions until the end of the 1870s, and sometimes
even later (Stolypin, 1892, p. 6). The disappearance of the latter was hampered by the lack of
the necessary number of sources of fresh water to promote agriculture.

There were numerous examples in the region of founding hamlets not by one owner but by
several owners. There was the algorithm for their creation, which consisted of the following
steps. The establishment of settlements was preceded by the creation of a social association of
future owners, which acted as a group subject of the interests representation before the State
department, landowners and fellow villagers concerning the problem solution as the purchase
or lease of land. After that, there was a division into plots according to the size of the share
contribution and, not far from each other, the necessary buildings were erected. As a result, such
hamlets resembled from afar an incompact, scattered village (RSHA, f. 408,d. 1,c. 117, p. 3).
Affluent Cossacks of the Azov and Danube armies, for example, resorted to this type of hamlet
settlement, preferring to buy or rent land outside the military lands (Malenko, 2008, p. 114).
The German-speaking colonists of Khortytsia Mennonite, Molochansky, Berdyansky, and
other districts also settled there, where the state allotted 30 to 60 dozens per family of the
formed yard community (Avgustinovich, 1882, pp. 32-36). At the first stage, the examples
of the creation of the multi-yard hamlets by landlords and state peasants were infrequent. In
the South of Ukraine, the representatives of the situation mentioned above were the compact
settlements founders. It should also be emphasized that the Cossack, colonial and peasant
hamlets of that time were based on the right of land allotment.

Private one-yard hamlets began to appear in the south of Ukraine around the middle
of the XIXth century. Their founders were usually the officers of the Azov and Danube
Cossack troops. The main reasons for that were the land purchase and sale operations, which
were located outside the army borders. On the one hand, such kind of step was a profitable
investment, and on the other hand, it served as a property confirmation of the privileged social
status of the hamlet’s owner. Probably, the officers had a fervent desire to keep up with those
representatives of the Ukrainian Cossack officers, who received noble rights and privileges
under the Charter to the Gentry of 1785 and had wealthy hamlets in Poltava, Chernihiv,
Kyiv. The purchase of the Novo-Petrykivka hamlet, which cost 6,000 karbovanets, made
by Commanding Ataman of the Azov Army, Major General Yosyp Hladkyi could be a vivid
example. Sotnyk I. Pavlychenko and military officer (starshyna) M. Tomachynsky of the
Danube Army also had private estates in the territory adjacent to the town of Akkerman
(Malenko, 2008, p. 114).

In 1861, the second stage of development of the hamlet management system began
in the South of Ukraine. Due to the abolition of serfdom, the development of commodity
market relations in the agricultural sector, the opening of mortgage institutions, permission to
purchase land for subjects of non-noble origin were the reasons that the peasants became the
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main participants in this process. Both multi- and one-yard hamlets were founded on allotted,
privately owned, and rented lands. It should be mentioned that the owners of the hamlets
belonged mainly to the wealthy and middle class.

An important place in the diversity of peasant hamlets that emerged in the south of
Ukraine during the second stage, belonged to the monotheistic private owners. In 1905, large
peasant estates, with a fixed right of a private ownership of their owners to the land, in the
region there were 1778 with a total area of 1608504 desiatyn. A significant place among them
belonged to those whose size ranged from 910 to 960 desiatyn (Statistika zemlevladeniya,
1907, pp. 12—-13). The state of affairs in Berdiansk povit (county), where the area of one-
yard peasant private farms exceeded arithmetically the amount of aristocratic, merchant
and bourgeois land ownership should be considered as quite indicative in this context
(Statisticheskiy spravochnik, 1917, p. 47).

Societies were the social and organizational basis for the multi-yard hamlets’ establishment
among southern Ukrainian peasants. By the 1880s, a significant number of societies rented
plots of land from the state land fund located on the territory of the mainland counties of
Tavriia huberniia (province). If the arable land was in use, the residential and farm buildings
of the peasants were privately owned and were subject to sale to the next owner at the end
of the rent. Owing to the opening of Kherson Zemsky, Peasant Land, Azov-Don and other
banks, such peasant societies were able to take loans in orderto buy state-owned leased multi-
yards hamlets in private ownership (State Archives of the Autonomous Republic of Crimea
—SAARGC, f. 71,d. 1, c. 273, p. 24). In the same way, hamlet settlements were established on
lands acquired through mortgages from the landlords (Pryimak, 2012, pp. 241-243). Already
in 1905, in the region, in private ownership of 2077 peasant societies there were 798087
desiatyn (Statistika zemlevladeniya, 1907, pp. 12—13).

From the mid-1870s, societies, which consisted mainly of wealthy peasants, began to be
the founders of multi-yard hamlets-vyselkiv. In general, the construction of the multi-yard
hamlets-vyselkiv was carried out usually in remote corners of the community allotment.
Even during land redistributions, such peasants remained in the “corner” of their estates,
negotiating with fellow villagers on a mutually beneficial exchange of plots (Loginov, 1906,
pp- 64-65). At the beginning of the XXth century such multi-yard hamlets in the region
existed in Kherson, Dnipro, Yelysavetgrad, Melitopol and Berdyansk povits (counties).
In the territory of the last two administrative units there were a little less than one and a
half hundred. For example, there were 198 yards with 1,048 male and 1,021 female in five
hamlets-vyselkiv of the village of Andriyivka, Berdyansk district. On average, one family
had 37 desiatyn of arable land, 4 desiatyn of grazing land, 4 horses, 5 cows, 9 heads of small
cattle (Postnikov, 1891, p. 96).

Inaddition, local landowners V. 1. Vassal, M. O. Hant, D. A. Stolypin took part in the creation
of monotheistic hamlets as a social experiment in the Northern Pryazovia. They established
local farms on their own lands in order to further lease them to the rural population. At the
beginning of the 1870s, the rented plots under the system of “square-hamlets” and “mariazh”
were designed by the owners of two southern Ukrainian estates, in particular, the retired
engineer-major V. . Vassal near the town of Nohaisk (modern Prymorsk) and a nobleman
M. O. Hant (near Melitopol). Their experience was unsuccessful due to the unwillingness to
adapt the foreign experience of hamlet resettlement to local economic conditions. In addition,
as tenants V. I. Vassal and M. O. Hant elected the representatives of those sections of the rural
population, who did not have a direct rational motivation to achieve the goal of measures. In
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the first case, the “square hamlets” were rented to local German colonists and disintegrated
due to the reception of their rented land only as ancillary. In the second case, the hamlets were
used by the impoverished peasants, whose level of livestock and equipment did not allow
even to cultivate the land. Furthermore, Volodymyr Ivanovych Vassal, did not recognize the
necessary preliminary construction of hamlet buildings and did not pay attention to the issue
of mandatory maintenance of a complex system of crop rotation and agriculture by tenants
(Stolypin, 1876, pp. 6-9).

The fate of rental hamlets founded by Dmytro Arkadiyevych Stolypin, an amateur
sociologist, a student of A. Comte, Zemsky and public figure was different. Based on the
Komte triad “observation — description — experiment” D. A. Stolypin visited several ancient
state and Mennonite hamlets located near his estates in the spring of 1874. At that time,
owing to a poll conducted by the Imperial Agricultural Society, he already had information
about the negative experience of artificial introduction of hamlets by local landowners
(CSHAM, £. 419, d. 1, c. 1877, p. 43). It is obvious that Dmytro Arkadiyevich came up with
the idea of establishing plot rented farms on their lands, because he, in fact, went in search
of a natural and social, not an artificial model for his experiment. It should be mentioned that
he welcomed the Kalmykovy brothers’ hamlet established on rented state lands, but as a role
model he rejected it immediately. The reason for the above-mentioned step was large, several
hundred acres of land used for commercial sheep, which, as an industry in the region declined
gradually. Instead, the analysis of Mennonite farms allowed him to identify and recognize
viable principles of focus on the commodity agriculture, multi-field crop rotation system,
home gardening and horticulture (Stolypin, 1876, p. 24). Hence, the above-mentioned
principles along with the size of the arable land of the Mennonite family formed the basis
for the founding of D. A. Stolypin rented hamlets near the estate Mordvynivka Berdyansk
district of Tavriya huberniya (province). Right after his arrival, June 4, 1874, he ordered the
establishment of eight hamlets, which began a social experiment. In total, during the years
of 1874 — 1893, D. A. Stolypin established 22 farms, which involved 214 people (Pryimak,
2012, pp. 114—127). But the further course of the experiment was interrupted by the death of
its author (Pryimak & Pryimak, 2021, pp. 96—106).

In 1893, a significant number of the peasants involved in the experiment already bought
hamlets into a private ownership or were a few steps away from the purchase. In 1913,
during a sample survey, those farms were assessed as wealthy and highly marketable. The
experience was used by land managers in founding hamlets in the fund of the southern
Ukrainian branches of the Peasant Land Bank during the agrarian reform of 1906 — 1917
(State Archives of Zaporozhe region — SAZR, f. 251, d. 1, c. 16, p. 4).

Hence, at the turn of the XIXth — XXth centuries, the south of Ukraine became a region
of widely spread hamlet system. The total number of farms included in the hamlet system,
according to contemporaries, coincided roughly with the number of yards, which used a
progressive system of crop rotation and was equal to 43 thousand, or 30% of all yards of
wealthy peasants (RSHA, f. 408, d. 1, c. 117, p. 23).

During the years of 1906 — 1917, 227877 plot farms appeared on its territory, of which
3,2% were established on the lands of the State Department, 7,3% — on the areas received
bythe peasants with the help of Yekaterynoslav-Tavriya and Kherson branches of the Peasant
Land Bank. But the fact that 89,5% of farms in the region arose on allotted lands, determined
its specificity — Yekaterynoslav, Kherson and mainland counties of Tavriya povit (province)
faced the years of reform in the area with high rates of intra-community land management.
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The hamlet and vidrub plots of land on their territory were created on 2154594 desiatyn, i.c.,
80% of total land area of local peasantry. If other regions of the empire accounted for 3 to
9% of total land management, in the south of Ukraine this figure reached 14% (Otchetnye
svedeniya, 1916, pp. 2-3).

During the years of 1906 — 1918, 204055 (89,5% of the total number) hamlets and vidrub
emerged on the lands of the southern Ukrainian peasant communities. At the same time,
the main direction of intra-allotment land management in the region, as well as on the Left
Bank, was not the allocation, but the general deployment, which was used to create 172858
(82,2%) plot farms (Otchetnye svedeniya, 1916, pp. 16—17). But it should be highlighted that
the peculiarity of intra-allotment deployment there — was that in 15% of cases of preliminary
allocation to a separate piece of a communal allotment.

Furthermore, precinct farms in the southern Ukrainian provinces were established in the
communities of former landowners and state peasants mainly. Due to the fact that the area
of allotments of the latter was significant in the region and, in numerous cases, exceeded 10
thousand desiatyn, and village itself could stretch one street 6—12 miles, the deployment had
a certain specificity. That is why, land management work in the communities of former state
peasants took place in several steps. Firstly, the entire communal allotment was divided by
surveyors into three sectors — adjacent to the settlement, remote from it and on the outskirts of
it. Only then the internal sectoral land management began. Vidruby were created within the first
and second sectors. Consequently, while dealing with the last sector — the outskirts, the land
managers brought together a separate section of the plot of wealthy peasants. It was there that
numerous individual hamlets arose (RSHA, f. 408, d. 1, c. 117, p. 62). That is, in the third sector
of land management was aimed not only at the destruction of multi-lanes, but also distant lands,
in which representatives of the higher social strata of the peasantry were interested. Although it
was not uncommon in the region to transfer the estates of the latter not to privately owned plots,
but to adjacent and acquired with the help of the Peasant Bank former landlords or state lands,
which led to the establishment of new hamlets (RSHA, f. 408, d. 2, c. 425, p. 36).

The spread of hamlet management system in the South of Ukraine was facilitated by
land management works in the communities of former state peasants. This category of rural
residents accounted for about 191 thousand (84%) of the improved plots established during
the Stolypin reform. At the same time, 32910 (16%) were established on the lands of the
communities of former landlord peasants by deploying them (Otchetnye svedeniya, 1916,
pp- 11, 13). As the vast majority of settlements of the last category of peasants did not have
numerous yards, on their plots vidrybu were created mainly. The hamlet farms arose only
where allotted land bordered on rented or purchased from the third parties (Zemleustroennye
khozyaystva, 1915, p. 79).

It should also be mentioned that the formation of hamlets and vidruby covered some
of the Bulgarian and the Jewish colonies in the south of Ukraine. In the colonies of the
Mennonites and the Germans, it was identified with ethnic and socio-cultural assimilation
and was blocked. Furthermore, the areas of those willing to go to the hamlet were bought
by the decision of the East. Then the German-speaking community bought the disturbers of
the area in the resettlement areas of Siberia or the Trans-Urals, paid for their relocation and
accommodation in a new place (State Archives of Dnipropetrovsk region — SADR, f. 654,
d. 1, c. 152, pp. 2-34).

The hamlet management system development during the Stolypin agrarian reform was
constrained in the south of Ukraine by a number of factors. The most crucial among them
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were the following: small number of land management commissions, the insufficient level of
professional training of their staff, the lack of adequate land reclamation, the agronomic and
financial assistance to farmers from zemstvos, the insufficient number of sources of drinking
water in the steppe landscape. Due to this state of affairs, the land management commissions
managed to satisfy the needs of only half of the applications received from the peasants. The
same factors led to the unevenness in the ratio of types of local farms — there were a little
more than 69 thousand hamlets created in the region. It was 2,3 times less than the number of
vidruby (Otchetnye svedeniya, 1916, pp. 11, 13).

The cost of building hamlets was also a deterrent factor. On average, a farmer had to
spend from 500 to 1,500 karbovantsi in order to move from a village or build a new estate,
and a well near it, which cost 200 karbovantsi (RSHA, f. 408, d. 2, c. 425, p. 98). In general,
there was not enough money, which forced the farmers to apply for a loan to the branches of
the Peasant Land Bank or County Zemstvos. But the financial funds of the first were directed
mainly to the development of land mortgages. The volume of construction and reclamation
loans of this financial institution was insignificant in the region — the owner of a one-man
hamlet received about 300-350 karbovantsi. It was only 1/5 to 1/2 of the required amount.
Zemstva acted as guarantors for the peasant, for its reception and, at the same time, the
controllers for its spending. But the main focus of the staff of those local governments was
not on issues of lending to farmers, but on the creation of demonstration sites, educational
lectures, agricultural exhibitions, etc. (Pryimak, 2002, p. 71).

At the local level, the rate of establishment of local farms had different levels of intensity.
In the rural areas of the mainland counties of Tavriya huberniya (province), the influence
of the above-mentioned negative factors on them was insignificant. Out of the total number
of applications submitted to the land management commissions, 54,3% were satisfied by
peasants, which was facilitated by the professionalism, enthusiasm, attentive and systematic
attitude of the staff. Furthermore, intra-community allocation or general deployment was not
conducted in the office, but exclusively in the field. In addition to the staff of land management
commissions, zemstvo employees, employees of the bank, the State Department and other
government agencies took part in the establishment of new types of farms. Extensive financial
and agronomic assistance was provided to those willing to become hamlet owners.

Tavriya land managers also drew attention to the algorithm, which was developed by
them. The previous stage in it began only after the establishment of soil quality indicators
and multiple coordination of the plan with the peasants. Preparing the plan with the necessary
explication was carried out after the end of autumn agricultural work: in September — October.
The owners of the future plots, hence, were given some time not only to resolve interpersonal
disputes finally, but also to get used to new business conditions. The above-mentioned
approach contributed to the fact that there were plot farms out of the total number 9/10
established hamlets in Berdiansk, Melitopol and Dnieper povit (counties) (RSHA, f. 408,
d. 2, c. 425, pp. 27-36).

The least efficient land management commissions worked in Yekaterynoslav huberniya
(province). Their employees, whose professionalism was assessed negatively by both the
peasants and the capital auditors, managed to perform only 50,9% of the planned work. The
share of farms there was 6,6% of the total number of plot farms (RSHA, f. 408, d. 1, c. 117,
pp- 19-23). Consequently, the communities resistance and the presence of a large number of
landless peasants-desyatynnyky determined the specifics of hamlet establishment in Kherson
region — 62,3% (Statisticheskie materialy, 1916, p. 218). The majority of them were located
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on the former state and banking lands (State Archives of Herson region — SAHR, f. 6. d. 1,
c. 11,p. 7).

The answer to the question concerning the economic capacity of hamlets established
in the south of Ukraine during the Stolypin reform can be found in the results of a sample
survey of land management farms in Berdiansk povit. The survey was conducted in 1913
and allowed us to determine that, in terms of socio-stratification, their owners were divided
intothe wealthy (26.1%), the middle class (22.1%) and the poor (51.8%) (Zemleustroennye
khozyaystva, 1915, pp. 82—-86).

In 1917, on average, one farm of a wealthy peasant in the region had 44 desiatyn of sowing,
3 horses, 8 head of cattle, 11 units of stock. The arable land of a hamlet was usually used for
commercial cultivation of grain. In turn, the middle-class farmer had a plot of land of about
19 acres, 2-3 horses, 3—5 head of cattle, several hundred karbovantsi of net income per year.
A large part of the owners of the wealthy and the middle-class hamlets ran multi-productive farms
and had ancillary industries. (Statisticheskiy spravochnik, 1917, pp. 127-129). At the same time,
hamlets of the poor (with an area of, on average, 6 des.) gave the impression of the weak plants
in a drastic need of care. According to the auditors, their owners looked confused, and sometimes
could not explain the reasons for leaving the community (RSHA, f. 408, d. 1, c. 117, p. 89).

The chronological boundaries of the fourth stage of the studied process cover the years
of World War I and the Revolution. Mobilization and death of men during hostilities,
requisitioning of draft cattle, significant reduction of arable and homestead areas, and other
integral components of wartime caused deteriorating living standards not only for farmers
but also for the majority of the rural population of southern Ukraine. The ruin of small and, in
some places, middle-class farms, the organization of auctions for the sale of their mortgaged
property, the curtailment of loan programs led to growing discontent in the countryside
(SAARC, f. 71, d. 1, c. 2351, pp. 126—129). In June of 1917, the Provisional Government
suspended the activities of land management commissions due to the above-mentioned
reasons. At that time there was a revival of the rural community along with a significant
reduction in the number of hamlets.

The scale of the regress in the region was facilitated by the German colonists farms
destruction, which began on February 2, 1915, in accordance with the Law “On the
Elimination of Land Ownership of Citizens and Immigrants from States at War with Russia”
(SAZR, £.59,d. 1, c. 16, p. 62). In accordance with the main provisions of the Law, during the
years of 1915 — 1916 the southern Ukrainian branches of the Peasant Land Bank purchased
126,246 des. It was 35,5% of the banking fund in the region during the war. At the same time,
there was the non-cash payment with the colonists. The former owners of hamlets received
6% of securities (SAARC, f. 71, d. 2, c. 111, p. 128). There was no time for the sale of real
estate due to the immediate forced eviction of former colonists outside the country (RSHA,
f. 1284, d. 190, c. 317, p. 64). Under such circumstances, the acquisition of new lands by
the Peasants Bank was more like a confiscation than an act of purchase and sale. The largest
volumes of liquidation of German land tenure were in Berdiansk, Melitopol and Kherson
povit (counties). They accounted for 75% of all lands acquired by the southern Ukrainian
branches of the Peasant Bank during the years of 1915 — 1916. The average size of the land
purchased at that time was 65 des. (SAARC, f. 71, d. 2, c. 187, p. 12). It coincided with the
area of the colonist allotment at the end of the XIXth — the beginning of the XXth century.

The last — the fifth stage of the hamlet management system development was during the
period of the NEP. On the one hand, the process was tolerated by the Soviet authorities, and on
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the other hand, the southern Ukrainian peasantry was aware of the shortcomings of the outdated
communal system. Small and cross-plots, redistributions and distant lands again became the
reasons for the resumption of land management work. But the share of allocation to hamlet in
a total volume of the latter was insignificant. In 1923 it was only 0,7%, and in 1927 — 1,8%
(Central State Archive of the highest authorities and administration of Ukraine — CSAHAA of
Ukraine, f. 2, d. 7, c. 33, p. 29). Probably, based on the experience of previous years, the rural
population of the region took such step more prudently and cautious. In order to run a self-
sufficient or small-scale farm, a peasant had to have not only 12—16 des. land, but also livestock,
equipment, funds for the construction of buildings, wells, etc. The issue of transporting children
to school, purchasing everyday goods, and maintaining family and social ties was also topical.
Hence, during the years of a new economic policy implementation for the transition to peasant
life in the south dared mostly wealthy peasants. The share of the latter, for example, among the
peasants of Mariupol district in 1925 was 85% in 1925. Instead, the lack of land for peasants
made it irrelevant to go to hamlets in Kryvyi Rih district (CSAHAA of Ukraine, f. 27, d. 10,
c. 598, p. 174). Therefore, if in the first half of the 1920s there was a tendency of the working
peasantry to be evicted to hamlets and vidruby, then in the second half there became noticeable
its decline. In 1929, hamlets occupied only 1,4% of the total area of peasant land use (CSAHAA
of Ukraine, f. 27, d. 10, c. 598, p. 18). Finally, in November of the same year, the Plenum of the
Central Committee of the CPSU (b) approved the line of the Central Committee of the CPSU
(b) U to eliminate hamlet and vidruby forms of management.

The Conclusions. The development of hamlets in the south of Ukraine occurred since
the end of the 1780s to the end of the 1920s. Hamlets became widespread in both privately
owned and leased and allotted lands. On the eve of World War I, hamlets along with landed
estates and communities, became the main form of management in rural areas of the region.
The local specificity was that they were owned not only by wealthy peasants, but also by
representatives of other segments and classes of the rural population.

There were five stages in hamlet management development in the South of Ukraine. The
first stage lasted from the end of the XVIIIth century until the year of 1861. Hamlets became
one of the main natural and economic forms and methods of economic development of the
region. Their founders were the Cossacks of the Danube and Azov armies, the German-
speaking colonists and peasant settlers. In economic terms, hamlets established at that time
had a high level of power and often became outposts for future large settlements. During the
second stage — 1861 — 1906 — the peasantry became the main founder of both single and multi-
yard hamlets. The wealthy and middle-class members of this social group usually united
in societies in order to establish a hamlet settlement on state-owned leased or mortgaged
lands. At that time, the tendency to establish hamlets on the lands of communities of former
state peasants was also conspicuous. In addition, in the last third of the XIXth century
mainland povita of Tavriya huberniya (province) became a field for social experiments
of local landowners. The latter created rental farms in order to increase the profitability
of their own property and prove the need to change the course of agricultural policy from
community support to betting on a single peasant. It should be mentioned that at the turn
of the XIXth — XXth centuries the hamlet system covered about 43 thousand farms in the
territory of the South of Ukraine.

The mass spread of precinct management during the Stolypin agrarian reform led to the
separation of the third stage of the studied process. In the south, at that time there were about
69 thousand farms, among the owners of which were the representatives of all social strata of
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the local peasantry. Only a small part of hamlet farms in the region arose on lands acquired
by the peasants from the treasuries or landowners. The main way of their foundation in the
years of reform was intra-allotment land management, the dominant variety of which was the
general development of communal land.

The chronological boundaries of the fourth stage covered the years of World War I and the
Revolution. Its main feature was the ruin and return to a communal life of a large number of
peasants. In addition, for political reasons, hamlets farms of the German-speaking colonists
suffered devastating destruction in the region. Despite some progress during the fifth stage —
during the years of the NEP — the development of land management in the South of Ukraine
did not reach the pre-war levels. The verdict was announced in 1929 by proclaiming a course
of collectivization.

The publication is a part of a comprehensive study of the economic system in the
southern Ukrainian village of the end of the XVIIIth — the Ist third of the XXth century.
The prospects for further research are in the field of analysis of the evolution of land tenure
and land use, agricultural culture, the relationship of hamlet and other historical forms of
social self-organization of the rural population. No less interesting could be the study of the
peculiarities of the worldview of hamlet peasants and vidrubiv, as well as differences in the
social consciousness of them and the peasants-communists.
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