struggle for pasturage, on the other hand, had only 1local
resonance. Based almost entirely on the narrow issue of
servitudes, many of the cases of illegal pasturing derived from
disputes which had remained unresolved for decades. Typical
were the May, 1906 events in Wolka community (Lublin Province).
By an agreement between peasants from the village of Turka and
Adam Bielinski, owner of the "Zagrody" estate, 30 morgs had
been set aside for pasturage for the peasants. Dissatisfaction
had first surfaced in 1899, at which time the peasants had
complained that the meadow land was too far from the village.
During the revolution, the peasants began to pasture cattle on
Bielinski land located closer to the village. Simultaneously,
they began to demand that Bielinski either give them land close
to the village or cancel servitudes by granting them, instead,
50 morgs of land. The peasants claimed that the estate owner
had plenty of 1land and thus should willingly share the land
with the peasants, who did not. Fearing increasing unrest, the
local landguard also suggested that Bielinski give the peasants
the 50 morgs of land and cancel servitudes. After the peasants
pastured 90 head of cattle on his lands and beat wup his
agricultural laborers who tried to drive the cattle away,
Bielinski took the issue to court.e® In general, the
estate-peasant clash took place over the usage rather than the
ownership of land, though in a few cases peasants actually took
possession of gentry and state lands. Overall, there were
fourteen cases of peasant seizure of 1land (including eleven
instances in Lublin Province), though only some were related to
the servitudes.®® In what was perhaps the most blatant
instance of land seizure, peasants tore down boundary markers
at the properties of Zamojski in Wlodawa County (Siedlce
Province) destroyed crops on 76 morgs of land and put up new,
"correct" boundary lines in late April, 1905. In early May,
Voeikov, vice-governor of Siedlce Province, led troops to the
area and threatened to use them to reestablish the old
boundaries. Reluctantly, and in spite of the opposition of
village women, the peasant men restored the old boundary
lines.®”

Servitudes-- a source of irritation and conflict since
emancipation-- continued to cause tension in the rural areas
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during the revolution. These insoluble economic conflicts,
exacerbated by rising lumber profits and by the increasingly
tenuous peasant existence resulting from several consecutive
years of poor harvests, hampered both economic modernization
and weakened political links between the nationalistic gentry
and the peasants. Though the disorders resulting from
servitudes sometimes necessitated government intervention, they
neither radicalized the peasantry nor contributed to rural
revolution.

H. AGRICULTURAL STRIKES

More dramatic than the conflict over servitude rights, the
agricultural strike movement pitted agricultural laborers,
sometimes with political party support, against the rest of
rural Poland, including the Russian government and the Polish
gentry. Agricultural strikes also brought to the surface
nationality conflicts, especially in eastern Poland, where in
addition to Poles there were land-owning German "colonists" and
Lithuanian and Orthodox (East Slavic) peasants and agricultural
workers. For example, when Czarnowski became director of the
gigantic Zamojski Estates in November, 1905 he replaced
Orthodox personnel with Poles and conducted anti-Russian
agitation among Polish peasants employed by the estates.
Estate officials also accused Orthodox priests of inducing
Orthodox peasants to engage in illegal 1logging operations at
the estate.®® In the summer of 1906, Polish agricultural
laborers clashed with peasants of Orthodox faith at the Posadow
estate in Lublin Province. The administrator of the estate,
Miedrzecki, a Polish nationalist, sought to convert the Russian
Orthodox "Ruthenians" (the term used by the local Russian
Orthodox priest) to Catholicism and treated Polish Catholic
workers better than Russian Orthodox ones. Poles received
higher pay than "Ruthenians" for the same work and were paid
immediately, while Orthodox workers had to wait weeks.
Miedrzecki also denied the "Ruthenians" servitude rights, fined
them for illegal pasturing and confiscated their cattle. Under
the 1leadership of the 1local Orthodox priest, Egorov, 83
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"Ruthenian" peasants signed a pledge not to work at the Posadow
estate.®®

Almost all elements in the countryside recognized the
harsh impoverishment that faced many segments of the
agricultural labor force. However the main issue came to be
not what should be done about the poverty of agricultural
workers, but who was to have the right to decide on
improvements and whether agricultural workers should be
permitted to mobilize on their own behalf.

The situation of the agricultural laborers was quite
complex. Their numbers were quite large, comprising 15-20% of
the population of rural Poland and encompassing both
landholding and landless peasants.”® There were many types of
hired agricultural workers, ranging from supervisory personnel
and skilled artisans such as blacksmiths, to field workers,
making generalizations difficult. Most permanent field workers
provided not only their own labor in exchange for use of some
land, but were also required to feed and house an additional
young worker (the posylka system). Single youths without land

were the other main type of permanent agricultural worker. In
addition, seasonal day 1laborers, both landowners and the
landless, were hired at peak periods of work-- at sowing,

mowing and harvest times. For many agricultural laborers 1life
was extremely harsh, as they faced longer than dawn-to-dusk
days, a harsh fine system and physical punishment, and wretched
living conditions.”t

The widespread agricultural strike movement in 1905-1906
suggests that dissatisfaction was mobilized in an effort to
improve conditions, especially increased remuneration and the
elimination of posylka. It 1is difficult to estimate with any
accuracy the number of agricultural strikes in 1905-1906 and
their numbers have almost surely been understated. For
example, Polish historians have suggested that approximately
750 estates in 298 communities (23% of all communities) were
struck in 1905 and 660 in 1906.7=

Strikes in the year 1905 were concentrated in March (87%
of all 1905 agricultural strikes took place in that month) and
primarily in eastern and central Poland, especially in Lublin,
Siedlce and Warsaw provinces.?”® Strikes occurred primarily in
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those areas where there were relatively large numbers of large
estates and landless peasants, where political party activity
was most extensive and where there were few opportunities for
seasonal labor migration abroad. Most strikes occurred at
large estates. There were about 1,300 large estates (more than
1,400 acres) and 3,200 medium-sized estates (420-1,400 acres)
in the Kingdom of Poland in 1905. There were also about 4,500
smaller estates (under 420 acres), employing few 1if any
agricultural laborers. Estimates that about one-fourth of all
estate land was plow land would yleld 1,300 estates with over
350 acres of plow land and 3,200 with 100-350 acres of plow
land. Probably at least half of all large estates may have
been struck in 1905. Further, there were some 600 large
estates and 900 medium-sized ones in Lublin, Siedlce and Warsaw
Provinces, the center of the strikes. The vast majority of
large estates in these provinces were probably struck in
1905.7*+ Strikes spread in a contagious fashion as groups of
striking agricultural workers marched from estate to estate
initiating strikes and gathering up new strikers into
ever-larger bands. Beginning on March 19, groups of
agricultural laborers from Krasnostaw County (Lublin Province)
crossed into Zamosc County (Lublin Province) and initiated
strikes. Strikers were expected to participate in the
initiation of six strikes, then were permitted to return
home.”™ 1In this way the size of the band could be maintained
and yet no workers would be too far from their home estates.
Requiring strikers to join the march ensured that the strike at
a specific estate would remain in effect, enabled the marching
strikers to develop an awareness of goals and of their own
power and provided sufficient manpower to ensure that a strike
could be successfully initiated at the next estate.

In general the spring strike movement was peaceful, with
violence generally limited to a few broken windows, a few blows
directed against estate officials who refused to 3join the
marchers, and attacks against agricultural laborers who refused
to strike. Only one major clash took place between strikers
and authorities-- the "Lanleta Massacre" in Kutno County
(Warsaw Province) where 22 were killed and at least 15 were
wounded.”®
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Polish historians have disagreed on the question of the
extent of organization and the nature of leadership of the
spring, 1905 strike wave. Archival evidence seems to support
those who see the movement as largely spontaneous with
leadership provided by the agricultural workers themselves.
The movement spawned leaders, at least at the local level; men
who called on workers to strike, presented demands to owners
and monitored the strike marches.

If initially strikes were spontaneous, what led
agricultural laborers to strike? Most strikes in 1905 occurred
in March because of the conjunction of several factors. Many
farm workers endured wretched work and living conditions. They
may have been influenced by revolutionary events, such as
factory strikes, especially those in the sugar refineries
located in the countryside, but more probably by the more
immediate gmina movement. Strikers must have understood that
one of the optimum moments for striking was just before spring
planting. Finally, rapid expansion of the strike movement was
made possible, in part, by the slow response of the gentry and
the government. After March the estate owners and Russian
authorities developed the capacity to react more quickly and
more effectively, thus preventing the outbreak of another
massive strike movement.

We have a clearer idea of the nature of the demands which
strikers made. In general workers sought improved economic
conditions, especially increases in wages and in the size of
the ordynaria (in-kind payments). Almost universally, demands
were made for pasturage for two cows instead of one and an
increase in the land allotment for growing potatoes. Crowded
and primitive living quarters evoked protests from workers who
demanded separate quarters for each family and less crowded
conditions in communal barracks for single workers. A speclal
target of striking agricultural workers was the posylka system,
for laborers found the requirement that they feed and house an
extra temporary work-hand at their own expense quite
burdensome.”” There was little interest in "humanitarian"
issues, no concern with restructuring "labor-management"
relationships, no demands for redistribution of the land and no
expression of interest in problems outside the estate.
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In general, owners-- under pressure from strikers, Russian
officials and nationalist groups-- made concessions in the area
of wages, ordynaria and land usage but ignored other demands.
The first wave of rural strikes, thus, brought economic
improvements to the agricultural laboring stratum and developed
in them some sense of solidarity and an awareness of their
potential power.

The strike movement probably had a greater impact on the
attitudes of estate owners. The agricultural strikes were a
major stimulant to estate owner organization and became a
source of concern to nationalists seeking to create a unified
rural Polish bloc whose activities were to be directed against
the Russians.

The spring, 1905 agricultural strikes found estate owners
unprepared and unsure of how to deal with the movement.
Disorganized, isolated and sometimes frightened, owners
frequently gave in to workers' demands. Less commonly, estate
owners began meeting to formulate a common anti-strike program.
This stress on organization and unity became "management's"
main weapon against future strikes. The Agricultural Section
of the Warsaw Society for the Promotion of Russian Trade and
Industry provided leadership, 1issuing general gquidelines.
These guidelines became the basis for more specific plans drawn
up at the county or province level.”® For example, at the end
of March, estate owners in the Lomza Province Agricultural
Society decided to raise wages of agricultural laborers when
the new contract year began in January, 1906. They also agreed
not to hire any agricultural laborer who left an estate because
of a strike, thus establishing a black list directed against
strikers.”®

Thus in the spring of 1905 the response of estate owners
to strikes was varied. Fear of disorder and fear that the
agricultural cycle would be disrupted, bringing them financial
ruin, generally motivated owners to make concessions. Less
frequently owners sought to oppose the strikes, sometimes
calling for government assistance. The gentry also began to
search for organizational forms with which to counteract the
power implicit in agricultural strikes.
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If the spring of 1905 was the scene of a spontaneous wave
of strikes rolling across Poland, in the following spring
widespread party agitation, improved gentry organization and
greater government willingness to use the army against the
agricultural workers gave the strike movement a rather
different complexion. After considerable agitation by
political parties, the strike movement reached a peak in March
and April, 1906 and was strongest in Warsaw, Lublin and Radom
provinces. In contrast to the strikes in 1905, which were
largely the spontaneous result of actions by the agricultural
laborers themselves, the strikes in the spring of 1906 came
about largely through agitation by the political parties,
especially the Polish Socialist Party (PPS) and primarily in
the above provinces. Led by 1its Rural Section (Wydzial
Wiejski), PPS sent out agitators who first conducted a survey
of conditions among agricultural laborers.®° After the survey
was completed, PPS drew up rather modest "model™ sets of
demands, hoping thereby to assure victory almost everywhere and
thus avoid the creation of a disillusioned, passive
agricultural labor force. A summary of the PPS leaflets shows
a continued emphasis on improved economic conditions (including
higher wages), a more detailed list of ordynaria and a shorter
work day. There was perhaps greater emphasis on humanistic
concerns: humane treatment by landowners and officials; the
firing of officials who hit peasants; three months' notice for
dismissal; estate responsibility to pay doctor and medical
expenses; estate owner responsibility to pay community school
taxes; the right of each worker to retain his own passport;
elimination of the posylka system; and better housing
conditions.®?

Despite the mammoth party effort, the spring 1906 strike
movement was generally less volatile and less successful than
the spring 1905 strikes had been. An exception to this was the
limited introduction of "black strikes"™ in which agricultural
laborers refused to feed livestock or milk cows and prevented
the transportation of milk and other products from estates.
Typically, strikers gained slight improvements in economic
conditions but had almost no success in securing other goals.
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