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Realization of a state policy on the organization of life ability to live 

of immigrants on the Far East of Russia (1860-1917 yrs.)

The article deals with the issues of organization of the economic activity of migrant peasants in the Far East of the Russian empire. The authors give a detailed description of the government steps in the economic and legal sphere, analyze distinctive features of different forms of migrants’ economic activity. Special prominence is given to the problems of land tenure in the Far Eastern region.  
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Migrant peasants from different provinces of the Russian empire took an active part in the process of settlement and development of the Far East in the second half of the XIX and the beginning of the XX centuries. They settled together with their families in order to take up a permanent residence in that region.
The main direction of state policy in the arrangement of migrant peasant families’ economic activity was the organization of land tenure, because peasants went to the eastern part of the country, first of all, to get a piece of land. The alluring peculiarity, which set the order of land tenure in Priamursk Territory, was the absence of landowning tenure.   
The first legislative act that fixed the order of land tenure in the eastern outskirts of the empire became Imperially approved on March 25, 1861 regulation of the Siberian Committee “On the settlement rules for the Russian people and foreigners in Amursk and Primorsk oblasts in the Eastern Siberia” [4].
On the basis of this regulation, each migrant family could get 100 dessiatinas of land that were given for gratis use for the period of 20 years on condition of its cultivation during 5 years.   
The March 26, 1861 law also assumed the possibility of land redeeming into one’s ownership, but peasant families and communities didn’t take advantage of this right. They preferred to own their pieces of land as tenants. Thus, on January 1, 1891 there were only 292 land proprietors in Amursk oblast, and 14 in Primorsk oblast.
In 1900, in Priamursk Territory there were 3 546 909 dessiatinas of land in communal use, which composed 95,4 % of all the cultivated lands in the region.
Thus, in the Russian Far East the institution of private land ownership wasn’t actually developed.
The experience of region development showed that minor land tenure corresponded most to the local economic conditions and contributed to the fastest economic adjustment of the population. Minor landowner gradually developed his territory. Large land tenures required great expenses to clean the land from taiga, and didn’t cover the cost of it at once. 
The predominance of the communal form of land tenure among peasants contributed to the fact that cattle cars and forest plots, in all communities, were in the commonly held secular use. In practice, it happened so that peasant families and communities, settled in distant and remote from the administrative centers places, were not, in fact, limited to certain land sizes. The given 100-dessiatina parcels of land to a family were exceeding. The so-called “squattings” of certain homeowners became very widespread at those times. These lands were actually captured by peasant families and always exceeded family possibilities of their cultivation. Very often, owners had 2 – 3 squattings, which could be about 200 – 300 dessiatinas in size.
The practice of providing migrants with land changed at the beginning of the XX century; that was connected with the increase of their inflow.
On the basis of Imperially approved on June 22, 1900 regulation of the Siberian Railway Committee “On formation of the migrant plots in Amursk and Primorsk oblasts” [1], migrant families were deprived of their right to get 100 dessiatinas. Since January 1, 1901 land provision of peasants was realized at 15 dessiatinas of convenient land per male capita, including forested territory.
Farmers’ main bread consumers were military department, gold manufacturers and city dwellers. For example, in 1887 in Amursk oblast, out of sold 480 thousand poods of bread about half of this (237 394 poods) was intended for city supply [9]. 
Having provided peasant families with land, tsar’s administration took a series of legislative decisions aimed at increase of financial help to them by using benefits and loans. Thus, on January 26, 1882 a decision of State Council was taken “On some changes in the rules and benefits to migrants of Priamursk Territory” [5], which assumed migrants’ exemption from zemski duties (monetary and natural) for 3 years; food supply of all the members of the migrant family for a year and a half; migrants’ families exemption from paying all kinds of taxes and duties (except social) during first 5 years.
On July 13, 1889 a law came into force “On voluntary migration of village residents and petty bourgeois to public lands and on the order of counting of persons who belong to the mentioned classes, and have migrated earlier” [6], in which the system of benefits was expanded. The law had a regulation about peasant exemption from public fees payment for 3 years. In the next 3 years migrants paid only 50% of the prescribed sum of fees. New settlers had the right to get seed loans.
On June 18, 1892 Imperially approved decision of State Council was taken “On extension of the rules, which have to do with migration of the Russian people and foreigners in Amursk and Primorsk oblasts, on amendments, and supplements to these rules” [7]. That law contained new benefits for the migrant families and peasant petitioners: in case of settlement – exemption from public payments and zemski monetary fees for a period of 5 years; during next 5 years – levying of half taxes; writing arrears in public fees off from the migrants.
To support newly settled peasant families, the authorities gave monetary loans. Thus, on June 6, 1904 they published “Temporary rules on voluntary migration of village residents and petty bourgeois and farmers to public lands” [8], which assumed giving a loan of up to 200 rubles for household arrangement of a migrant’s family.
The grounds and order of loan giving were explained in the circular № 22 of the Main Board of Land Tenure and Farming of April 2, 1908. In this document the position of state authorities on the problem of providing new settlers with help was stated as follows: “… centre of gravity when migrants set up house on a new place must lie in their independence, and in no way in governmental benefits” [11].
According to the circular, migrants received 150 rubles per family during the first year after settling. Next year the loans of not more than 50 rubles were given only to the families in great need. 
Migrant families were exempt from the interest payment on the delinquent loan. This regulation was already established in 1887 by Imperially approved decision of State Council “On expenses and measures for resettlement in South Ussuri Territory” [11].
Benefits and loans provided by tsar’s administration let migrant families satisfy their needs only at a minimum. To get anything beyond this minimum, they had to earn on their own.
Providing assistance with economic adjustment for peasant families, local authorities took measures to impose active use of agricultural machines of foreign manufacture on peasant labor, which fitted very well for the soil conditions of Priamursk Territory. American and German plows, harvesters, and threshing machines were of widespread use. For example, in 1901 in Amursk oblast, the firm of an American proprietor Emeri sold such agricultural equipment to the sum of 300 thousand rubles to peasants [2].
In view of some difficulties in delivery of Russian goods to the Far Eastern region, the authorities permitted the duty-free trade in imported goods. In so doing, they pursued the goal to improve migrant families’ provision with all the necessary things.
In northern areas, where it was difficult to farm, migrant families shifted to hunting, fishing and other trades.
The main targets of fishing were hunchback salmon and chum salmon. They were stored up for food as well as for sale to manufacturers, military units and city dwellers. Fish was salted, smoked, cured by drying, and used as food for dogs and livestock. Sometimes it happened that newly settled families started fishing much earlier than farming and setting up house in a new residence.
There are certain facts that prove this trade was advantageous. Thus, in 1891, peasants in Amurks oblast caught 11 010 poods of fish to the sum of 21 070 rubles, Cossacks – 85 236 poods of fish to the sum of 137 170 rubles. In 1896 the most enterprising migrants in Ussuri Territory stored up about 200 poods of fish per family. Having sold it in winter, each family got approximately 450 rubles [10].
Nature conditions of the Far East contributed to the development of hunting. Thus, in 1896 in Ussuri Territory, the income from hunting during winter season made up on the average 200 rubles per family.
Vast forested lands contributed to the appearance of lumbering business in the Far East. Besides, such trades as tar extraction, tar distilling, charcoal manufacture, making of barrels for fish salting, and other minor trades connected with forest became widespread. Thus, in 1896 in Amursk oblast, tar manufacture brought to peasant families an income of 3 000 rubles.
In Priamursk Territory, there appeared one more source of income for peasant and Cossack families, i.e. carrier’s trade. For example, in 1886, the incomes of Cossack families of Amursk army from the stations’ maintenance and post dash came to 155 826 rubles, and of peasants in Amursk oblast – 6 500 rubles.
Among the families who resettled to Amursk oblast from 1859 through 1912, there were people from Russian (45,9 %) as well as Ukrainian (37,5 %) and Byelorussian (6,9 %) provinces. In Primorsk oblast, the majority of migrant families came from the Ukrainian province. Among the families that arrived to Primorye from 1858 through 1914, they formed 69,9 %.
First Ukrainian families appeared in Priamursk Territory in 1883, having arrived from Odessa to Vladivostok by boats of the Volunteer navy. 
Having the aim to arrange “sea” migrant families’ household, considerable assistance was provided in accordance with the June 1, 1882 law “On migration to South Ussuri Territory at Government expense” [12]. They received provisions during a year and a half, were given the allocation of land (not more than 100 dessiatinas per family) with the right to redeem it into one’s ownership at 3 rubles per dessiatina. Ukrainian families were given some household equipment (28 appellations) as well as seeds for field and garden crops. Each family was allotted 100 rubles to store up building materials, a couple of horses (or bulls) and a cow. Besides, the families were exempt from government taxes and duties for a period of 5 years.
Byelorussian migrant families appeared in the Russian Far East at the beginning of the XX century. They were engaged in farming, seasonal work, and cattle breeding.
Thus, describing state policy on organization of the Eastern Slavs’ economic life, a series of important circumstances should be mentioned.
The paramount task of the authorities was providing peasant families with land. The administration handled it successfully, because there was enough land for everybody.

 In order to provide assistance to the families in the places of settlement, the authorities resorted to a proven method, i.e. giving loans and benefits to migrants. This help was essential to peasant families; however, it wasn’t quite enough for setting up house. That is why the State conducted the policy, which was aimed at stepping up personal initiative of migrant families.
In social sphere, the influence of state policy extended into social and living conditions.
Social and living problems of migrant families came down primarily to house building and nourishment arrangement. 
Local administration didn’t interfere in economic and construction work of the families. It provided families with land for farmstead building and gave them money to purchase building materials.
Far Eastern farmsteads were spacious. For example, in Amursk oblast, at the end of the XIX and the beginning of the XX centuries, a dessiatina of land was given for a farmstead.
Houses were erected by people originally from different regions of Russia, who brought a diverse culture of house building to the Far Eastern land. Russian migrant families erected peasant’s log huts (izbas), and Ukrainians – clay-walled huts. 
As families adjusted to the severe climatic conditions, log houses appeared in the villages of people from Malorossija, which replaced clay constructions.
Greater influence on dwelling’s quality indicators was exerted by financial situation of peasant and Cossack families. The poorest families built their houses with thatched roofs. The rich covered their houses and even barns with American pleated iron; that was the criterion of family’s sufficient incomes. 
In 1913, 93 % of long-time resident families in Amursk oblast owned wooden houses, 30% of them lived under iron roofs. This criterion in Cossack families equaled 82% and 17% respectively [3].
Far Eastern administration organized steps in nourishment arrangement for migrant families. For this purpose, chain stores were built that sold foodstuffs. They also organized food imports from abroad; that made migrants’ life much easier. 
Efficiency of state policy on organization of family economic life was determined by the degree of stability of their settlement on a new place.  
Not all the families successfully passed through the process of adjustment. Those, who could not adjust to new living conditions in the rural area, were either registered in cities or went back to their motherland. For example, from 1896 through 1912, 26 614 families (148 528 people) arrived to Amursk oblast and 2 182 of these families (10 485 people) left during the same period [3], making up 8 % of the total quantity.
Having studied a great amount of historical documents and records, the authors came to the conclusion that serious errors had been made when promoting state policy on organization of migrants’ economic life in the Russian Far East. They are as follows:
- mass migration of indigent peasant families since 1900 was doomed to a great return from the very beginning, because economically weak families had few workmen and were short of the needed funds for household arrangement. For example, in 1910, approximately 40% of migrants arrived with the capital of 100 rubles, and in order to get settled they needed at least 600 rubles [13];
- the quality of land plots, given to migrants, turned out to be of little use for farming (wetland, mountainous territory, etc.). That is why they left their plots and returned to their previous places of residence;
- the principle of assigning of migrant families’ original places to the places of settlement on the basis of closest similarity in living and economic conditions was violated. It hampered new settlers’ climatic and economic adjustment and caused their return;
- the choice of arrival time for migrants was unfortunate. They were brought at the end of autumn; as a result, they hadn’t enough time to store up for successful wintering and were compelled to return;  
- conditions, in which migrant families found themselves, contributed to a natural selection. Only relatively strong families managed to organize their living and work in such conditions.
Nevertheless, in spite of some drawbacks, the State realized a system of steps on assigning and adjustment of families in the Far East. It provided peasants with land, contributed to the stimulation of economic activity, gave financial support, assisted in reinforcement of new social ties and relations.
Thus, summing up the description of state policy on organization of migrants’ economic life, it should be mentioned that it played a decisive role in the settlement of the Far East and in the development of its economic potential.
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