Irina Alexandrovna Landar’ – graduate student of the chair of the history of Chernishevsk Zabaikal’sk state pedagogical university (Chita). 
E-mail: irinalandar7@mail.ru 
Agrarian policy of the state in respect of Cossacks of the eastern outskirts of Russia at the turn of XIX – XX
In the article the policy of the state for the land-utilization of Cossacks of the eastern outskirts of Russia is examined. An actual state of the land tenure of Cossacks is analyzed, deficiencies of the communal landownership are shown. The basic reasons for reduction in the profitableness of Cossack economies at the turn of XIX-XX are shown.
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From the second-half of the 19th century the state financing of the troop needs was stably reduced, the orientation to the use of local sources of income was strengthened, the main from which were land and forest resources. In exchange for bread salary the Cossacks got the standardized land plot, for life support and the bearing of service. At the beginning of the 20th century land economy becomes the basic kind of activity and the source of income for Cossacks. However, the communal system of land tenure restrained the economic activity of Cossacks, the need of changing the existing tradition of land tenure became acute. 
At the beginning of the 20th century the land-utilization became the basic component of agrarian policy of the tsarist government in respect of Cossacks of the eastern outskirts. It was necessary to delimit the lands of Cossacks and to conduct demarcation inside the troops. The allotments of Cossacks were distributed in different quantity in the regions, between the Cossack villages inside the regions [1]. The non-even distribution of the land was the reason for an increase in the property differentiation, which was disadvantageous to the state. The autocracy was attempted to support the material prosperity of Cossacks as the main defensive force in the near-boundary boundaries. 
The land is the source of income, an integral part of traditionally prevailing system of existence and the ideology of Cossacks. Possession of the land in established order on the basis of right and tradition is the part of relation system of Cossack class and monarchy. The land disorder of Cossacks of the eastern outskirts focused attention of the government together with the increasing interests in the Far East. The land disorder existed in the troops, was explained by the absence of the general land surveying of the land, giving for the Cossack class. Furthermore, the nature of land relations complicated the collective right by the land use in contrast to the personal. In the use of land two legal persons were represented: the community- possessing the land and the member of community temporarily using the plot on different bases [2]. 
For example, in Transbaikal Cossack troops the reduction of the welfare of economies directly depended from the land disorder. The troop authorities saw the output into the transfers to the army of its entire territory into the complete property. So for the improvement of the agricultural way of life of Cossacks the local troop authorities proposed to give land allotments into the property of Cossack population. Communal land tenure with the frequent repartitions did not satisfy the requirements of life, it restrained the personal initiative of Cossacks. In the documents of the overall presence of Troop economic administration was noted: “The most perfect type of land-utilization is the farm or settlement society, which will undoubtedly increase the profitableness of the Cossack land plots, and with the impossibility of forming the same - continuous for all field land holding, giving especially from the fiscal estate, but only not into the complete property, but into a constant hereditary possession of each of the members of society” [3]. Furthermore the Cossack could not sell his plot, neither place nor to lease without the agreement to that of the society, thus the property rights underwent substantial limitations.

The measure of land allowance for Cossacks of the eastern outskirts was determined by the state on an example of Donskoy and other Cossack troops into 30 dessiatines for one Cossack. The land allowance was given to each regimental region according to the number of officials of the troop class, Cossacks and church clergies. Over these allotment lands, to each regimental region the reserve lands accounted for an increase of population and for the troop economic institutions were added. Spare lands in the regimental regions intended for the future allotments, they returned into the quitrent using, on the order of the troop administration and the rescued money entered the troop income [4]. The lands given to Cossack villages, were in the communal possession of society of each Cossack village. No part of the land, within the boundaries of Cossack territory, could leave from the possession of Cossack society into the personal property. In Transbaikal, Amur and Ussuri troops the lands, cleared by the works of Cossacks from the scaffolding or dried from under the swamps remained in their possession independent of given to them plots. The appearing of new farmsteads and settlements in the borders of stanitsa territories was permitted on the decision of complete stanitsa collections from the assertion of troop authorities. Each member of stanitsa society could plant gardens in his estates, being their owner, but the land under them remained the property of society. 
Because the lands of the troops were not limited by boundaries, the possession of Cossacks was specified in the majority only on the long period of use. Therefore all possible questionable situations appeared. The lands of Cossacks disputed the mining department, peasants. The lack of the strength of possession affected by the detection on the plots of gold-bearing ores. In that case the lands were taken away, and the existing settlements moved on the indication of mining-metallurgical administration. During the migration of Cossacks they were ensured by the land and by the means to construction. But similar situations, as frequent disputes, led to the instability of rights to the possession of land. Uncertainty in their property in the plot of land weakened the desire of Cossacks to develop it correctly and persistently. The carelessness of the boundaries of land possessions contributed to assertion and fastening of trapping right. But the Cossack population was not fully authoritative owner of the land usable for agricultures. All plots locating in the term-less use of Cossacks belonged to the Cabinet. The problem of land surveying and the absence of specialists complicated the land tenure of Cossacks.

The troop spare lands were under direct control of the local Troop Administrations. They were assigned for the addition of stanitsa allotments to the legalized proportion and for the different troop needs (roads, troop scaffolding, for collections and studies of troop commands, for the formation of quitrent articles). In the mining regulations according to the article 1237 of the arches of laws published in 1893 in the case of discovery on the plots of battalion regions of the troops noble metals and precious stones the lands were transferred to the Cabinet of its Majesty, instead of the other lands [5]. 
Let us examine the development of various forms of landownership in the Cossack troops. In Transbaikal, Amur and Ussuri troops there are the all forms of land tenure: estates, plowed lands, pastures, felling of forest, passed three stages of their development - free, trapping, equalizing. In the duration of using the lands were placed as follows: estate, plowed land, meadows, forests [6]. The estate was in the eternal use, until the person being used rejected himself. Plowed lands and meadows were the lands of more or less prolonged use, making transitional forms from the perpetual possession to the temporary use, depending on the labor spent on them. Individual personality did not have the right of exceptional use of forest completely.

The right to prolonged use depended from the spent labor, the more the efforts was spent with the mastery of the plot, the more prolonged the period of possession of it [7]. The respect for labor created the right of seizure. The trapping land tenure was formed, which depends on the expenditures of energy. It was sufficiently to show the will, after spending the labor on the choice of the known plot so that the society would recognize the right of possession. The will of individual person limited the will of community, which was being legally considered as the collective owner to the land.

The process of becoming of cooperative Cossack land tenure, which was supported by state, continued. The introduction and maintenance of communities was one of the directions of agrarian policy of the autocracy in Siberia.

Thus, for the duration with the reduction of free lands changed the right of land tenure, depending on the economic value of the plot the period of use and its quantity decreased. The basic reasons for repartitions are explainable by the following conditions: 1) the exhaustion of the free for seizure lands, 2) the change and reduction of land areas, 3) the non-even distribution of land between the members of community, 4) nonconformity of taxes and duties with the sizes of plots locating in the use, 5) by the desire to make even tax taxation [8].
The need for improving and fertilizing the land plots leads to the repartitions for the prolonged periods (of up to 15 years), with the long term each will be interested in a qualitative improvement in his plot. Plowed lands are divided into the long terms, that caused by the need for fertilizer, the repartitions of plowed lands testify about the land shortage, betokening economic decline and impoverishment.

The land tenure of Cossacks of the eastern outskirts is based partly on the legal, partly on the usual right. For example, in Transbaikal troops on the strength of the fact that the lands there were not separated, all troop lands were at the disposal of Cossack villages, but the troop reserve was not formed, although it was proposed to remove under it one third of the entire stanitsa land plot.

In spite of precise regulation by the laws, the land tenure of Cossacks has the variety of forms, based on usual right. According to the the position on March 17, 1851 the possibility of development of the action of usual right appeared. According to this position the Cossacks could temporarily have available their shares as by property [9].
The very separation of land on the share depended on stanitsa societies, i.e., Cossack village could divide the land into the share or not divide. After foregoing the separation on the share, the society would limit the right of each Cossack to independently use of his share inclusively to its sale.

Thus, the exclusiveness of right to the land and to society and to Cossack (to the land cleared by their own works from the scaffolding and swamps) created relative to the division of the land between Cossacks, the wide framework, within which varied the usual right.

In different Cossack villages of Cossack troops the forms of use of plowed lands were different: 
1. There was purely trapping form – when Cossack, possessing the trapping right of plowed land could sell it to somebody.

2. Sometimes the sale of plowed land was permitted only to Cossacks from the same stanitsa, and to the strangers it was prohibited.

3. The plowed lands, cleared from forest, being located in the hereditary use, could be sold even when according to the previous article the Cossack could not do this.

4. In some Cossack villages the trapping use of plowed land at the clean places differed in no way from the plowed lands, cleared from forest. Neither that nor another could be with anyone occupied, besides that ploughed up them for the first time, at least they lay many years without the working [10].
The Cossacks cattle-breeders valued the lands for mowing more than plowed land; therefore in some Cossack villages it was prohibited to throw open hay mowing and meadow places at all. In some places the ploughings on the pastures were limited or completely forbidden.

But, on the whole, the seizure limited of different kind of lands was the most developed form of use of plowed lands in the Cossack settlements. The presence of the large quantity of free land was the special feature of Cossack land tenure in the eastern outskirts of the country. Trapping method completely ruled in the Far East, since 1894 to the Far-Eastern Cossacks the strip of the land was attached, which was called “the outlet of Dukhovskiy” [11]. In Transbaykal the Cossacks were more squeezed in land relations. Their lands were between the office, the peasant and the possessions of indigenous population. However, in the West Transbaykal the seizure of plowed lands is encountered only in two settlements, as a whole the equalizing form of use prevailed.

The seizure as the most developed form existed, until the oppression in the land comes, and the need for passing to the more advanced form of land tenure arose, using the equation and the repartitions of land. The durable application of an equation acquired there, where people actually valued the land, and deficiency into the plowed lands was felt more strongly. The repartition was the highest form of communal beginning, with which the right of seizure and the right of labor input disappeared. Each plot became the property of the society and it could have on the lot or from the auction any member of community [12]. 
Thus, during the 19th century the traditional communal Cossack land tenure is formed. With the formation of Transbaikal, Amur and Ussuri Cossack troops the collective right of possession of the land is attached officially. New stage in the land exploitation of Cossacks begins. In the interests of creation of the combat-effective and not requiring the high financial expenditures of the armed force the government agreed to the transfer to possession to the army not only of the lands that earlier belonged to Russian and “non-Russian” Cossacks, but also free fiscal lands along the boundary line”, or the lands of the state and plant peasants, belonging to the Cossack class.

The limits of the land allowance were increased and differentiated on an example of other Cossack troops depending on the rank: to the staff officer was proposed to give 400, to the officer 200, to the village policeman or Cossack - 30 dessiatines, moreover not only being in the active list, but generally to all, who was in the Cossack army [13]. 
All Cossack lands were considered as the united troop possession (thus far they were crushed to the separate possessions of municipal regiment, border forces, Cossack villages, non-Russian regiments). As a whole, all troop lands were divided into two categories: some were as a reserve, in the troop “savings” and could surrender to the lease to all desiring, others entered division to the Cossacks on the general stanitsa right [14]. The basic parameters of corporate Cossack land having preserved: community is the basic owner of the land, responsible for the allotment with the land share of each its member. Plowed lands and mowing were divided on the lot between the Cossacks, and other land was in their general possession. The Cossack land sections were periodically refined [15]. 
Cossacks, getting into the use from the state the land instead of service, as a result divided it on the traditional communal bases depending on its value. The tendency of community toward the allotment of all members with the plot on equal base gradually led to the reduction of land resources and instability of agriculture because of the frequent repartitions. The influence of communal land tenure on the economic state of the troops was significant. To the each system of economy corresponds the maximum thickness of population, capable of existing under the conditions of this method of production. With the achievement of this limit begins the agrarian overpopulation – relative deficiency of the land. The output of this position is possible either through the passage to the more intensive economy or with the help of migration. Coming to the new system of agriculture requires time, knowledge, means and psychological reconstruction. To this method the population is turned when the possibility of migration is absent. Cossack community in many respects resembled peasant and was in the essence the traditional organization of the enslavement of Cossack class.

An actual state of the culture of land tenure in the Cossack troops of the east outskirts was traditional and under the new conditions less productive. Extensive agriculture, frequent droughts and as the consequence bad harvests were the reason for the low profitableness. Besides the climate risky for agriculture a constant detachment from the production significantly decreased qualitative work of Cossacks for the performance of service. Therefore the support of the state was necessary to Cossacks, which gives the additional guarantees and privileges as to the agricultural population. The entire system of economy was built on the particular initiative of the Cossack, interest in his economy. The attempts to make public tillage or herds on the horse breeding did not bring results. The communal forms of land tenure generated in the Cossack medium economic relations similar to the mutual responsibility by the peasants. So it was more easily to the state to control and subordinate the class. But this form of land tenure exhausted itself, it was necessary to determine the economic system from other radically positions directed to the encouragement of personal initiative. This had to be reflected, first of all, on the principle of separation and exploitation of the land.
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