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ABSTRACT

The article is devoted to the views of A. G. Shcherbatov on the role, tasks and sig-
nificance of the agricultural societies of the Russian Empire at the end of the 19th and the
beginning of the 20th century. Shcherbatov was the Chairman of the Moscow Imperial
Society of Agriculture and an official of the Ministry of Agriculture. His position largely
determined the ideology of agrarian public organizations. He contributed to the formation
of state policy in agriculture. A. G. Shcherbatov considered agricultural societies a simple
and effective way to solve the agrarian question in Russia. The agrarian public organiza-
tions performed many functions. The most important task A. G. Shcherbatov considered
was to improve the commercial profitability of agricultural societies and their competitive-
ness on the market. Their activities became more effective with the support of the state and
zemstvos. Regional agricultural societies had their own specifics. Prior to the First World
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War, these agrarian associations achieved significant results. The program of A. G. Shcher-
batov on agricultural societies was to some extent realized.

Key words: agricultural societies, Russian Empire, A. G. Shcherbatov, agriculture,
public organizations, Ukrainian provinces

An important factor in the positive changes in the agricultural sector
of the Russian Empire in the late 19th and early 20th century was the
existence of agricultural societies [hereinafter: AS]. They were massively
created after the reforms of the 1860s and 1870s in almost all regions of the
country. For a long time, there were disputes among the officials, zemstvo
members, landowners, and professional agrarians about the aims and tasks
of agricultural societies. The study of the contribution of these associations
to the progress of agriculture and their significance in terms of changing
public consciousness remains an urgent task for modern science.

The chronological scope of the article includes the period of the late
19th — early 20th century, the time of dynamic activity of the AS. The terri-
torial framework covers the Russian Empire and, above all, the Ukrainian
provinces.

The first publications about AS appeared in the 19th century and are
represented by a wide range of literature. These are anniversary editions'
and the books by experts, dedicated to certain aspects of the activity
of these organizations®. The works of the leading figures of the AS, in
particular, A. G. Shcherbatov® are, in this case, the most interesting.

In Soviet times, little attention was paid to the importance of the AS.
It was considered that these public organizations hardly influenced the
development of the agricultural sector of the country*. However, some

b Mcmopuueckas sanucka 00 yupexderuu Mocko6ckozo 00uLecmea ceAbckoz0 Xo3sicmea

u ocnomunanus o deticmeusx u desmersx Obujecmea 3a ucmexuiue 75-remue (1820-1895
rr.), ed. A.Il Ileperreaxun, Mocksa 1895; Vcmopuueckuii 0630p 50-Aemtieii desimeAbHOCHU
WMmnepamopckozo cervckoxossiicmeseritozo obuecmea FOza Poccuu, ed. M.IT. Boposckmii,
Oaecca 1878.

2 E.Topaeenko, O noroxeHuu ceAbckoz0 X034icmea u emcmen 6 Xapvokoeckoii 2ybeprui,
Xapwkos 1885; B.C. I'pabosckmii, Kpamiuii ouepx 25-remmeii desmervrocmu Mutickozo
o00uecmen ceavckozo xosaiiemea, Munck 1901; P. Jlewt, Mexdy kpynHuvim 3a600CKUM X03STUCTE0M
u azpaprvim éonpocom, Cymer 1906; V.M. Pepa, 3adauu cervckoxossiicmeeHHblX o0ujecme
u Kuescroe 00uecnso ceAbck020 X0381Cmea U ceAbckoxossiicmeeroil npomotuirernocmu, Kues
1891.

* ALUI. llepbaros, 3nauerue u 3adauu ceavbckoxossiicmeernvix obuyecms, Mocksa 1898;
idem, Ceavcxoxossticmeentoie obujecmea, Mocksa 1894; idem, Codeiicmesue Mmocko6ck020
semcmea ceavckomy xossiicmea, Mocksa 1911.

t A.A. Cremanckuii, Obujecmeseritivie opeanusavyuu 6 Poccuu na pybexe XIX-XX 66.,
Mocksa 1982.
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issues, such as agricultural credit, were studied by Soviet historians’. After
1991, the works, including dissertations, the authors of which began to
evaluate the activities of the AS more positively, have been published®.
The main attention in these publications was paid to problems that can be
combined with the theme “the history of science and technology’, while
the actual social aspect of the activities of the AS remained in the dark.

In recent years, the monographs have been published in Russia in which
agricultural policy in the country has been analyzed, its significance and
consequences have been reinterpreted’. The work by A. A. Kurenyshev,
dedicated to the Moscow Agricultural Society, which is characterized with
new approaches. In his research, the entire period of existence of the all-
Russian public organization was comprehensively studied. The author
positively described the role of A. G. Shcherbatov as the Chairman of the
Moscow Agricultural Society. A. A. Kurenyshev made conclusions about
the gradual democratisation of the membership of the agrarian society
and the achievements of the Moscow AS in the implementation of the
agrarian reforms®.

The sources for this article are archive documents’, as well as the
published statistical collections, address-calendar books, etc.'

The purpose of the research is to study the opinion of A. G. Shcherbatov
on the tasks and significance of the activity of the AS.

The agricultural societies were the agrarian community organizations.
‘BoabpHOe sKOHOMUYecKoe 001ectso’ (‘BDO’) is considered to be the first
such association in the Russian Empire. On the territory of the Ukrainian
provinces, the first was the Imperial Society of Agriculture of the South of

> AL Kopeaun, Ceavcroxossiicmeentiotti kpedum 6 Poccuu 6 konte XIX—nauare XX cm.,

Mocksa 1988.

¢ B.H. Muponos, Couuarvnas ucmopus Poccuu nepuoda umnepuu, vol. 2, CaHKT
ITerepOypr 2000; B. Koaecumk, Ilodirvcvke mosapucmeo CiAbCbk020 —20Cn00apcmea
i ciavevkozocnodapevioi npomucrosocmi (1896-1918 pp.), Binnmia 2007; A.M. Kpot, Poio
semcme Aigobepexcroi Yipainu 6 modeprisauii ciavcokozo zocnodapcmea (1864-1914 pp.), Kuis
2009, self-review of the candidate's thesis.

7 AL Kopeann, Koonepauus u koonepamustoe dsusxetiue 6 Poccuu (1860-1917 22.), Mocksa
2009; B.C. Asxun, derveu 0As cervckozo xossiicmen (1892-1914 22.), Cankr IletepOypr 1997.

8 A.A. Kypensmmes, Ceavckoxossiicmeennas cmoruya Poccuu. Ouepku ucmopuu
Mockosckozo 00usecmea ceabckozo xossticmea (1818—1929 z2.), Mocksa 2013.

? Rossiyskiy Gosudarstvennyy Istoricheskiy Arkhiv [hereinafter: RGIA], f. 398, f. 1571;
Tsentralnyy Gosudarstvennyy Istoricheskiy Arkhiv Ukrainy (g. Kiyev) [hereinafter:
TGIAU]J, f. 442; Gosudarstvennyy Arkhiv Khar'kovskoy Oblasti [hereinafter: GAKhO],
f. 237; Gosudarstvennyy Arkhiv Odesskoy Oblasti [hereinafter: GAOO], f. 22.

10" Cnpasourivie ceedenus o ceavckoxossicmeernvix obujecmsax, ed. B.B. Mopauescknii,
Cankr IletepOypr 1911; A. I'oaosko, Ceavckoxossiicmeertvle o0uecmea Xapokosckoil zyoep-
Huu, Xapbkos 1910.

DOI: 10.17951/rh.2020.49.337-358



340 MAIIA LYSENKO

Russia (Odessa), founded in 1828. Other ASes in the Ukrainian provinces
were opened in the post-reform period. The most active provincial societies
were AS in Poltava (1866), Kiev (1874) and Kharkov (1880). Provincial AS
had branch offices. For example, the Kharkov AS has opened branches
in Zmiyev and Kupyansk. Subsequently, their number increased. Some
branches have become independent ASs. All-Russian AS (‘B2O’, Imperial
Moscow AS, All-Russian Society of Gardeners) spread their influence on
the territory of Ukrainian provinces. In addition to general AS (in many
areas of activity), there were also specialized ones: horse breeding, animal
husbandry, horticulture, hop growing, viticulture and winegrowing, and
others. On the Right-bank Ukraine the AS opened later. On the whole, the
Ukrainian provinces had their own features. First, the Ukrainian provinces
were a developed region of the Russian Empire, which left an imprint on the
overall picture of economic life and activities of these public organizations.
Secondly, the southern provinces, connected through the port of Odessa
with major international trade, had experience of business activities on the
market. Third, the national and social structure of landowners — activists
of the ASes differed by regions. Thus, the members of the Right-bank
Ukraine ASes were mainly Polish landowners. Fourth, the representatives
of the AS were loyal to the existing system (with a few exceptions after the
events of 1905-1907). They based their activities on the issues of education
and economic transformations in the country.

If we consider the periodization of the activities of the AS, including
the Ukrainian provinces, then they became relatively widespread (by the
number of AS and their members) in the 1880s. Agrarian public associations
gradually shifted from elite noble to all-class ones. To a certain extent, their
numerical growth was the result of increased state funding, awareness of
the leading officials of the Department of Agriculture of the importance of
AS as a method to raise the country's agriculture, and the desire to avoid
starvation in the future.

The activity of the AS was influenced by objective and subjective fac-
tors. The first ones include the state of agriculture in the Russian Empire,
financing, the needs of the domestic market and the demands of interna-
tional trade, the competition of the countries that produced agricultural
products. Subjective factors comprise the enthusiasm of public activists,
differences in mentality, mutual understanding and support of landown-
ers, and the state policy in the agricultural sector.

The agricultural societies were founded as educational, but then
gradually shifted from “pure science’ to practice. As time passed, their
work covered a wide range of issues. The mechanism of the structure
of the AS was simple. Local landowners united on the basis of common
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interests, mutually beneficial cooperation. The employment of rural
owners, the specifics of rural production, which required constant
presence and care, did not allow them to actively ‘advertise’ their
activities. Therefore, public opinion in Russia did not always pay
attention to them. Nevertheless, the problem of the functioning of the
AS was discussed in Russian society. This discussion was held at all
levels from ordinary members of the AS to prominent state and public
figures. So, the most interesting viewpoints on the significance, aims and
tasks of the AS had been expressed by the Ministers of the Agricultural
Department A. S. Yermolov, A. V. Krivoshein, writer I. P. Kapnist, the
Secretary of the Odessa AS 1. G. Palimpsestov, and the President of the
Imperial Moscow AS A. G. Shcherbatov.

A. G. Shcherbatov'! offered his program during the speeches at all-
Russian agricultural congresses, agricultural exhibitions in different
regions of the country, in the Ministry of Agriculture (as the head of
the main Department of Horse Breeding), at meetings in Zemstvos.
He prepared and published a number of works on agricultural topics,
including ones specifically dedicated to the AS.

A. G. Shcherbatov developed the following problems:

1 Alexander Grigoryevich Shcherbatov (1850-1915) — Prince, Russian statesman
and public figure, economist, publicist, and traveller. Born in Saint Petersburg in a noble
and rich family, the son of the Trustee of the Saint Petersburg school district, Prince G.A.
Shcherbatov (1819-1881), the grandson of the Moscow military Governor-General, hero
of the Patriotic war of 1812, Prince A.G. Shcherbatov (1776-1848). Received a good home
education, knew several foreign languages. During the Russian-Turkish war of 1877-1878
he worked as the Commissioner of the Red Cross for the Ruschuk detachment in the
Balkans and was awarded the order of St. Prince Vladimir of the 4th degree.

Prince A.G. Shcherbatov devoted a lot of time to agriculture. In 1892, he was elected
President of the Imperial Moscow Agricultural Society. He worked in this position for
13 years. He contributed to the development of horse breeding in the Russian Empire.
Horse stud farms of Prince A.G. Shcherbatov were suppliers of horses for the Imperial
Court. He was also engaged in other social activities. So, in 1883-1891 he was elected
Ruzsky uyezd Marshal of nobility of the Moscow province, in 1883 — was granted the
rank of Kamer-Junker of the Highest Court, and in 1891 was appointed Commissioner for
public works of the Samara province to help the hungry, in 1904 was appointed the Chief
Commissioner of the Red Cross during the Russian-Japanese war.

He was an opponent of the Stolypin reform. A.G. Shcherbatov considered cooperation
of small farms on the basis of the existing traditional community as a means to increase
agricultural productivity. For him, Denmark's agriculture was an example for imitation.
A.G. Shcherbatov's creative legacy: the books O6mosrenias Poccus; I'ocydapcmeetiio-
Hapodroe xo3aiicmeo Poccuu 6 0auxaiiem 0yoyuiem; Crnocobuvl yseAutumv npousso0uneAbHoco
kpecmosrckozo xossicmea. With the beginning of the First World War, A.G. Shcherbatov
became one of the founders of the “‘Russian Union of Trade and Industry’. He was engaged
in charity work, helping the front and the wounded. Alexander Grigoryevich Shcherbatov
died in 1915.
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1. Aims, tasks and significance of AS. Agrarian associations as a source of
public initiative and a means to solve the issue of reforming and raising
the country's agriculture.

2. AS and the state, their financing.

3. The place of AS in the structure of agricultural institutions.

AS as experts in discussing agricultural issues and technical assessment;
AS as the representatives of both a separate branch and a territory.

4. The relationship between AS and the Zemstvos.

5. AS and small-scale land ownership. Various forms of agricultural as-
sociations: AS, syndicates and associations. Holding congresses of rural
owners.

6. The role of all-Russian AS.

7. Questions of commercial efficiency (sales, profit, loans, competition of
other countries, etc.).

8. Problems of borrowing foreign experience.

According to A. G. Shcherbatov, agricultural societies were of primary
importance for the development of agriculture. He referred to a wide
range of issues as the tasks of the AS: increasing crop yields, profitable
sales, improvements in animal husbandry, development of experimental
business, etc. In his opinion, the importance of the AS was that these
agrarian organizations should be a source of public initiative on the
ground and a simple and effective means of reforming and raising the
country's agriculture. Indeed, the results of the activity of these societies
were significant at the beginning of the First World War. This was reflected
in the quantitative growth of the AS, its specialization, involvement of
the representatives of small land ownership into the work, a variety of
initiatives, increased professionalism, economic profitability, and laying
the foundations of an experienced business.

A. G. Shcherbatov particularly emphasized the importance of the
public initiative that came from the AS: ‘It is recognized as an axiom that
in any enterprise and especially in agricultural, the success of the business
depends above all on personal initiative and skill. It is recognized by
the second axiom that the community action significantly increases the
efficiency. And finally, the third axiom is that the simpler the solution of
a large issue, the more correct it actually is"*2.

These three axioms were the foundation of the AS. The work of the AS

2 ‘TlpusHaHO 3a aKCMOMY, 4YTO BO BCAKOM TMPEANPVSITUY, U MeXJy IIpodnM
U B Ce/LCKOXOBSMICTBEHHOM, YCIIeX Aela 60AbIIe BCETO 3aBVICHUT OT AVYHON IPeATTPUIMIMBOCTIA
v yMeHvs1. JpyTovt ke aKCMOMO! ITPH3HAETCs], ITO OOIITHOCTD A€VICTBYIS 3HAYMTEABHO YBeAIIIBaeT
ITPOM3BOAUTEABHOCTD. /], HAKOHeIT, TPeThs aKCIIoMa, UTO YeM ITPOITe pelTieHyie KPYITHOTO BOITPOca,
TeM OHO OKa3bIBaeTcsl Ha Aeae HauOoaee sepHbM . AT IllepGaros, 3naverue, p. 2.
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was based on the ability of the people in charge of the case. However, the
mass of rural owners was so inactive and uninterested in their business
that they did not understand either the significance of the AS or the
value of agricultural machinery. A. G. Shcherbatov believed that not all
rural owners were mentally and socially ready for transformations in the
country. Some of them took a passive approach. However, the emerging
market and the competition of the countries that produce agricultural
products have become serious stimuli to reconsider their views. Agrarian
public organizations, as well as other voluntary associations in the Russian
Empire, became another factor in the implementation of reforms.

The next issue, which was reflected in the journalism, was the relation-
ship between the AS and the state, and the financing of these organiza-
tions. Agricultural societies reported to the Department of Agriculture of
the Ministry of Agriculture. As public organizations, they were guided by
the Charter in their activities. After 1866, they were under the dual control
of the Ministries of Agriculture and Internal Affairs.

The majority of AS, especially local (rural) had limited resources.
Their budget consisted of membership fees, low profits from events
(such as exhibitions), and private donations. It was possible to conduct
commercial operations and develop an experienced business only with
stable and sufficient funding. The Department of Agriculture provided
annual subsidies. They were given for specific events (for example, an
experimental field). Some amounts were transferred to the AS for the
maintenance of its staff and mandatory expenses (salary of the secretary
of the society, publication of newspapers, magazines, etc.). Part of the
funding was provided at the local level. Most of the local expenses of the AS
were paid by the zemstvos. In the 1890s, as a minimum, the Department of
Agriculture recognized for each province the need to pay for the work of
an agronomist, construction of an experimental field, and the maintenance
of one secondary and several lower agricultural educational institutions.
Accordingly, the central funding provided assistance to AS, created
agricultural committees, maintained higher agricultural educational
institutions, experimental fields, stations and laboratories engaged in
scientific research.

However, throughout the studied period, the lack of funds remained
one of the main problems of the AS. A. G. Shcherbatov on this occasion
believed that it is necessary that the activities of the AS, to a certain extent,
should be managed by the government, in order to give them a direction
from the point of view of the state. In this regard, the establishment of
the Ministry of Agriculture (1894) was an important point on the way to
regulating the network of AS. Actually, this is how A. G. Shcherbatov
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assessed this fact. “These are the main principles on which state and public
assistance to the development of agriculture should be based. And when
there is no agricultural production and localities that do not have their
own special institution that takes care of its agricultural needs, when
the whole country is covered by a network of AS with strictly defined
tasks and committees, when more general issues are discussed at Central
congresses and in AS, then the state activities to promote agriculture will
be on solid ground, and the successful and correct development of this
sphere will be ensured’®.

However, he understood that in agriculture, where success depends
on good will of individuals, orders and statements can be harmful to the
cause. And he also saw the main strength of the Ministry of Agriculture
in ‘moral influence and the concern for the needs of agriculture’'.
Government structures had important information and accumulated
experience at their disposal. The Agricultural Department could give to
any local agricultural society all necessary information about the state
of affairs somewhere abroad or in another part of Russia. The Ministry
of Agriculture also influenced the AS through the distribution of
subsidies.

According to A. G. Shcherbatov, such cooperation could be achieved
by such measures: 1. By notifying the AS in advance of the issues to be
considered by the agricultural Council in such a way that the agricultural
societies submit its proposals on these issues; 2. By giving the AS of
various tasks of interest to the Ministry of Agriculture with the provision
of necessary funds for agricultural machinery, as well as for sales,
arrangement, and participation in exhibitions; 3. By annual convenes at
the Ministry of Agriculture of the meeting of the AS chairmen to jointly
discuss how best to perform the tasks assigned to them in order to develop
conditions for the distribution of the annual amount assigned for the
organization of exhibitions and for subsidies.

Among the issues discussed were the following: the place of the AS in

3 “Bor Te raaBHBIe Havala, Ha KOTOPBIX A0AKHO OBITH OCHOBAHO IOCyAapCTBEHHOE
71 OOITIeCTBEHHOE COAEeNICTBIIE pa3BUTHUIO CeABCKOTO X03:1icTBa. J Koraa He OyAeT arpapHOTo
ITPOU3BOACTBA ¥ MECTHOCTH, KOTOpBIEe He MMeAN OB CBOETO CIeNNaAbHOTO YIpesXKAeHNs,
3aDOTAIIErocs O ero CeAbCKOXO3AVICTBEHHBIX Hy>KJaX, KOTAa BCs cTpaHa OyJeT MOKphITa
cetpio CXO co cTporo ompejeleHHBIMM 3aJadaMi M KOMHUTeTaMI, Korja 6o1ee obrmue
BOITPOCEI OyAyT 00CY>KAaThCs Ha IIEHTPaAbHBIX chedgax u B CXO — Torja rocysapcrBeHHast
AESATeABHOCTh TIO COAEVICTBUIO CEeABCKOTO XO3ICTBa CTaHET Ha TBEPAYIO IIOYBY,
u HyJeT obecrieuyeHO yCIeITHOe U IpaBuAbHOe passutue »toir cepsr’. AT IllepbaTos,
Ceavckoxossiicmeertuie, p. 7.

4 “HpaBCTBEHHOM BAVTHUU U 3a00Te O Hy>KJax ceabckoro xossiictsa’. RGIA, f. 1571,
inv. 1, ref. no. 52, sheet 39.
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the structure of agricultural institutions, the role of members of the AS as
experts in discussing agrarian issues. ASes as representatives of not only
the special industries, but also of territories.

If we talk about the place of the AS in the structure of agricultural
institutions, then the opinions of officials, landowners and agrarians
differed. A. G. Shcherbatov considered ASes to be institutions that can
give an expert assessment and be, in fact, local bodies of the Ministry of
Agriculture. In practice, the situation was more complicated, since these
publicorganizations performed various functions, including representation
in government bodies. It should be noted that until the 1890s in the Russian
Empire the territorial AS (corresponding to the administrative division
of the country) prevailed. This circumstance was one of the reasons for
inactivity of the AS and the lack of sympathy and interest in them from
the rural owners. Administrative-territorial units were often characterized
by such a variety of agricultural conditions (often opposite or mutually
exclusive) that the members of the AS corresponding to such zoning did
nothave a basis for common activities. At the beginning of the 20th century,
the branch principle of division of the AS (including specialization) was
recognized as more appropriate than the administrative-territorial one.

The absence at the AS of one dominant interest, which it could focus
its activities on, and rural business owners were involved to participate in
the common activity — became one of the causes of low productivity of the
work and apathy of farmers for various activities of agrarian organizations
atall. Some ASes were aware of this disadvantage and wanted to artificially
create a ‘live interest’. This explained the noticeable desire of part of the
AS to give its activities commercial or commission character.

According to A. G. Shcherbatov, it was necessary to consider speciali-
zation as the main condition for reviving the efforts of the AS, so it was
desirable to create AS with special tasks. For example, the organization of
partnerships in the dairy business, the production of fine wool, flax, etc.
Research and discussion of improved techniques for each of these indus-
tries (with a well-established subsidiary economy) brought together all
representatives of each of these industries and contributed to the introduc-
tion of practical guidelines and techniques developed by science. Experi-
ence had shown that activities in this direction undoubtedly had a benefi-
cial effect on the entire system of agricultural production. Proper activity
of the AS was a sign of high development and education of agricultural
classes and had been always accompanied by the use of modern agricul-
tural machinery. In particular, this was due to the success of the AS in the
Baltic provinces. According to A. G. Shcherbatov, the only local bodies of
the Ministry of Agriculture could be only the agricultural societies. Where
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there were no ASes, at the command of the Ministry of Agriculture tem-

porary committees were to be created from local rural owners until there

was an understanding among the local population about the need for AS.

An important issue was the relationship between the AS and the
zemstvos. A. G. Shcherbatov believed that the role of zemstvos in relation
to the AS was primarily in financing and mutually beneficial cooperation.
Zemstvos could not be the representatives of agricultural interests. His
reasoning was as follows:

1. “The complexity of the duties assigned to the zemstvo institutions does
not allow them to devote enough time to the consideration of every
agricultural issue in its entirety.

2. Participation in zemstvo institutions of representatives of classes are
not agricultural and have nothing to do with agriculture.

3. The complexity and peculiarity of the conditions that affect the public
choice, which took into account not so much the qualities of the
landowner, but the general economy or personal moral qualities, or
authority in the society.

4. Combining economic and administrative functions in zemstvo
institutions.

5. The timing of the activity of zemstvo institutions to the administrative
divisions of the country has nothing in common with the economic
division’".

Hebelieved that when developing technical issues, specialists-agrarians
should be given the freedom to discuss and make decisions.

A. G. Shcherbatov criticized the proposal to consider zemstvos as local
agricultural bodies. Zemstvo institutions, as we know, consisted of elected
delegates that passed through one, two, or even three ballots to achieve
their position. The zemstvo institutions had economic responsibilities
for the area, but not exclusively agricultural ones. So, there was a huge
difference between the two activities. A person can be very economical in
building a house, in managing a hospital, in arranging roads, but he can be
a poor farmer. Therefore, he believed that the zemstvo could conduct its

5 “1. MHOTOCAOXHOCTh OOs3aHHOCTEV, BO3/10KEeHHBLIX Ha 3eMCKHUe YUpeXAeHU:, He
Aalolas UM BO3MOXKHOCTM IIOCBAINATh AOCTaTOYHO BpeMeHM Ha pacCMOTpeHMe arpap-
HBIX BOIIPOCOB BO BCEll MX ITOAHOTe. 2. YJacTue B 3eMCKNX YIPeKAEHUAX IpeAcTaBuTe-
el KAaCCOB He 3eMAeAeAbUeCKIX, HUYero O0INero ¢ CeAbCKIUM XO3SICTBOM He MMEIOIITIX.
3. CA0>XKHOCTH U OCOOEHHOCTD YCAOBII, BAMSIONIUX Ha BEIOOP IAaCHBIX, TPV KOTOPBIX YUU-
THIBAAYICh HE CTOABKO KayeCTBa XO3s1MHa-3eMAeBAaeablla, a O0Ias XO3sICTBEHHOCTD A
AVYHbIE HPAaBCTBEHHEBIE KauecTBa, AU aBTOpuTeT B obirectse. 4. CoBMeIneHne B 3 MCKIX
YIpeKAeHVAX PYHKINI XO3AMCTBEHHBIX C aAMMHUCTPaTUBHEIMIL 5. [TpuypodeHHOCTE ae-
ATeABHOCTY 3eMCKIUX YIPeXKAeHUN K aiMIHUCTPAaTUBHBIM A€AeHVAM CTPaHBI, HITYETo 00-
IIeTo C AeAeHueM X03s1icTBeHHBIM He nMeromuM’. RGIA, f. 1571, inv. 1, ref. no. 101, sheet 1.
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economic affairs very well and, at the same time, solve agricultural issues
poorly. An example of this was the food issue, which, in his opinion,
should have been resolved differently. ‘For the zemstvo, the food issue
is not to provide food to the population during the famine years, but to
raise its productive forces by improving agricultural machinery’*¢. A. G.
Shcherbatov noted that for the rich population one or two crop failures
did not matter, that the best example was those provinces in which the AS
and the zemstvos went hand in hand (for example, the Imperial Society of
Agriculture in the South of Russia and the Odessa zemstvo).

There were few agricultural specialists in the zemstvos. First of all, this
was due to the election procedure. A. G. Shcherbatov drew attention to this:
‘[...] everyone knows that in zemstvo elections, election balls are placed by
people who are impartial, such people who, in their opinion, will most
correctly and fairly decide public affairs. Another significant contingent
elects the members of their party who would defend the private interests
of their electorate. Where is it to agricultural interests? And when, after
a double or triple voting, the provincial zemstvo council is recruited,
it is only a matter of happiness and very rare happiness that a rural
professional should join it. The chances of such happiness are diminished
by the consideration that a true rural professional, devoted to his work,
will find neither the time nor the desire to expose himself to all these
hardships’”. In addition, the created economic or agricultural Council, to
which local farmers were invited, was presided over not a man, elected
by rural owners, and but a member of local administration or person
invited by the administration. Accordingly, the program of questions was
drawn up not in the interests of agriculture, but under the influence of one
or another direction of the Zemstvo Assembly or Council. The Council
was convened not at a more convenient time for the rural owners, but at
a convenient time for the administration. It is unlikely that in this order,

16 /1251 3eMCTBa IPOAOBOABCTBEHHBII BOITPOC COCTONT He B 00ecITeueHN N ITPoAyKTaMI
NIUTaHUs HaceAeHUs B TOAOAHBIE TOABL, a B IOAHATUM €ro IPOU3BOAUTEALHBIX CHUA
rmocpeACTBOM yayurnenus arpapsor texuukn’. A.I'. Illep6aTos, Codeiicméue, pp. 5, 6.

17 “[...] BceM M3BECTHO, YTO IPMU 3€MCKIX BRIOOpax M30dMpaTeAbHBIE Iaphl KAaAyTCs
A10ABMY  OeCIPUCTPACTHBIMMY, TaKUMM AWIJaMM, KOTOpHIe, II0 WX MHEHHUIO, OyAyT
Haubo0.1ee BepHO I CITpaBeAANBO pelaTh OOIeCTBeHHbIe Aela. JpyriM >ke 3Ha9UTe ABHBIM
KOHTMHTEHTOM WM30MpaloTcsa AWUIja CBOEV IapTuUM, KOTOpbhle OBl OTCTanMBaAM YacTHEBIE
MHTepeckl CBOUX n3dupateaeir. I'ae ke TyT 40 ceAbCKOXO3VICTBEHHBIX MHTepecoB? A Koraa
11ocae ABOMHONM 1AM TPOIHOM 0aAA0TUPOBKU HaOMUpaeTcs: cocTaB I'yOepHCKOM 3eMCKOI
YIIPaBEL, TO 9TO 410 TOABKO CIaCThs U CYaCThs BeCbMa PeJKOTO, YTOOBI B COCTaB ee BOIre
ceapckuit xo3suH. [IlaHch Ha Takoe cdacThe yOaBAAIOTCA eIlje TeM COODpa’keHUeM, UTo
HaCTOAIINII CEeABCKUII XO35MH, IPeJaHHBINl CBOeMy Jeay, He HallAeT HM BpeMeHHU, HIU
OXOTBHI ITOABepraTh ceds BceM TUM MbITapcTBaM’. Ibidem, p. 6.
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noted A. G. Shcherbatov, it was possible to hope to collect rural owners at
the administration. However, they were still more overwhelmed by the
fact that their decision was not immediately enforced but was criticized
in the Council and the Zemstvo Assembly, which could easily cancel the
best initiatives.

The only explanation for the opinion that the zemstvo should solve
agricultural problems and be a local body of the Ministry of Agriculture
was that it had financial resources at its disposal. Defending his position,
A. G. Shcherbatov compared the role of zemstvo in education and medicine.

A. G. Shcherbatov believed that the program of activity of the AS should
not depend on external conditions and external influences, including zemstvo:
“The technically correct developed program, even if it is not executable at this
time and under certain circumstances, still serves the cherished goal that
should be kept in mind when performing it in parts, and practical activities
are protected from serious mistakes’'®. He puzzled his contemporaries: “Why
is there a completely different question about agriculture? Because our social
consciousness has not yet grown to the understanding that agriculture is
a science and an art, and not just a craft or a rest from other works. And that it
requires hard efforts, great observation, and a lot of special knowledge. Why
not give the zemstvo the same importance that is attached to it in relation to
medicine and factory industry?".

Thus, he concluded that the role of zemstvo in agriculture is executive.
Assistance from zemstvo to agriculture should be in the following aspects:
agricultural education, arrangement of experimental fields, invitation of
special instructors, support to a local AS. This work should be assigned to
zemstvo as an indispensable duty under the program and according to the
estimates developed by the Ministry of Agriculture.

A. G. Shcherbatov insisted that it is impossible even to agree with the
timing of special agricultural institutions to zemstvo institutions in the
form of agronomic councils, guardianship, etc. The mere fact that the

18 “BrrpaboTaHHas TeXHWYECK! IIpaBUAbHasI IPOTrpaMMa, XOTs OBl U He BHIIIOAHMMAs
B JAHHOE BpeM:I 1 TP 3BeCTHBIX OOCTOSTeAbCTBAX, BCe-TaKM CAY>KUT TOM 3aBeTHOI 11e4bI0,
KOTOPYIO cAelyeT UMeTh B BUAY IIPU BBIIIOAHEHIM ee II0 JacTsIM, IpuyeM IpaKTudecKas
AesITeABHOCTb OTPaXkAaeTcs OT CePhe3HBIX OIMMOOK . Azporomuteckas nomouso 6 Poccuu, ed.
B.B. Mopauesckuii, ITerporpag 1914, p. 240.

¥ ‘TloueMy OTHOCUTEABHO CEABCKOTO XO3AVICTBA COBEPIIEHHO Jpyras IIOCTaHOBKa
ponpoca? OTTOro, 4yTo Hallle OOIIeCTBEHHOe CO3HaHMe He JOpOCAO ellle A0 INOHMMaHUs,
YTO CeAbCKOe XO3AMCTBO eCTh HayKa M MCKYCCTBO, a He TOABKO peMecaO MAM OTABIX OT
Apyrux saHATHIA. V1 uTO OHO TpeOyeT yCuAeHHOTo TpyAa, OOABIION HabAI04aTeABHOCTI
11 MHOTO CIIeIlaAbHbIX 3HaHUi. OT4ero He IpuAaTh 3eMCTBY TaKOTO >Ke 3HaueHIs, Kakoe
MIpMJAeTcsl eMy OTHOCUTEABHO MeAMIVHBI 1 (pabpuaHort mpomeimaeHHoctn?’ . RGIA,
f. 1571, inv. 1, ref. no. 52, sheet 41.
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appointment of questions for discussion and the presentation of reports
must go through the councils and zemstvo meetings presented a great
deal of inconvenience. The activity of these councils and trustees, aimed
at fulfilling certain tasks, was involuntarily narrowed and instead of an
independent comprehensive discussion of issues, it was reduced to the
role of consulting institutions.

Finally, these agricultural organizations, dependent on zemstvo
institutions, were undoubtedly influenced by personal relations, so that
only the owners who had some contact with zemstvo took part in them,
and many active owners who did not take part in public life remained
aloof. Under the influence of the general administrative and economic
nature of zemstvo activities, special agricultural bodies associated with
them could lose their character of a well-known specialty and have
a subordinate character.

Not everyone agreed with this understanding of the role and tasks of
zemstvos. In addition, in practice, zemstvos often implemented a local
agricultural development program. Thus, economic, agricultural and
trustee councils were created, but their productivity and consistency of
work with the AS differed in different provinces®.

Another problem was the participation of small landowners in the AS.
Inrelationtoit, A. G. Shcherbatov's views on the community were reflected.
He was an opponent of P. A. Stolypin's agrarian reform. He considered
agriculture in Denmark to be a role model.

Some public figures rightly reproached the AS for representing only the
interests of large and medium-sized land ownership, but not the interests
of small farmers. And in order for the AS to have state significance, they
must also support the interests of peasant land ownership. But even with
the full implementation of these assumptions, due to the peculiarities of
the Russian economic system, in which most of the land belonged to the
mass of small owners on the rights of community or farmstead ownership,
it is difficult for small landowners to have their representatives in the
proposed agrarian organization because of their lack of literacy and large
number of people.

The same conditions that caused the need for some government
guardianship in matters of public administration made it necessary to
organize the study and discussion of the needs of small land ownership
on the initiative and with the close participation of the state authorities.
However, A. G. Shcherbatov cautioned that the necessary participation

20 RGIA, f. 398, inv. 75, ref. no. 12, sheets 7-8; TGIAU, f. 442, inv. 641, ref. no. 704,
sheets 8-9.
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of central and local authorities should not be of any interference. ‘On the
one hand, it should be explained that the peasantry of Russia is mainly
an agricultural class. It is capable of farming, in many localities it sought
to improve its system of agriculture, and therefore did not so much need
external incentives to such from outside and agricultural training, as in
assistance and guidance on the path already worked out by itself, and
most importantly in attentive attitude to its needs and possible satisfaction.
On the other hand, it should also be remembered that in agricultural
activities any unnecessary interference from outside is ultimately reduced
to regimentation, which kills the business, but does not give it life. Only
with the personal conscious activity of the rural owners themselves, the
most flexible and applicable to a variety of cases, it is possible to avoid it
in a timely manner, without significant losses, frequent mistakes in any
existing business. Raising agriculture should be based on developing
farmers' sense of self-reliance and mutual assistance, which give them the
necessary energy and initiative’'.

In journalism, they also discussed the actual organizational issues of
the AS: the forms of agricultural societies (syndicates and associations),
the holding of congresses of rural owners.

There were various forms of agricultural associations. A. G. Shcherbatov
defended the position that agricultural syndicates cannot replace AS. Real
agricultural syndicates are the offspring of the AS. Such syndicates could
be revived only after the rural owners, through frequent communication
in their own circle and joint discussion of special issues, got to know each
other well, studied each other, and came to a common ground and action.
Thissituation developed in the Kiev Society of Agriculture and Agricultural
Industry. So, B. I. Khanenko founded the agricultural syndicate for

21 “C 0AHOJ CTOPOHBI, CAeAYeT IOSICHUTD, YTO KPeCThsIHCTBO Poccuu Gp110 mpenmy-
IIeCTBEHHO 3eMAeAeAbdecKrM coca0oBreM. OHO CITOCOOHO K XO3sI/ICTBOBAaHUIO, BO MHOTUX
MEeCTHOCTSIX CTPeMIAOCh K yCOBEPIIeHCTBOBAHMIO CBOEI CIICTEMBI 3eMAeAeAls], a [IOTOMY
He CTOABKO HY>K1aA0Ch BO BHEIITHIX CTUMYAaX K TAKOBBIM M3BHe U CeAbCKOXO35ICTBEHHOM
00yuyeHuH, CKOABKO B COAEMCTBIM M YKa3aHIUAX 110 BRIpaOOTaHHOMY Y>Ke UM CaMUM ITyTH,
a raaBHOe BO BHMMAaTe€AbHOM OTHOIIEHMH K eTO IOTPeOHOCTSIM 1 BO3MOXKHOM MX YAOB-
aetsopenun. C Apyroil CTOPOHBI, cAeAyeT TOXKe IIOMHUTD, YTO B CeAbCKOXO3AICTBeHHOI
AesITeAbHOCTH BCSIKOE M3AMIITHee BMeIllaTeAbCTBO M3BHe B KOHIe KOHIIOB CBOAMTCS K pe-
rAaMeHTaluM, KOTopasi yOuBaeT 4ea0, HO He JaeT eMy >KU3Hb. TOABKO IIpU AMYHOIN CO-
3HATeABHOM AesITeAbHOCTI CAMUX CeAbCKIX X0351eB, HanboAee IMOKOI 1 ITPUMeHSIOITeics
K pa3HOOOPa3HBIM CAy4YasM, BO3MOYKHO 13beraTh CBOeBpeMeHHO, 6e3 3HauNTe AbHBIX YObIT-
KOB YaCTBIX BO BCIKOM >KMBOM Jeae OMOOK. [ToaHsITIE ceAbCKOTO XO3sI1ICTBAa A0AXKHO OC-
HOBBLIBATLCsI HA Pa3BUTUN Y 3eMAeeAblieB UyBCTBa CAMOCTOSTEABHOI AesTeALHOCTU U B3a-
JMMOTIOMOIIIN, KOTOPBIe AQIOT eMy HeOOXOAMMYIO DHepIuio u npeanpunmuusocts’. RGIA,
f. 398, inv. 74, ref. no. 6, sheet 23.
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the sale of grain abroad through the port of Odessa®. Although in the
Russian Empire there were many examples where just because of the lack
of training, the so-called agricultural syndicates turned out to be only
trade or commercial enterprises. This was due to the fact that they had
fallen into the hands of people who had nothing to do with agriculture,
or because they were arranged by people who were called rural owners
(who own land), but who were aliens to the agricultural industry in their
interests. Syndicates could only serve to enrich individual people away
from agriculture. According to A. G. Shcherbatov, the effective and broad
activity of AS is a condition and a sign of the proper development of the
agricultural industry.

He believed that it was generally more convenient and expedient
to discuss the needs and conditions of a particular agricultural area at
properly organized agricultural congresses. They should be conducted
within a certain time frame, not by administrative division of the country,
but by areas of agriculture. In the second half of the 19th century, three
annual congresses were held in three main regions of the Russian Empire:
Northern forest-field, Central agricultural and Southern fallow (the last
included the Ukrainian provinces). In order for the congresses to be more
effective, it was necessary that the program be prepared professionally and
competently. The questions were not meant to be random, but to be selected
according to pressing local needs. The very formulation of questions
needed to be clear, exact and definite, so that different interpretations,
misconceptions and misunderstandings were not allowed.

But more than in any other sphere, in agriculture (the main aim of which
is to achieve practical results, i.e. the benefits of an industrial enterprise), one
can expect the direct participation of rural owners and actual benefits only if
the activities of the AS and the holding of congresses were based on practice
and gave noticeable results. On the reasons for the lack of vitality of the AS
and the low effectiveness of congresses in the second half of the 19th century
in the Russian Empire, A. G. Shcherbatov recognized the lack of funds for the
proper business organization of the first and the lack of bodies that would
take into account and be able to implement the issues raised at the congresses
and implement their decisions. These circumstances explained the distrust of
public opinion in the activities of the AS and the congresses, which in many
cases was really caused by the lack of practical development of the action
program and the achievement of evident results.

2 B.J. Xanenxo, Jokaad Cosemy Kuesckozo 00uyecnién ceAbckoz0 X03s1Cmea i CeAbckoXo-
saticmeenHot npomviuiernocmu 3a 1891 200 yupexdenrozo npu 00u4ecmee spemerHHoz0 KoMume-
ma, Knes 1892, p. 4, GAOO, f. 22, inv. 1, ref. no. 302, sheet 24.
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Thus, according to A. G. Shcherbatov, the rapprochement of rural
owners could be achieved by the following ways and means. First, by the
AS and agricultural congresses, i.e. agricultural bodies whose task was
either to apply agricultural science to local agricultural practices and to
local conditions, or to find out in which direction and in what way state
assistance is desirable. Second, by agricultural syndicates and associations.
Such institutions that worked together for a common commercial benefit.
In syndicates, the achievement of such a benefit meant a community of
actions without direct material participation of their members in the
enterprise. Agricultural associations were quite suitable for the general
type of trade associations.

Therole of all-Russia AS. A. G. Shcherbatov worked for some time (1892—
1905) as the Chairman of the Imperial Moscow Society of Agriculture. As
the head of the all-Russian AS, he was able to observe and test his ideas in
practice and to be guided by experience. In general, he positively assessed
the role and influence of all-Russian AS on the regional ones throughout
the country. A. G. Shcherbatov was a good businessman and a highly
qualified specialist in the field of agriculture.

At the highest government institution, which is given to take care of the
interests of the agricultural sector, the work of the AS, which discussed
agricultural issues throughout the country, should undoubtedly develop.
The close connection that existed between the government's activities to
promote agriculture and the efforts of all-Russian societies has always been
recognized by the government and confirmed by the financial support of
the state Treasury.

There is no doubt that the state assistance to the agricultural sector,
based on all-Russian AS, has always found a lively and active help in them.
The research and experiments carried out by the AS were subjected to
competent criticism or distributed as an instructive example to the mass of
rural owners. And thus, they certainly brought more significant benefits to
the development of agriculture than their publication in the press. Finally,
the value of the government subsidy given to the AS was increased by
the fact that it caused gratuitous labour and private donations to expand
the business. Philanthropy also extended to local AS events (such as
exhibitions).

The activities of all-Russian AS, remote from local interests and not
directly related to the case as local or special societies, undoubtedly had
a different character from them. The task of the central societies is to discuss
agricultural issues from a more general and more scientific point of view
than societies with more highly specialized tasks can do. But in order that
the activities of the central societies should not be limited to theoretical
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discussions, but also have practical significance, they should involve not
only representatives of agricultural science, but also the most prominent
rural owners in their activity. The most fruitful participation of these
people in the affairs of the AS should be ensured by the establishment of
all subsidiary institutions that were necessary tools of agricultural science.
The experimental field, the chemical laboratory, the experimental station
for animal husbandry — these are the most important of them. No less,
if not more, it was necessary to organize a competent consultation at
the AS, which could pre-develop the issues to be discussed and express
its opinion on them from a scientific point of view. This consultation
included specialists in animal husbandry, botany, chemistry, soil science,
entomology, and mechanics.

Questions of commercial efficiency (sales, profits, loans, competition
from other countries, etc.). According to A. G. Shcherbatov, the abovemen-
tioned issues were among the most important in the activities of the AS in
the period under study. It is the profitability and competitiveness in the
foreign market that solved the question of the meaning of existence and
was an indicator of the degree of economic expediency of AS.

AS can be considered as a means to ‘survive’ in the foreign market
and withstand competition from other countries that produce agricultural
products. A. G. Shcherbatov suggested various ways to solve the problem.
These include profitable sales, preferential terms of transportation by rail,
loans, etc.

Under the right conditions of sale and production, only those people
who had an active agrarian organization could survive the economic
struggle for existence. In the period under study, the fate of people was
decided not on the battlefield, but on the world markets. One of the main
tasks of the AS was to ensure profitable sales of agricultural products. This
is all the more important because in fact in Russia, with cheap land and
labour, there should not be an agricultural crisis. Indeed, if we compare
the prices paid for the same items by the Russian buyer with the prices on
foreign markets, we will find such a huge difference, going nowhere, that
with direct relations between the places of production and the markets,
rural owners could benefit from a significant increase in the price of
goods and consumers from an equally significant decrease in sales prices.
Thus, the task of the AS is to eliminate the causes of such an abnormal
phenomenon and thus enable rural owners to take an active part in the
storage, movement and trade of agricultural goods.

A. G. Shcherbatov believed that the profitability of sales has always
been a condition for raising agricultural machinery. After all, agriculture
has a solid base only if it is based on a commercial calculation.
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No improvement made on a farm without a direct monetary benefit can be
considered appropriate for its purpose. This means improving processing,
purchasing new machines, melioration of the estate, and improving cattle
breeding. It is necessary to make a preliminary precise calculation on
paper what profit will be made from this and whether the cost will be
profitable. Only under such conditions is it possible to protect yourself
from major technical errors, since in industry in general and in agriculture
in particular, the best expertise and evaluation is market expertise and
evaluation. If there is a demand for raised livestock, wool, and grain and
a profit is obtained from their sale, then agriculture is on the right path.
These goods are devalued — this farm does not keep the right direction or
goods are of poor quality.

Profitable sales are encouraging for all participants in the agricultural
enterprise. If it is possible to give out more remuneration to employees,
attract better forces to the business, it is more pleasant for the owner to
introduce various improvements and spend money on the estate. In it,
there is an interest in the business and initiative, many years of experience
and skill. If there are no sales, prices are unprofitable, an owner is
first to give up. He tries to make up for the shortcomings by saving in
expenses, refuses to make technical improvements, reduces the salary
of employees. And the overwhelming effect of low prices permeates the
entire agricultural organism from top to bottom. For these reasons, the
AS should have kept in mind, first of all, not questions about agricultural
education, not questions about various technical improvements, but the
question of ensuring profitable sales.

A. G. Shcherbatov drew attention to the cost and conditions of
movement of agricultural goods by rail. The railway business in the 19th
century was still new in Russia. Therefore, it is not surprising that the
institution at the head of it had difficulty coping even with the technical
side of the case. According to A. G. Shcherbatov, in the commercial sphere,
with rare exceptions, it often proved to be insufficiently effective. In the
commercial world, the urgency of delivery and conformity of goods to
samples is always considered the absolute basis for the efficiency of the
business. The railway departments did not always do either of these things
correctly. Only the village owners themselves could help in this case. The
experience of the Kharkov Society of Agriculture and Agricultural Industry
can be called instructive. This was the first time in the Russian Empire that
a special railway transport bureau was opened by the AS. Specialists of
the Kharkov AS signed contracts between landowners and the Southern
railway for the timely transportation of goods. In case of delays in the
delivery of agricultural goods, the Railway Department paid fines to rural
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owners. This system lasted until the beginning of the First World War, and
then was cancelled due to the complexity of the wartime®.

In addition, the task of the AS is to find out how to organize the
compliance of agricultural products with the requirements of the markets
and achieve the highest possible quality of goods not only at the production
sites, but also when they are delivered to the market. It is also important to
find out the minimum amount of overhead costs in the form of rail fares,
sea charters, trade, and commission costs.

Closely related to sales questions was the issue of preferential and long-
term credit and the related issue of special warehouses. The credit allows
rural owners to wait for the most convenient time to sell their goods.
‘In the absence of such credit, we can name many cases where the owner
lost 50 kopecks from the Rubel or paid 60% per annum by an untimely
sale, while at the same time having enough grain and other goods for their
turnover’*.

Problems of borrowing foreign experience. The study and use of foreign
experience played a significant role in carrying out progressive changes in
agriculture. Almost all public figures were unanimous in this. As a man
of progressive views for his time, A. G. Shcherbatov did not consider the
Russian Empire disconnected from the rest of the world. Traveling a lot
around the world, he noticed and analysed foreign experience. First of all,
what would be useful for his country.

In the period under study, The English Royal AS was worthy of imitation
for holding congresses. It held part of its annual meetings in various
places of Great Britain. This satisfied the need for congresses. The meeting
of the Royal AS was all the more important because all the rich material
created by many years of experience and the work of scientists, provided
in a particular area at the disposal of landowners to explain their needs
and ways to meet them. These meetings, in the form of their conduct very
similar to the congresses, realized the main task of the English Royal AS,
expressed by the motto: ‘Practice with Science!’.

“There is no need to philosophize on the simplest of questions when the
simplest solution of the question is the most correct. In this case, too, we
have seen great progress in the agriculture abroad. We have seen the same
thing in the Baltic provinces, that everywhere it is accompanied by proper
agricultural organization. AS is the only way to raise agriculture. If they

2 GAKhO, £. 237, inv. 1, ref. no. 1, sheet 124.

# ‘TIpn OTCYyTCTBUM TAaKOTO KpeAMTa MOXKHO Ha3BaTh MHOTO CAyYaeB, IAe XO3SIH
HeCBOEBPEMEeHHOII ITpojaskeit Tepsia 50 Kor1t. ¢ py0ast nan raatua 60% rog0BbIX, IMesI B TO
>Ke BpeMsl 10 IIeHHOCTM MX AOCTaTOYHO 3€pHa U APYTOro TOBapa AAs CBOETro obopota’.
RGIA, f. 1571, inv. 1, ref. no. 52, sheet 28.
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do not exist, they must be created; if their activities are unproductive, they
must be revived'®.

It was deemed useful to borrow the necessary experience of other
countries as well. As a good example of solving the problem of small
peasant land ownership, he pointed at the agricultural organization in
Saxony. It was divided into administrative units among 12 agricultural
districts. In addition to ordinary activities, each society had a large
number of peasant agricultural associations in its district. Every year the
society hosted a Congress of representatives of these associations. And
thus, the needs of smallholdings were clarified. In the Russian Empire,
the beginning for such associations was loan and savings associations or
peasant agricultural artels. Such associations mainly consisted of well-to-
do peasants and landowners. In these associations, with the participation
of an agronomist or one of the local rural owners, peasant agricultural
needs were discussed, and then annual congresses of their representatives
were convened at the AS.

CONCLUSION

A. G. Shcherbatov's opinion about the AS was authoritative. As the
Chairman of the all-Russian AS and a Ministerial official, he defined the
ideology of these societies. A. G. Shcherbatov contributed to the formation
of the state policy in the agricultural sphere. The productivity of his ideas
was quite high. The future showed the correctness of his views. A. G.
Shcherbatov adequately assessed the economic situation in the country
and the position of these societies in the structure of Russian agricultural
life. He outlined the program for raising the agricultural sphere of the
state, in which a significant role was assigned to the AS. His views were
implemented to a certain extent. A network of agrarian public associations
was established throughout the Russian Empire. In practice, they have
proved their importance in the transformations of agriculture.

(translated by Margarita Sviridova)

» ‘Her neobXxoammocTy ¢puaocodcTBoBaTh B CaMBIX ITPOCTBIX BOIIpOCaX, KOrja
Haubo/ee IPOCTOe pellleHre BOIIpoca Hamboaee BepHoe. Tak UM B JaHHOM cAydae MEI
BUAEAV 3a TpaHUIENl TpoMajHbIe yCIIeXU B CeAbCKOM XO3siicTBe. MBI Brean TO e
camoe U B 0aATHMIICKUX IMPOBUHIIMAX, YTO BCIOAY OHO COIPOBOXKAAETCS ITPaBUABHOIO
CeABbCKOXO03ATICTBeHHOT opranusanyerr. CXO — e AMHCTBEHHOE CPeACTBO ITOAHATEH CeAbCKOe
x03:71cTBO. EcamM MX HeT, Hag0o MX CO34aTh, €CAU UX AeATeABHOCTh HEIIPOU3BOAUTEABHA,
Hago ee oxxusuTh’. A.I. IllepOaTos, 3nauenue, p. 10.
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STRESZCZENIE

Artykut poswigcony jest pogladom A. G. Szczerbatowa na rolg, zadania i znaczenie
towarzystw rolniczych Imperium Rosyjskiego na przetomie XIX i XX w. Byt on przewodni-
czacym Moskiewskiego Towarzystwa Rolniczego oraz urzednikiem Ministerstwa Rolnic-
twa. Jego pozycja w znacznym stopniu determinowata ideologie spotecznych organizacji
agrarnych, jak réwniez przyczyniata sie¢ do formowania polityki panstwowej w odniesieniu
do rolnictwa. A. G. Szczerbatow uwazat, ze towarzystwa rolnicze sa prostym i efektywnym
sposobem na rozwigzanie probleméw agrarnych w Rosji. Tego typu organizacje spetniaty
roznorodne funkcje. Za najwazniejsze zadania A. G. Szczerbatow uznawat rentownos¢ to-
warzystw rolniczych oraz ich konkurencyjnos¢ na rynku. Dziatalnos¢ takich towarzystw
stawata si¢ bardziej efektywna przy wsparciu ze strony panstwa oraz ziemstw. Regionalne
towarzystwa rolnicze miaty swoja specyfike. Do poczatku I wojny swiatowej dziatalnos¢
organizacji agrarnych doczekata sie znaczacych rezultatéw. Program A. G. Szczerbatowa
dotyczacy towarzystw rolniczych zostat zrealizowany w okreslonym stopniu.

Stowa kluczowe: towarzystwa rolnicze, Imperium Rosyjskie, A. G. Szczerbatow, rol-
nictwo, organizacje spoteczne, gubernie ukrainskie
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